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. AT S o VA

!~The Natlonal Center for Res arch in- Véhatlonal Education has

. . provided. technical. ass1stan-e in evaghat;onvto selected states over’

. . the past two years. . This rg port covers the second ar's work,

,'wh1ch was .designed to assigt statés ,in increasing their, ability .to
evaluateé programs and services for spec1a1,popdlat1,ns. The report.
. ‘also prov1des 1nformatlon on changes in the totel aluation system "

: o the pr03ect. ~ ‘
o The proaect procedure was/ to determlne the extent t whlch a state -y
. . ~was able to prov1dehthe ecessary information to de ermlne program !
. /, ’ effectiveness in serving 1nd1v1Zua1s within’ these . _pec1a1 gmoups. |
g (d1sadvantaged handicapped, .women, minorities, and persons with - :
limited English proficiency) identified by the Education -Amendments -
of 1976. This.set of ne¢eded }nformatlon relates fto the ° e oo
. access1b111ty of prograpms, part1c1patlon of spec al populatlon, e
N . individuals, the additional service prov1ded, and ‘the outcomes - i

achieved. | . o) K

T Following the above analy51s, each state was. a s1sted .to deve10p a ,

' plan for-correcting: the identified weakness and to specify" the ‘aid . .-

. , .'which the Nitlonal Cehter teéh could provide./ This publlcatlon o5
L et g1ves a report on thls process anpd the resul ant 1mprovements made

: in the states.n

A .
.

The Natlonal Center is partlcularly indebted to Bill Stevenson,
Progect Director, Marion- Franken$ Research Spec1a11st, and Graduate
Research Associate, Eliseo Ponce. Signifig¢ant contributions to the
project were also made’Py N. L. McCaslln, Assocxate Director, and
F. L. McKinney, Prdgram Director of-the E aluatlon and Po 1cy _
; \D1v1s1on, where the pro;ect was conductedﬁr” . - <
/ [ 3 N ’
Recognition and apprec1atlon are extende ‘to the evaluatlon
coordinators in each state who were-the main contacts for the
. .. technical assistance team. . Ernest:Neasham and William Morris in o j
y California, Betty Schmidt in Connectﬁczt, Lloyd Lawson, Robert : E
Perry,’ arid James Harris in Colorado, d Douglas Patterson and his ﬂ
taff in Alabama were most helpful in assisting the project staff |
hile in .the states. ' Other staff in -ach of the states freely J
hared their knowledge and expertlse W1th the progect team.

3 . LYo

‘s




.Credit is also glven to the follow1ng reviewers of the draft copy
of this report: Jesse Clemmons, North Carolina; Charles Shubat,
Minnesota; and Nancy Lust of the Nat1onal Center staff.

F1na11y, a spec1a1 note of appreciation is extended ta. Nancy Powell,
Project Secretary, and Marilyn Orlando, Division Secretary, for (\
their assistance and to Sharon P1nkham who edlted the final -
document. »

A

‘Robert E. Taylor

Executive D1rector

The National Centef for
Research in \Iocatlonal~
Education : :

’
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CHAPTER I} -
INTRODUCTLON
This chapter presents the 1mportance, obgectlves, and' .

methodology of the projdct.. It also discusses the deveiopment
of the assessment instrument which was used to rate the states'

~ability to :evaluate programs and services for special o

3 populatlons enrolled in vocational education on the same basi’s

~achieve

(3) determ1natlon of needs of special populatlons\\Ml

populatlons in vocatlonal educatlon.

L . o "‘ —_—

. Imﬁbrtance'of the Project

The Education Amendments of 1976 mandated tha tate
boards evaluate, among other things, results of add@ional-

‘services that states provide to spe ial populatlons in.terms of
< |

plannlngnand operational processes,\results of student -

t, and results of student employilent success,
Special populations inc¢lude women, members of minority groups,
disadvantaged and handicapped persons, and persons of 11m1ted
Engllsh-speaklng prof1c1ency. .

The law has,’ therefore’, added a new dimension to vocat1 !?
education evaluation. It requires states to evaluate speclgit
as regular ‘vocational students. This means that a fully
functioning state vocational evaluation system should be -able
to compare or contrast regular and spec\%l populatlon students

- on certa1n criteria. _ -

ecent study conducted by the 1eadersh1p development .
function of the National Center- revealed that state vocational

‘education directors considered evaluation as their number one

priority.” The project staff conducted another informal study
among state directors™96f vocational education and ofther state
staff to prioritize the areas df needéd assistance.) Questions
dealing with spec1aﬂ populatlons represented three of the six>
most pressing problems. These three *areas of concern at the
state level were (1) determination of. special services for
special populations, (2) follow-up of special popugatlons, and
K A} / B
The Natlo\hi Center began to assist the states solving
the foregoing problems dur1ng 1978-79 through technical
assistance to sel%cted states. During Year, I, the National

‘Center for Research in Vocational ®ducation ‘established working

relatlons with,four states--~California, Maine, Colorado, and




Alabama.. Each of the four states had 1nd1cated a need for
assistance in evalua g Programs and services. for special

1+ " populations. - The results of this effort were previously ‘ )

- 1Jported by Stevenson et. al.® ; ~ . S .

. . Objectlves' - L

e . ) . . -

The objectlve of- this pro;ect in Year II was to provide
technical assistance to four states directed toward the
. improvement. of the evaluation of programs and services. for . ,
spec1a1 populations. A . . .

- - . N N . - s ) N . , .
The performance objectlves in terms of product were to
SR 1ncrease the ab111ty of the part1c1pat1ng states to”’

oy -

1. determlne accessi ility of programs to spec1al needs -
s populatlons- ). . N .o -

!

2., determine part1c1pat10n of spec1a1 pﬁpulatlons 1n

vocational programs;. ey “ v o a
U 3. identify services prov1ded to spec1a1 e o .
i ' populations; ] . o d
4. determine outcomes\of programs for spec1a1. ' ' .
. _

populatlons. o . : - v .
Performance objectives in terms‘ef p’-cess'primarily o '
descrlbed what the progect team attempt; »

These act1v1t1es 1nc1uded

.

1, ana1y21ng states' ab111ty to;e' uaky i _ e

~

~

2, prov1d1ng ‘technical asslstanceotd four states onn -
evaluation of programs and services for special

o i R \ -~ populatioms; B ' o kj—f—ff\\f“mﬁ‘b a Yo

. f_ 3. ,developing a priorltlzed 11st of evaluatlon for: o '\g»
) \’ o special populatl%ns, o 7 g - T M

4. prov1d1ng strategles for evaluatlon system
modlfLoatlon, : .




& . T T
\ ‘ : |
é‘ developlng procedures for self-analys1s of a state ‘ ' , '
evaluation system, e |
) - s " ' . - .
One of the most important'outcomes in the process of =
providing technical _assistance is .in¢reasing in’ the T
' part101pat1ngrstates' knowledge of their effectiveness in -
serving special populatlons. It was hoped that this increased
awareness would result in the improvement of 'services and 2 2
s programs for these groups and thus effectively provide o
' occupational educatiom and tra1n1ng for 1ndlv1dua1s clas51f1ed
as spec1a1 populatlons. _ . !} ' el
/ ' ' - 7\
. Given the greater goal of assisting states in the. : B :
.'develﬁpment of a more responsive evaluation system for | - SR
. vocational ‘education, this techn1ca1 assjstance effort was . - -
‘viewed as one mechanism for delivering the khowledge, : , ' .
experience, and cumulagive findings of the Natlonal ,Center to o ' a
the®field: The technital assistance.team can relay 1nformat10n
* .and coricerns from the-~field back to the National Center, staff. /
. This information Souléjlnclude results of, &nd, réactions to -
the products prod by the National Center, needs for g
additional research and ddvelopment, andg the extent to which N
the overall goals of the evaluation function of the Evaluatlon ) L
and Policy Division -are belng,gchleved. : . L \¥/L\' \;.;i"ibg
’ . . : ) [

¢ o | ' o Method:}hgy

; - ' »

- , The methpdology ef#e Technic 1 Ass1stance Project was. : “
b _ influenced by the wor Everetthogers and jFloyd ShoemakeY, :
' especially that on d1 fusion of 1nnovat10ns.z\§onald Havelock's
"The Change Agen% S Gulde to Innovation in Ed ation" ptoved to
be very. helpful. N, . '
. o ’ S : . a : _ o
S~ e T The process of prov1d1ng techn1ca1 as51stance 1nvolved‘s1x . B
' sequential, interlocking phases. ' These ‘wpre- (1) assessing I
= @' needs, (2) prioritizing needs, (3) identi ylng alternative - ' o
. solutjions, (4). chooslng solpt10ns,~(5) ‘implementation,. and (6) S
eval‘Ptlng implementation. Figure 1 shows the schematic " r=
diagram of the procéss by - which the, Technlcal Assistance ol
Project provided technical services to states. Figure Zfshows~ S
% the schedule of activities.» ‘

wl . 4

Prior to the actual process-.of providing technical Y0 R

¢ assistance was the selection of cooperating states. The four . ~ |
SO states (California, Colorado, Alabama, and Maine) papticipating 3 -
. in Year I of the pro;ect were contacted to determln whether or B
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not they wished to continue. Maipe did not choose to
participate in Year II of the prOJect. Connecticut was

-selected as a replacement state based on the criteria used .in

<

Year I of the project. Since the emphasis’was on the
evaluation of programs and services for special needs
populations, the question of a state's 1nterest in th1s area ‘.

~was an addltlonal consideration. . : . s

Memoranda of understandings between the part1c1pat1ng
states -and the National Center were negotiated. These |

memoranda of understandings outlined the mutual - ~;\-
responsibilities of the partles involved in the progect. ’
\ ' - :
’ oy \

Assessing Needs ' . ” | .
. % , o . ! -

An analysls was made of each evaluatlon system for spec1a1 v

needs populatlons.. This analysis consisted.of an assessment of
the state's ability to (1) determine accesslblllty of programs

- for special populations, (2) determine part1c1pat10n of special -
populations, (3)-identify additional services for special
populations, and (4) measure outcomes of programs and services
for -special populations. To accomplish the fore901ng
objectives, two .basic procedures were employed: the interview
and document analysis.

a L j

A structured interview schedule for key state personnel in

‘vocational education department was developed from the. items in

effectiveness (see Figure 3). The interview s

the evaluation matrix showing causes and indicators of program
§hedule focused .

"on four areas of concern: access, participatl n, process, and

outcomes. The interviews were conducted in each state by the
project director.

In addition to the intexviews, the project:staff asked for
documentary evidence regarding the apility of the state -
vocational education system to evaluate programs and services.
for special populations. These were state enrollment reports,

“enrollment forms, evaluation 1nstruments, follow-up reports,

follow-up plans, follow-up forms, prbgram ‘evaluation reports,‘
. policy materials, and local program applications or plans. A
document analysis was pe%formedfand used as a mechanism to .-

crosscheck the 1nfoymat10n gathered "from the 1nterv1ew T e

schedule. .,
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With the information gathered dur1ng the 1nterv1ews and
from the documents, each state was rated on its ‘ability to -
evaluate programs and additional services for special
populations by using an assessment instrument which was'
developed by the pronect staff and reviewed by the Evaluation
and Policy Division. A rePert of each state-was then
made which descr1bed a stite's strendths ‘and weaknesses
relative to its ability to evaluate programs ‘and additional
services for-special populations. Before the report was
finalized, a draft copy was. made and sent to each state for
reaction. In areas where there were disagreements on the
- ratings, additional evidence was requested before ratings were
finalized. A final assessment report was then’ wr1tten and
submitted to each- state. R :

Prioritizing Needs : U LA

-

Each state was askedato respond to the assesshent report.
For this purpose, the pr03ect director called a conference.

consisting of key state’ vocational educatlon administrators; -

evaluation specialists, and special education staff. The .
pProject consultant presented a brief summary of the findings.
This was followed by open discussion.- The process served, to
(1) enable the project consultant to clarify certain aspects~of
the report upon request of participants .and (2) fac111tate

' understanding and acceptance of the report.

> i}

When general agreement was ‘reached concerning the key
problem -areas, the state vocational education evaluation
personnel were asked to prioritizeé their evaluation needs
giving consideration to fiscal and manpower resources. The
project consultant and .the state personnel then planned the
specific technical assistance which- would be provided by the
National Center project staff. Further, timetables for the
major problem areas were mutually agreed upon.

Identifying Alternative SQIutions

-~

o The progect consultant 1dent1f1ed feasible alternative .
solutions to the key problem areas for each of the states. 1In
the formulation of suggested alternative solutions, the
follow1ng criteria were observed: . . .

~ .
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1. Soluthns were W1thrn the manpower and f1scal resources p

of the state. . . N L . . - 7
’ . g \
2. Solutlons offered great potentlaL.value to the stat - v
and less potentlalldamage. e
P ' 1
3. Solutions requlred minimal 1nvestment of t1me and |
- efforts
4. Solutions. offered rewards in terms of some  side
payments extraneous to the original problem or
condition. . oo - \
- The process of 1dent1fy1ng alternat1ve solutlons 1nvolved
face to face informal dialogues to a greater extent than g
formalized confererices. This proceduré allowed the client and
the project consultant to engage in an uninh1b1ted discussion
of issues involwed. .Furthermore,’ ;t enabled them to galn a
better understand;nggof +the’ other's 1d§as. In discussions, the
project consultant s rived to maintain obje t1v1ty and ‘played .a -
.supportlve role in help1ng the c11ent make decisions. R -
. M T . . - K
Choosing Solutions - ' < L o , .
This- step was an active process in which the cllents made '
conscious choices about specific solutions to part1cular _ .

- problems. . This step involve@l- the process of 1dent1fy1ng - I
definitive courses of actiqn to take by state vocatidnal ’ .y
education personnel and the process of legitimization.. In both
of these. stepg, the- prOJect consultant was elther d;rectly or
indirectly involved. N -

When the state vocatlonal educatlon personnel had deflned
their positions on the priority- issues, an implementation plan-
was developed. This 1ncluded obtaining the approval, where- - 1//>h.

necessary, of proper authorities such as the state director ' v
and/or the state board for vocational education. The State
Adv1sory Council for Vocational Educatlon was al3o informed of

the project activities by the project consultant. In the
«legltlmlzatlon process, the project consultant played a

supportlve role to the,evaluatlon personnel.

Implementing Solutipns

- X
-
. 4

»

4 ' ‘ ' ‘ ‘,

The major effor% of the technical assistance staff was to

help the states implement chosen alternative: solutlons. The . e
process 1nvolved the dellvery of sustained as51stance through

(-% ?

-~

o N ' .?;,-‘ | : o
A ) | |

. .v . \ } ) '- '. . v : . . - .




on—51te v151tat10ns, wrltten commun}catlons, and telephone : T

’ commdnlcatlons. o

P . . N\
When asSistance required a lengthy deliberation with a
group- of people,-project consultants made site visitations. ' Y \
Project staff critiques: and recommendations, concerning plans '
and instruments were written and sent to the statés. These
‘were followed with site visitations whenever necessary. Most L
- follow—-up activities,. however, were genetally done by

telephone. P . ' , S
Evaluating Implementation e ’ ’ '
Feedback and evaluation were a.continuous process .

throughout the various phases of the technieal assistance

process. The states were encouraged to communicate freely and o ,
‘openly with the project director. Pertinent. information with ( ' , s
regard ‘to the implementation:process was Eggularly monitored o '
and ‘analyzed. At the end of the .calendar year, a. jOlnt review , L
of accomplishments by state vocational education evaluation e
officials and the" project‘staff was conducted for each .

cooperating state.- Aﬂprofrl-eMOf-eacﬁ*‘stateieaeeempél;&shment~wa‘si-eexﬁeev.f~
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CHAPTER II

.

*

. - A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK' - STRATEGIES FOR  * T,
L "+ CHANGING YOCATISNAL \EDUCATION N
- *EVALUATION SYSTEMS EROM TWO - '~ . o @
‘ 'COMPETING PERSPECRIVES - T S
v ) l B : ’
- » ; ) ’ ‘ N ,‘ v
- ) . . ) . - B
- "~ In an effort to prov1de 1nformat10n necessary for the Do
R "understandlng of social ¢hange process, this chapter presents ’
o " two major competing theories dealing with social changej namely
*the conflict theory and the donsensus theory. = The major - * ST _'|

assumptions, their derivation, and thejir strategles can be used o
' to change vocat¥#enal education evaluation” ‘systems in .order 'to o '
e make them'more effectlve in 1mprov1ng vocational educatlon. .
- . N ‘_ . . \ \

\ ' o & S A o
: Consensus Perspective - , _ . . o

/
\'1

The consenSus perspectlve has its roots in the '19th century -
: ~ and, until recently, has been the domipant” conceptual . R . s
SRR perspective in sociology. . The organicism-of Comte, Spencer, ... . .- .
: ' -\and Durkheim, the work of funct10na1 anthropologists like, P .
_— Ma11nowsk{band ‘Radcliffe=Brown, and the work of Webster on ; E :
social tax ngmles helped shape the more modern consensus
perspective.”; .
v -
"_,,Censensus, soc1a1 ordér, 1ntegrat10n, -social solldarlty, . _
. equilibrium:- these are the key words 'in the consensus .
‘ - perspective. Social- systems are viewed as be1ng composed of
different interdependent.elements which exist.in equilibrium. v |
To maintain this equ111br1um, integration of personality C L
: systems into the cu1tura1 system must occur.+v Parsons. :
., . .postulated two' general mechanisms to perform this f%nctlon.
' the mgchanlsms of soc1allzat10n and soc1a1 control
undamental, therefore, to the consensus perspectlve is the
general’ notion of social equ111br1um and the mechanism that’
~ integrateg different Ie%els of soc1a1 rea11ty to maintain a
state of "homéostasis." ® The major requisite is the integration
among personal, cultural, and social systems.- The major '
assumptions of the consensus persp ctive can be summarized as

followq\
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© 1. Social_ reallty %x sts ab dlffepent leve;s Of -

A organization--a minimum level, the 1nd1v;dual Ly
and cultural (social). Y \ R '.°__»a.

. ’ o
2. Bas1c needs for survival existJfor 1nd1v1dualsk and v
L the creation of soci; organlzatlon/(culture) fﬁ
represents a way of meetlng these needs. “3 ‘

3. Once elaborated, patterQ§\of soelal organlz&tlon ha e \nv
their own needs which are meet by the further U
elaboration of social (cultural) patﬂbrns. ‘

i+ .

4. Hehce, in order to -understahd whygbl. rtldnlar social .
;' (cultural) patgern exists, it is nec ssary to know the
v 5
level or type of need %?»requ1s1te at 'it meets., ~ | .
, o ¥

. Strategies for Chang_

strategles employed in such government programs as the 0

C L

THe consensus strateg1es are most w1dely known., The

extension. service, communlty development programs, adult
tducation, and techn1cal assistance are all basedson the

ﬂconSenSUS'perspectlve. "The major assumptlons ‘of the- consensus '““”;,,
'strategies for change ‘are as follows: . : N

1. The central problem in planned change is 1ncreas1ng - w
product1V1ty and/or efflciency. v o

2. Change largely occurs through ‘the spread offtechnical'

2 - -knowledge and superior 1nformat10n from';he‘advanced to

“the less advanced areas. - T T ~'§ .

3.. The less advanced areas. (or backward sector) seJie as '
' a brake on the advanced areas, and bhus, limit : . ;\ .
progress and development" v L

4. The major characterlstlcs of the. backward - sectOr whlch SR
inhibit overall prbgress and development are lack £ L
knowledge, poor - attltudes, .and lack of resources. LT

2 T, S

The major strategy, therefore, for effectlng change (from

~the consensus perspect1ve)~1s best typi %ed by Rogers' classic

strategy for diffusions o: 1nnovat10ns“ This seéction details
some. appllcatlons of his principles to vocational educatlon.
His prin 1ples are outllned brlefly as follows- - :




e~ \ R “ ‘ : E _n,\\ \
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t ) J - / o N N L " ’
1. Prov1de techn1ca1 assistance by change agents..“ } \

;' Persons in chayge of the state evaluation units are the most ~ y \
' likely persons to assume these positions of leade¥ship for.

" changing evalwation. - Their educational. background, experience,
-and knowledge of unique .educational problems within théir own-

. be of a851stance to th&m in evaluation efforts at the- local

" like themselves.

-agehts in providing technical assistance. However, a thorough

- perspective is also necessary. g . C e o
- ' A Y )/’ S
2.- Establ1s3,rapport w1th and rece1ve a commltment from T e
sClients. ) : Ty ‘ ;_~ NG R
'n working with gducatlonal agenc1es, rapport must be T

‘establ1shed with"® the ‘individuals with whom' the change agents—-

- crédibility, and congen1a11ty, and it results 'in the

.and c11ents be ‘executed ‘which should specify the expectations : ¥

-be able to obthln 1nformatlon about the clients' work

.c11ents becomq aware of what the change agent will do for them.

- additional.information required;if clients wish to encompass

-~

v To be most effective, change agents need to be credlble.,

states help establish credlbllrxy. ‘Their knowledge of who will

level will help assure Worklng with 1nd1v1duals who are most

Change agent's have the responsubllty'to know'thevlaw~k' L L

pertaining to evaluation requirements and the essential . .
characteristics of-an effective.evaluation system. Knowledge <
of these requlrements and characterlst}cs will assist' change,: o \‘“

unde?standlng of the change process from the consensusf ~

will ‘be worklag. ‘Rapport is based upon. individual personallty,f,
estab11shment of trust. between the change agent and the c11ent._f

It {s best that a wr1tten agreement between.change agents
of the clients and the change agents. «The" change agents.must o
environiment and'the way in whlcq,evaluatlon fdhctions in Lt
relation to-other agency activities. At the same time the =
3.. perform a needs assessment based on what c11ents are_

requlred to do and what they\are able to do.

‘Change agents in this instance are actually performln@ an . .
evalugtive function.. They are looking at an agency's .
capablility to secure information required by.law and the
those elements essential to an effectlve evaluatlon system.-

-
L
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» Such admlnlstratlve concerps relat1ng to intra ard inter = -

-agency cooperation .and use. of, evaluatlon reporting must be

addreéssed by the change ageéﬁ Credibility of the change’ agent !
hi

plays an important role .in this endeavor. Successful o L
evaluation is the key to thls facet. of cred1b111ty. T ‘

.QQ Prlorltlze the evaluatlon needs of the agency 1n o '_f:‘r

7 cooperatlon with clients. -
By means of an assessment of evaluation dapabllltles,
change agents are in a p091tlon to advise clients.’ As c11ents '
recognize-deficienclies in their .capabilities to Rerform :
spec1fred evaulation act1v1t1es, they can make decisions to o |
glve priority to certain activities. « Priorities are based on . . * |
,requlrements of mandated legislation, staff avallablllty, and o |
ability as well as fundinhg. . Once limitatiqQns are established, A s
o
\

1

|

|

B © ‘

~ . o - |
|

|

|

|

a cooperative effort between change agenttand client can begin o
.so evaluation act1v1t1es can be . accompllshed. o ) B
. 5. Clients- in cooperatlon with change agentslneed tO'ldentlfY S e T
alternatlve solutlons-to evaluatlon problems.‘ ' e |
, » . P 3 K4 PV ] :
, Evaluatlon capab111t1es tend to vary from state to state as o _~zﬂ
Well as” among local education agencies. ~The Change~agent ean UL T
assist clients by helplng them think through alternative Lo
solutions to evaluation problems brought to the forefront hy N A
legislative mandate and the essential characteristics of.anﬁ ' ‘
effective evaluation system. The pros and cons of éach ’
poss1b1e alternative solution must De considered before a
choice of solutlons to. problems is made. o .

6. Ch01ce ‘of solutlons to evaluatgon problems is the Y

responsibility of the cllent._ : . . {

f 4 . v

There are no’ evaluatlon manuals which can d1ctate a method '_/2
of evaluation. Manuals'devoted to this subject may present o~
alternatives,” but a choice of solution to any evaluatlon !
- problem rests with the client. This is because. the .
frespon51b111ty for evaluatlon is the clxent's--not the change
agent's. . _ : /7 2

4




‘Clients need to 1mplement changes in the evaluatlon
process. ' ,

s " '} S -
_ Implementlng changes in the evaluation process chosen is
.the next step.: This is the test of the chosen solutlon.
Implementation will ‘either insure the capability of clients to
evaluate or will deqpnstrate that c11enéé' method is inadequate
or 1neff1c1ent. ) , N : . S

8, Evaluate the implementation of spec1f1ed evaluatlon
procedures._ g

, Change agents can be more objective than the clients who
have implemented the evaluation process.. 1In.any case it is’
wise to document the amount and type of effort, if any, a
client. has made in an areag’ to ‘be evaludted before" the new
implementation begins. -If this procedure is followed, it is
possible to tell the extent to whlch 1mprovements have been
made. _- . Toa A

- 9., Master the arts of . the dlfferent technlques for -
1mplement1ng 1nnovat10ns., :

.

p; K 28,

B

|
- ﬁuil andeb€a§}1nxpresented 28 - technxques8 ‘These are-as- et ‘
;follows-’ o . L
~ . ».( ¢ . ¢
«i¥nformative N Persuasive
= . v . .
1. Printed Information 11, Personal Interview . '
2. Audiovisgal Material 12. Role Playing RN ,
. . 3. Mass Media 13. -'Cooperdation. o
-+ 4. Lecture - 14. Staff Development
5. Symposium ’ 15. Differentiated Staffing -
6. Demonstration ~# 16, Involvement in Product ‘Development
7. Survey Feedback’, 17. Small-Scale Use of the Innovatlon
8. Discussion - 18. Competition
9. Brainstorming “ 19. Promotion of the Product
10. Consultation' = 20. Endorsement’by Authorities
' 2. Recognition of Trial Users
o 22. Financial Incentive
o <, o 23 Overstatement |
v e ’ - I3 ’
. ' , .. . *
“ . , Directive
A e
24. Deadlines
' 25. Legal Mandates
) o 26. Fait Accompili
’ o - 27. - Strategic Replacement of Staff
. Threats of Punlshment
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. ~ . The Confl:ct Perspectlve , o IR . -
A : e consensus approach to social phange has been cr1t1c12ed o
« - asm ely descriptive,, It does not give ' a satlsfactory\gccoumt..» *
‘ of t sources or- dynamics of: social change. . Further, the .- ‘

55' : theory does not provide a good ‘basis for the dnalysis of . °
: history, {artlcularly hat deallng with nonor'derly change.v

; Consensus theorists wlew tens1on ‘and stra1n as’
‘ . dysfunctldhal--connotlgg some form of s1ckness in the system,_ )
> : therefore, dlsrupt1Ve. This has been criticized by’ conflict Lol
| : o _theorlists because it d1sregards conflict's _positive factors., . - . |
R . It centers its attention upon’ problems.of Edjustment rather B

S than uJpon Sonfllct, upon soc1a1 statlcs rather than upon soc1a1
‘dynamics.v - : L -

Confl;ct is deflned as "any soc1a1 s1tuat10n or process in’
4ﬂh1Ch two or more entities are linked by at least one form of ‘
antagon1st1c psycho)oglcallielatlon or’ 3t least one form : _ - ‘

: antogon1st1c interaction." " “Antagonism involves such states as
‘"incompatable goals, mutually exclusive interests, emotional
hostility, dissensus, v1olent Etruggle, regulated mutual

S '1nterference, and the like.™ - B - o - ,

._:&_ . — , e - R \‘. L e \ o . e e e wan - T e "",'"f""
c C The conflict perspectlve, contrary to some views, is as old '~

as functionalism. It found its inspiration in thg works of two

. German;sociologists, Karl Marx and Georg Simmel.*“Recent
confli®t theorists like Ralf Dahrendorf and Lewis Coser have
contrlbuted to the refinement of the theory. Conflict the-.

orists take the folllowing- assumptlons regarding confllct and

the nature of social change:

’t
B

}1. While soclal relatlonshlps -display systematlc features,
these relationships are'rife with conf11ct1ng '
1nterests.\\ . , L,

2.h'Thrs’fact reveals that social systems systematlcally
generate confllct.

3. 'Confllct is . therefore an 1nev1tab1e and pervasive ) :
¢ feature of soc1a1 systems. : , ‘ v !

- 4.,. Such conf11ct tends to be man1fested 1n the blpolar"
opposltlon of 1nterests. . Y , ; -
o .

»




, 5. Conflxct most frequently occurs over the dlstrlbutlon °,‘ ©T
o -of scare resources, most potably- power. v ‘ '

e . " - -~

s B Coﬁ%llct &s theoma]or sqﬂrce of Change in socyal

- _ _systems. @ﬁg o Y e R

The basic proposltlon is that confllct often performs ba51c Aiih,fi"'
/ ’17 preserV1ng functlons., It is,n always causes. dysfunctlon. It I
_-/1s often ne essary - -for the pe (ceable maintenance of re- . j_‘ﬁjé;

latlonshlps¢ ‘and it -is a major precursor of social change. .
Lew1s—Coser summarizes- the six 1mportant functlons of confllct

L o 5},’ ‘q('
-~ ’ . / y ey ) ) Rt K
' . 1. "Co fl;ct permlts 1nternal dis ntion and - 3 - _ e T
~dissatisfaction_to rise to thzgsurface and enables a QfQ’gu“ b
. gr,up to restructure itself or deal w1th L.
ssatisfactlon. ‘. . 2T g s _
. 2.. C nfllct probldes the emergence of new’ orms of . ,";
pproprlate behavior by surfaclng short. om1ngs. ! i
. \ l’ e LT - ‘.
3. /Confllct provides means of ascertalnin'»the strength of o
current power structures..~ L ‘ . o s éT
T g ,Confllct works to- strengthen the boy; darles between | -
* : - groups, bringing out their distincti%eness. = . A SRLS
4 »Q} E T,
¢ 5;- Confllcq creates bond between loosely structured T '
groups, unlfylng dlssent*and unrelated elements., "t - »
‘ 6. Confllct works as a stlmuluslgo -reduce. stagnatlon. R
N o Confllct may alter soc1ety. ) . s
S o B . _ :
B e o . : - L 8- g
Strategies for Chanbe ’ o e L
: + - The ‘use of confllct as a strategy for change is a fa1rly ) ‘
N . new phenomenon among educators although it has had a long’ o
v h1story in the armed forces and labor unions. The middle class
orientation of -educators lias led them to embrace "an .
- resulted in rule by consensus and conflict avoidapce." n 16 - o

Conflict is rejected becauseée it is felt. that reaching decisions
‘thtrough consensfs and cooperation is the best method to achleve
social. change. . . . .

\
anti-conflict, anti-violence orientation. ,. .[and] this has’ - 3 3 . ’ w
|
\
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Recent events, however, have shown that educators and other s

peace loving" citizens are willing to use conflict as a .
strategy for-change after consensus strategy fails. . This has
become socially acceptable. The numerous teacher's strikes and

- sit-ins and the protest marches and demonstratlons employed by )
‘ such groups as the pro<ERA, antl-nUclear, ‘pPro- or anti-abortion
~. attest to this fact. : A number of ground-breaking laws have

been passed through the use of confllct strategy.

In.many instances those 1nd1v1duals who res1st change the
most vigorously will, when convinced of the benefits of 'a . .
proposed change, become its most enthus1ast1c proponents. The

technical assistance project reported in this publication shows
' that in some cases those state people who were most questlonlng_

of the team's cQnclusions: and recommendations egentually
supported and 1mplemented those recommendations most.
effectlvely. One way of finding the most effective solutlon to

A .

a problem is to create a situation where individuals are caused

to take both positive and- negative positions on an alternative
solution, and defend those positions vigorously. In such a

situation attitudes and posltlons can be changed. . Conflict can’

be used 1n a positlve way to gain support for needed changes.

The use of confllct s1tuatlon;\may also be fraught w1th _
danger for the user. If members of the establishment are . ek
challenged they may feel threatened ‘to the extent that they '
seek reprlsals against those taking an opposing view even
- though. that view may be perfectly. Just1f1ed and reasonable in
the eyes of the opposition. Also in some 1nstances, it may be
1mposs1ble to control the dlrectlon and the extent of a protest
once it has started.. . o f‘$*3=
President Kennedy is quoted .as say1ng, "The soc1ety wh1ch
- does not allow peaceful dissent is assuring itself of violent
dissent.” Until recently this country and its institutions
have operated almost: exclusively on a .consensus- approach to
‘Problem solution. New tensions and new opportunities dre
created as leaders learn to cope with and use conflict as .a
method to achieve changé. This section, therefore, details -
rsome conlect strategxes for change 1n\vocatlonal educatlon.

' promotlng needed chajge.

“ Lo Identlfy ‘afeas of co}kllct and use them asffocal p01nts for '

, SerlouS-questlons are being askedﬁabout the outcomesiof'v
vocational g¢ducation. A segment of the vocational education-.

community believes strongly that the traditional outcome of job

.’. N ~ : 1

e

»‘gff‘f*

[




’ placement~shou1d conthue as the sole cr1teria for program
success. Others insist that many er outcomes in addition to -
placement are important and Should b€ considered in determining
. program effectiveness. .A.positive change which could result
from this confllct, 'if properly channeled,  could be an
increased consciousness and concern for product evaluatlon in - _#
-vocational educatlon. . - oA

The recen differences of opinion as to the proper role of ‘
‘vocational education in social. change cdn be used to achieve. l
some positive ends. If mlnorltles and women who now are
calling for ggeater equity in all of qducation.can be convinced _ ‘
‘of the contribytion vVocational educatj can make to these T |

~ |
|
|
\
\
\
|
|
|

groups they can help to initiate needed changes. At the same
, time, this. 'ov the shoulder look™ vocational education is
~receiving ca eate increased opportunltles for all students
needlng ocqupational tra1n1ng. '

‘2. Organize grOups to "establlsh a creatlve tenslon" withifn
the organlzatlon.

‘In many organizations ‘the research unlt is looked at as the_
"burr under the saddle" by the. more traditional segments. The -
research unit, .if properly constituted and- sUpported, can be a
strong factor for change through its questioning of every" .

" procedure employed. The more traditional branches can play an_
equally valuable role by challenging and requiring proof of .
~worth of each new idea presented by research. The wise .
administrator learns to balance these two confllctlng views and
take the best of both. ’

Many vocational programs have found strong advocacy in the C,
form of an agressive advisory committee. Employers in the ' o
, commun1ty who know the benefits and needs of,vocational
education can speak with a strong voice to an administration
that fails to sugport programs needed by the community.

S 3. -,_Increase the involvement of the different sections g
cOmmunlty (parents, special needs askllledworkers, tc.) in
the process of evaluatlon. '

+

These 1nd1v1duals, because of their dlfferent background,
and different perceived needs, will view programs in a
different light and ask different sets of questions. This will
inevitability create tension and possible conflict. If in the
process it causes vocational educatlon to take a new look "at

19




itself, some very positive changes can result. . Programs and
' teachers can become more open-and accepting, studen{s can learn
to work with those dlfferent from themselves, and a greater
need can be served. . :

»

4. Broaden’ the representation on evaluation teams.

'The .number of people who can be fully involved in the
process of evaluation (stragegy 3) is limited. A much larger
number of people can be included on evaluation teams. The
benefits will generally be the same, possibly in a lesser
degree,,but certainly more widespread. The support of more
people who better understand the benefits and needs of -
vocational education through this part1c1pat10n can also be
helpful in st1mu1at1ng change and 1mprovement.~. ‘ ST
‘. [ Y
5. Establish solid alllances with powerful community groupsf

such as Parent Teachers Associations and 1abor’units;

.These communlty groups can be e1ther strong supporters of
vocational education or its greatest detractors. sually thls
»depends upon the degree of their knowledge and in lvement W1th.
vocational .edqucation. Soliciting support implies a - :
responsiveness to ‘needs. These groups will make demands,
identify problems, .and. probe for evidence of effectiveness or
the lack of its. They may creaté tensions by their demands,
but improvement can occur through this change.

6. Learn the art of protest, boycotts, and str1kes, and
- employ these when approprlate.

Most of us cr1nge at the thought of using these tactiecs to
br1ng about changes. However, there are numerous instances
.where this tactic seems the only way to achieve desirable ends.
The gains of labor, the civil rights. movement, and. evqn now the
human rights struggle around the world all have used these
measures to bring about change. In many instances we can act
outselves into a new way of thinking more effectively than we
~can think ourselves into a new way of acting. Sometlmes '
conflicting action is necessary for change to occyr in.
ourselves or 1n our. 1nst1tut10ns. : _

1)
P SN
: .




-

'Notes

l. Jonathan Turner, Structure of SooioiogicalhTheory

"~ (Homewood, Illinois: Dorsey; Press: 1978), pp. 28-29.
LI ‘ . . . N . .

2. Ibido’ ppo 44-460 o, i "

3. Ibid., pp. 46-51.
4. . Ibi_do’ po 37.
5. h1bid., p. 97.

6. Wllllam Flinh, "What is Development?“ (Lecture dellvered at
~ Rural 5001ology 796:14, 0SU, Columbus, ohlo, Summer 1979). a

7. Everett Rogers. and : ‘Floyd Shoemakery lefUSIOnS of
Innovations (New York- The Free Press, 1971)

8. W1111am Hull'and N. L. McCaslin, A Handbook for Strategy :
Development (Columbus, Ohio:' The Center For Vocatlonal
Educatlon, 1977), p. 85.

9. Harold M. Hodges, Jre., Conflict and Consensus- An
xIntroductlon to Sociology - (New York: Harper Row Publlshers,
1971), p. 447. .

10. Ibid. °
11. Jonathan.Tuﬂner,"p. 18.
12 1Ibid. |

13, Ibid., p. 122,

14. Ibido’ po 1270 o o . ; . . .~

15., LeW1s A. Coser and - Bernard Rosenburg, Sociological . Theory;
A Book”of Readings (New York: The MacMillan Company, 1964), PP
205-109.

“

v

16. Cathy erght Moody and G. Howard Ph1111ps, Confllct
- Managment in Community Groups (Columbus, Ohio; Cooperative
.'Extenslon Serv1ces, 1977), 16. o A .

1778 Ibld., p. 13.




CHAPTER IIJ

A MODEL FOR EFFECTIVE EVALUATION OF
\ . PROGRAMS FOR SERVICES FOR SPECIAL POPULATIONS

1) co . -

. . During the past few years, a number of federally mandated
A requirements have placed additional requirements on state . 'Y -
S - evaluation systems. However,.some of the data/1nformat10n B :
requlred for compliance purposes‘are also needed for planning S
and program improvement. In view of these requ1rements, state : o
evaluatiqon personnel have expressed a need for a method of -
" assessing the adequacy of state *evaluation systems in both
* mandated and plannlng requirements especially-in the evaluatlon
of programs and serv1ces for. spec1altpopulat10ns. ;
The act1V1ty des1gned to meet this need was started 1n the
-first year of this project by making a tentative list of )
essential elements of an effective evaluation system. buring. -~ = -
the first quartéer of the second year of the project, work — o
was begun to identify the elementz/dfﬂﬁﬁ\gffectlve evalbation - .
system that would focus' on vocatidnal education programs. for R
- " special populations. The project. director: deVeloped a matrix
for those identified -elements. A review of literature focusing
.on federal legislation led to the identification of’ addlt1onal
elements and factors to be included in the matrix (see ’
Appendikx B.) This matrix was, then critiqued by selected state’ .
vocational -education evaluation personnel and by the evaluation .
technical advisory panel and professional staff of the ’
v Evaluation an licy Division of the National Center. for
. : Research 1n Vogational Education. Comments and suggestlons
- were noted Yand anorpora;ed 1nto the. present matr1x.,

The matrlx, however,, does ‘not show causal relatlonshlps. '
. * Therefore, a causal model was developed to clarify the - S : :
. relationships of the: major variables in the matrix. One of the o
' objectives of the project staff: was to give people in L
vocational education evaluatlon "further 1n51ghts into the |
complex process’ of evaluatlng programs and ‘services for speC1aln
populatlons. o C e, . .
. Al . Y2
From the matrlx, a self—assessment 1nstrument was developed '
to help the states assess the adequacy of their evaluation

.

systems to evaluate programs and services for special ‘ S‘L
v LY - ' o N . v |'
. &-d Y




populatlons. 'A-discussion- of the development bf the 1nstrument
is presented in the latter part of th1s chapter. '
v & : ..

A Matr4§ for the>Evalnation of.Vocational
gspgrams for.Special*Popplations--“'

- Clarification of the role and responszblllty of evaluatlon
.and. mQre definitive statements of the concepts upon which .
. evaluation is built- are requlred in order to determine the&
effectiveness of a state's evaluation system for special
+populations apd in order to make needed improvement.  One of _
‘hthe first step§ is to "sort"™ those factors which show. : s
" effectiveness and. those factors’ which are believed to cause 1t.
 Unless this "so ag is -done as illustrated in the attached - '
matrix, the resultant mixing of cause and show factors can
confuse both determination of quality -and identification of = | .
' ‘needed changes. The data and information expressed in the ; S
matrix demonstrate the factors which must be determined in =~ = - IR
o, “order to evaluate and recommend 1mprovement in programs and . .
T . services for spec1a1 pOpulatlons..,;
Flgure 1 Shows that the matrix is d1V1ded into four v ,
. quadrants--ACCESS. ‘PARTICIPATION, PROCESS, AND OUTCOMES. The
items oh the right are indicators which show effectiveness and
may be the basis for an evaluation. The items on the left are .
elements within the vocat10na1 education- system which should. be
'Acons1dere§~for change 1n order to effect 1mprovement.

Spec1a1 elements W1th1n each of the major categor1es of
the matrix are shown in the succeed1ng pages.
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Case ' . Effectiveness .~ Show:

ACCNE . PARTICIPATION -

1.0 Facility Factors 1.0 Enroliments S
1.1 Architecture and Equipment 1:1 Disadvantaged - @
1.2 Site Location. {(non-discriminatory). 1.2 Handicapped B
1.3 Site Selection (noh-discriminatory). 1.3 Minorities :
1.4 Modification of Physical Plant 1.4 Limited English- Speakmg
1.5 Comparable Facilities 1.5 Sex Desighation A
1.6 Housing Opportunities. 1.6 Age(elderlyy -~ =~
1.7 - Topographical Factors 1.7

2.0 Educational Factors
: 2.1 Recruitment
- 2.2 Admission Criteria
2.3 Program Offerings
2.4 Attitudinal Barriers

| 3.0 Societal Factors

3.1 Attitudinal Barriers
. 3.2 Behavioral Barriers

Instructional Setting

w

- 33 ‘Economic,Barriers ~
PROCESS ‘ OUTCOMES
1.0 _~"‘Additio‘nal Services"" ’ 1.0 Student Achnevement
1.1 Administration Related 1.1 -Skills ) C
1.2 Guidance and Counseling Related 1.2 Acquisitions i in the Affectlve o
1.3 Instruction Related ' _Domain

14 Placement Related

20 Successful Program COmpIetlon

2:1 Grades 11 and 12
2.2 Postsecondary
23 Adult. -

24 Apprentic,esh'ib.' A N
3.0 Successful Placement .

3.1 Employed

3.2 “Unemployed .
- 3.3 Pursuing Additiorfal Educatlon
- 3.4 Status Unknown :

| 4.0 Successful Employ entOverTnme

- 4.1 Duration
. 4.2 Promotions -
4.3 Salary Increases
. .4.4 - Reaction to Training. - //

e

- ‘ o

" Figure. 3. Matrix for the evaluatlon of programs and- serv:Lces
L for spec:.al populatlons.- : . . :
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. ACCESS ' P St

1.0 Facility Factors ' ' S o " . i

1 ‘Architectural and equipment

2 Site locatjion (non~discriminatory)

3 Site selection (non-discriminatory)
4 Modification of physical plant -

5 .Comparable facilities

6 Housing opportunities R .
7 Topographical - , S

L &

R R R

Lf o - ’ ’ . o

2.0 Educational Factors - R -
2.1 -Recruitmentl ' s < i ¥ e u;) .

.1.1_ Public.notification o Lo
.1.2 Promotional efforts - . ' - I
» .1.3 Identification of'potential students in school
L system Y
, . S 2.1.4‘ Identification of potentia1 students outside of
- ‘ " ; " the school system
) ' 2.1.5 Parent motivation

%
*

NN

PR

2.2 Admission Criteria,(DiScriminatorycpractices to avoid)

2.2.1 "Eligibility based on residence BT .
* 2,2.,2 Eligibility based on numerical limits . s
- 2.2.3 Eligibility based on student option (race, .
Do ‘ . . national origin and sex designation) = .
’ ' e 2.2.4  Eligibility based on applicant’ evaluation .
* 2.2.5 Eligibility based on language -
2.2.6 Access based on employment opportunities
- (handicapped) R v
* ,2 2 7 Eligibility based on age

l

2.3 Program Offer}ngs

2.3.1 Adequacy of educational opportunities
2.3.2 Diversity of program: offerings :
2.3.3 Trained staff
2.3+.4 Modified course presentation (handicapped)
2.3.5 Support services . .
ro o * a, day care
B - : ¢  be. aiixiliary aids
«/ : ' ' ' . c. remedial
- - : * d, financial : " _ :
/4 . - 2,3.6  Program comprehensiveness ' {j e o
. e Lo job social and employab 1ity skills A

* .Noteg Required by‘federal legislation.

e




oL 2.4 Attitudinal‘ﬁ%rie}s T

2.4.1 Stereotyping of person 8 ability to(do work
2.4,2 - -Stereotyping in career categories . S
2.4.3 Prejudice about student's ability to learn =N

. 2,404 "Individual staff prejudice concerning certain . :
groups of people . , : L

" 2.4.5 Student self-concepts

F .

3.0 Societal Factors

3.1 Attitudinal Barriers ; A
B > 34101 Stereotyping person's ability to do work
‘ + 3.1.2 Personal negative self-image
~\ » " 3.1.3 Job- stereotyping . ' B
3.1.4 ‘Non-accepting attitudes in society :
, - : . L L ,
. _ 3.2 BeQaviorial Barriers . "
" 3.2.1 ,Job,modification
. 3.2.2 Job Sharing ’
3.2.3 ,Ability to secure satisfactory employment o R
3.2.4 Role model representation . ey
B 3.2.5 Policy statements o ot
3.2.6 Hiring' practices
.ﬂ - T - -
. 3.3 Economical Barriers . s ot

. CL o ™
' ' ' \ 3.3. 1 ‘Assure availability of suitable employment
3.3.2 Inform completers about available employment

e

0
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. \ * )-.( W | ‘
. - . L ST o !
N v ’\) P{\_RTICIPATION : . ‘ , R i
< 1. 0 Enrollments : | . i N
4 ~ i B
' o ’ ‘ T kk 1 1 Disadvantaged < . o ‘
IR BN 1.1 -Ecomomfeally = . . N\
Lol Academically T - |
1.2 Handicapped . S . A .
" 1.2.1 Mentaily retarded T S A T
‘ 14242 Hard of" hearing o . TR T
1.2.3 Deaf . o S . i ' '_ ‘
1.2.4 vSpeéZ% impaired . EEE W@ »
> le2.5 Visually handicapped % E o
’ . 1.,2.6"-Emotiona11y disturbed L L
- 1.2,7 bi‘thopedically- impaired - Lo o
1.2.8  Other health impaired o T I
- » 1.2.9 Specific 1earning disabled T s - ,}\
‘/ Tl #x 1.3  Minorities - ° ' ' R o
- 16341 American In ian/A,laskan Native . o 4
hd 155.2 Asian Am n/Pacific Islander - - - °
. 1.3.3 Black, not H{ panic ‘
: - o l.3.4 Hispanic . ¢ B
f “1.3.5 - White, not Hispanic = A T
a . ) E 3 - ) \[ . : e ) ‘_ . -
k% 1.4 Limited English Proficiency - - . o ‘ o
. - l.4.1 Spanish dialect . ' T R
1°4.2 Italian dialect ¢ S R R
- 04 3 Other i = . Co . . ' N
o / ) ’ . ) R ) ~:-°.' . ‘
) , *% 1,5 Sex. Designation . . R .
.- ( 1.5.1 Female \ - ST R
( 1.5.2 Male. : ~7 S |
" 1.6 Age (Elderly) - B S e
i k% 1,7 Instructional Setting (handicapped) ‘/' * )
. 1.7.1 Regular .class . - . - .

S : 1.7.2 Mixed class o ‘g / R I S
: > - I.7.3 Separateclass “ . o - S
! 1.7:4 @eparate faciiity ] oL o R .

1755 Other _ ' o N

| . k | ‘. - ) . .

Note. ** Required by VEDS’ due Décember 1 ‘1980 . .
-! " . ; ! \




Note.

"Additional Services

* 1.2 Guidance and Counselipg Related -

( o ‘; PROCESS - ’.!

LR 4

1.1 Administration Related (SEA and LEA‘%ol cy Statements) v
" 1,11 Program ’
a. diversity ' S
b. duration (flexibility) S S !
. c.. -clasg size: ’ . e
. © d..staff/student ratios :
"’ 'e., migrant reciprocity

-
f

1.1,2 Job Placement _ _ o 3\\:

1.1.3 SEA and LEA/Employer Relationships
<~ 1.1.4 Staff : Tl : _
*%% a. patterns (racial/ethnic and female)
L " be up-grading
-+ cs role models : . .

1.1.5 Interagency Agreements .- -

.. - a. vocational education/special education
v, b. vocéational education/CETA
- “ce, vocational education/vocational rehabilitation

v

1.1.6 Advisory Conmmi ttee Utilization
a. state
b. local
c. craft - SR T

s

1 Student testing and assessment '
2  Career informa

3 Comprehensive c¢ eer counseling
4 Non—discriminatory counseling materials and activities
5 Interpreters for LESA and hearing impaired students

A -
* Required b federal legislation. i - 'f
*kk Required by \VEDS, due December 1, 1981.. R
. . -~
. '\l( . r ‘.
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' . S R . . .
N ) o, 3 . -
. N e ~ e . N ’o : N . .
. . s . : B

W "~ L3 Imstructien Related
. - '1.3.1 Facility and equipment svailabilitys | _ -
R * 1.3.2 Facility and equipment modification
. * 1,3.3 Bias free materials (all special populations)
: R 1.3:4 Individual (tutor) instructor - b
, 1.3.5 ‘Individualized instruction -t -
1.3.6 Individual education program (IE%) (handicapped)
1.3.7 Individual work program‘YIWP) (handicapped) ’
1.3.8 1Instruction toward
_ .. “a. dndepgndent living -
. : o b. 'personal care . _ . _
S ot /¢ work adjustment o o
. . : - d. social skills - SR
f g 1.3.9 Recreational and ‘social actKvities R
© 1 3.10 Non=-bias, . non-stereotyping and non-discrimination

a. among staff

b. among’ non-special_population enrollees
1.3.11 Cooperative evaluation/work study '
* 1.3. 12 Apprentice training

1.4‘ P1acement Related

i

NEmployer'consnltatibns L

l.4.1 .
le4.2 Job matching (handicapped) .
1.4.3_  Job restructing (handicapped) '
1l.4.4 Job follow-through : T - : .
1.4.5 'Recommendations for enrollees 1acking or—having poor
} . "work histories :
* 1.4.6 uEmployer or prospective employer discrimination

* a. recruitment

* b. hiring

* c. placement

* d. assignment to work task
* e, hours of employment

* £, levels of responsibility
*

L o

Note. * Required by féderal legislation.

.g. pay " S e




LY x ' . -'.
. ) ‘ '>
o - * .
S~ o  OUTCOMES . NERTEIETR e
- 1 0 Student Achievement 5_'-1,“‘ L e et
) : - . ‘\ . S S o
' *1, 1 Kndwledge and Skills ﬁor Successful Employment o ot L
1elal: _basic educationa1 . D .
N 1.1.2 “technical - _
1.1.3 employability’ T :
leled  work adjustment ' . T L R
. l1.1.5 personal’ I oo R .
. 1l.1.6 'social S e L co e
. ~ _ 1,1;7‘,independent 1iving o : o o
E 1.2 Acquisitions “in The Affective ‘Domain - N ;‘. coe : iﬁ~"'x~
- (i.e., interests, “attitudes, appreciations,’values, and - S L
- emotional sets or biases.) o o L
' ) . S . - . : * \ &: . . ! | ‘1». ) . .' 7:‘ |"
s ,2.0'.Successfu1'Program Completion T L o
. '. - . ". .U A.. »
2.1 Grades 11 and 12~ - ' . . .
' 2.1.1 limited competency acquisition to meet individual needs . o
T 2.1.2: program competency acquisition , _
2.2 vPostsecondary o E V A e '
. a 2,2.1  1limited competency acquisitipn to meet individual needs e
© 242.2 .program competency acquisition - .,/ . } SRR
2.3 Adult | o~ T
LT o >
2. 4' Apprenticeship - Y _ . C S .
o 3.0 Student Placement (completers/1eavers-racia1/ethnic/sex - -y
designation/disadvantaged/limited English and €
L ' : handicapped) i o _ :
- %% 3,1 Employed (rate) , C ‘,' o Lo N o
' ‘*k% 3,1.1 1in field related to training AR S
4 ™~ . a.’ civilian . L Al o o N L . ‘ - -
o b, military R e : : T
» . k% 3,1,2 in field not related to training : . o
“ B , a. civilian I _ A ST o _ :
. oy be military = . .~ : o
*kk 3,1.3 'salary rates N\ e T
- T k31,4 employer satisfaction L I S ’15;’»'wﬂ- ‘
- L***30105 Othel‘.‘ v ‘\ ) - - . - . L : v e @, o |
o M . e ’ ) A . . f\~_ - . . - ’ ‘
- Note. *:'Required‘By federal‘legislation. - S o ‘ A w-‘;

Required by VEDS, due December 1, 1981.




khk 3, 3 Unemployed (rate) : IR

8 *** 3.2.1 seeking employment and not pursuing additional

. : education - oo
**% 3,2,2 pot in labor force and: not pursuing addition 1
educat;on,<~ z {_

e 3, 3. Pur§qing Additional Education o, e
hkk 34 Status Unknpwn o ; S o o

. 4.0 Successful Employment Over Time o
4.1 Duration . - . o o R

4.2 Promotions - S S
""4.,3 Salary Increases . .
4.4 Reactions to Training - L

i

‘Ngte.. * Required by federal legislation.~.,;_" AN
E ***ngequired by VEDS, .due December I, 1981 .
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LB o .~ A Causal Model Showing the Relationships

' ‘ of.AccesslﬁgarticipatiOni_Process; and Qutcomes

. . ( ] o

~ As .shown in thé matrix (Flgure 3), part1c1patlon is-a major

. indicator of access while outcomes are major indicators of .
process. 'This does not mean; however, that participatién is a
sole function of "access factors and outcomes are sole functions:
of process. The model (see’ Figure 4) illustrates the causal -
relationships of access factors, partlcrpatlon, process, and
outcomes, - .

Vocat1onal educatlon takes place in a relat1ve task
environment. Several factors in the environment :-influence the
delivery of vocational education. Figure 4 ‘illustrates the
cyclic and sequential relationship of variables as they .
contribute to the de11very of vocational education in the task‘
environment. Endogenous “factors in..the model’ are variables: :
that are found in the relevant task environment while exogenous.
factors are variables, such as certa1n pressure groups, which
emanate from- out51de the task e371ronment. '63
' It is 1nterest1ng ‘to note tHat within the task environment
3 ~ .all the major variables under consideration have at least one
arrow from another variable:djirected to them. This illustrates
the complex nature of the relationships that. exist among" ‘the
variables and the compoundingfeffects of one variable on other
variables. Other unaccountefl for intervening variables
(represented by stralght arrpws) affect the: var1ables under
" consideration.

In Figure 4, 'vocational education delivery can be viewed as
'a process that can result in both short term outcomes and long
‘term outcomes. A key to the delivery of vocational education
“is the process component which deals with manipulation of the .
_§ﬁv1ronment and its contr1buthg factors and elements. '

AOCGSS

, Access refers to those factors. whlch d1rectly 1nf1uence the .

_number and kinds of special population enrollment: facility B
factors, educational factors, and societal factors. Figure 4

S shows that access factors are also influenced by the results of :

o student's outcomes. . For example, some modifications'.in the '
L. ~ adm1551on cr1ter1a may. occur as a. result of studeﬁts' outcomes.

a"

a - P
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F:Lgure 4. A causal d:.agram show:.ng the relat:.onsha.ps of - access, partica.pation,
process, and outcomes. = .
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Fac111ty factors. These factors have applicatlon chlefly
for the physically handicapped. As shown in the outline on
access, all of the mdnézted subfactors must be ‘evaluated to see
that they conform to feéderal specifications.

‘Without these special considerations the phy51cafF} handlcapped

would not be able to participate .in vocational education -
programs. and would be deprived.of hab111tat1ve education.-

”»
-

Educational factors. - The Access~outline shoW~that there
are four subfactors to be considered in the evaluation. of

' programs for special populations: ' recruitment, admission

criteria, program offerings, and attitudinal barriers. Under
recruitment, both publi€ notification and promotional efforts
are required by dlaw to be nondiscriminatory. In addition,
admission criteria must be nondiscriminatory. '
Support services can Rrov1de access to those who might not
otherwise find it possible to attend vocational education:
programs. ederally funded agencies are required to determlne
whether existing services (e.g., day care, financialt
assistance) are prOV1ded in. arnondlscrlmlnatory manner.
“Vocational educatlon has the responsibilty to make program
offerings as diverse and comprehensive as possible so that
participants can follow their talents and motlyatlons into
fields of personal interest. In addition to teaching
job skills, programs need to teach students employablity skills

(how to get a job) and the social skills they need to cope with

the job 51tuatlon.

Attltudlnal barriers are poselbly the greateSt deterrent to.

entry into occupational education and subsequent employment.
Preconceived ideas abou$ ability to perform may lead to placing
special population individuals into training for only lesser
job tasks. If negative self-concepts are held by students,
motivation to learn may be lacklng, and 1little learnlng may
takes place.

Soc1etal factors. Schools Jcan have a part in 1nfluenq1ng

~ people in soc1ety to develop acceptlng attltudes and behaviors,

Behaviors in society influence a person's- occupatlonal hoice."
Some examples of behavioral barriers wh1ch may prevent cial.
populatlons from enrolling in vocatlonal programs are (1) when
job modification and job sharing are not lhade available to the

handlcapped, (2) when only the lowest skilled -and lowest paying

N
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jobs are made available to minority individuals and'women, and
(3).when hiring practices and/or policy statements discriminate
\agalnst any of Ehe special populatlon ,groups. -

.Part1c1patlon

Part1c1patlon refers to the numbEr and kinds: of spec1a1 o
populatlons enrolled in vocational programs. As seen in ot
Figure 4, this is principally influenced by two factors--access.
and: student outcomes. The type of facility dlrectly influences
the type and kind of special population enrollment. Further,
the success -of special papulations, both in school and in job
situations also has an influence on, whether or not ‘these - A
-individuals- attempt to enroll in vocatlonal programs." CL '

Informatlon about partlclpatlon is obtalned by collectlng
accurate enrollment data by subgroups in USOE two-dlgxﬁ‘and “ _ ,
six-digit code designations for each of the vocatienal U
education service areas and specific vocational educatlon L. o
programs. Reference t¢ the Participation outline reveals that
data on those special gopulatlon groups which are preceded by
two asterisks are required to be collected by states during
. Year I (1979-1980) of the Vocational Education Data. System
(VEDS) while those droups preceded by three asterisks are’
required by VEDS repgrting system for Year II (1980-81).
Designation as to instructional setting for: the handlcapped 1s
required by VEDS effective Year IT.

Process
‘ >

. Process refers to the educational env1ronmept which is
manipulated or modified in some way so that learning can take
place. Vocational education students in general are tau ht Ln
a modified environment and learn occupations as a resu But
when special populations are subjected to vocational education,
special process considerationsﬂneed to be provided.  These
special process oonsiderations are termed "additional
services" as found in the Education Amendments of 1976.
Additional: services that are needed by any one ‘individual :
_student in a vocational education program will vary greatly - .

because of the d1vers1ty and unique needs found among special )
populatlon groups. " . , .




‘administrative related, guidance and c

LN

Additional services have been divigﬁd into four factors:

nseling related,
instruction related, and placement related. Figure 4 -shows
that process is influenced by two important factors--numbers . B
and kinds of special population eanllﬁénts (part1c1pat10n) and .

_student behavioral changes.

Admlnlstratlve related. .One of the factors included in
process 1s administration. Administration is heavily

‘influenced by forces from both inside and outside-the.task : .

environment, Administrative program policy .at ther state and
local levels must afford special populations the opportunity to

- succeed in learning an occupatlon. A dlverslty of programs may

need to be made avallable, time to complete a program may need
ta be altered, class .size may need to be changed to alloy for
individualized or small group 1nstruct10n (which would Mecrease
iﬁe teacher/student ratlo), ‘and’ rec1proc1ty of credits’ earned
one vocational education enVironment may need to be accepted ‘ \
by the institution receiving a transfer student. At the same R

time administration needs to be concerned about appropriate - _ :

nondiscriminatory ]Ob placement for special populatlon"
students.

_ Admlnlstratlve staff also need to reflect representatlon
of women and persons representlng disffering ethnic groups. The L
VEDS reporting. system requires staffing pattern data for Year 4

II. At the same time, employmentégn adhinistrative positions

must allow, for advancement or up-grading and present positive
role models to those who may otherwise be too discouraged to-
seek,adminig;ratiVe positions in vocational education.l‘_ o7

Guidance and counseling related. Evalujtion-must examine : _
the materials used and the activities perf ed by counselors = .
to assure that neither materials for activities are , : ‘
dlscrlmlnatory. Evaluators: also need to ensure that S T y
interpreters ‘are prov1ded'for language~ and hearlng-lmpalred '
students. The Education Amendments. of 1976, in general, A .
specify that guidance.and counseling may include evaluation of = =~
the. kinds and frequency of student testing and assessment, thé o
amount of diversity of career 1nformat10n, and ‘the _
comprehen51veness of the counsellng. _ _ ) _"

_Instructlon related, .As seen nder Access, fac111ty or
equipment should not constitute barriers to vocational v
education programs for special populations. - Therefore, for

4
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certaln learners, fac111ty and equlpment mod1f1catlons may ‘need

to be'm e especially in cases where learners are handicapped.'.

In addition, instructional materials used must be free from
bias 1f published after the c1v1l rights leglslation of 1972.

. COOperatlve educatlon, work-study, and apprent1ce tra1n1ng

are additional means for learn1ng an occupation.,  If any of .
these programs are available in a school system, prov1s1ons
must be made. to prevent discrimination agaxnst spec1al -
populatlons who may ‘Wwish to part1c1pate.

At t1mes, there may be a general need to- prov1de tutor1al
- or 1nd1v1duallzq§ 1nstruct1on to special population groups.
This kind of instyuction may be generally required in- the case
of handicapped st dents who have mental or emotional -
d1sabll1t1es._ P.L. 94-142 requires that all handlcapped

secondary vocational education students have an Indxv1dualrzed o

- Education Program (IEP) which should 301nc1de with an
Ind1v1dual Work Program (IWP). .

Special educators have the respons1b11ty of teachlng bas1c
skills to disabled students to enable them to become _ )
1ndependent in their living. They must function within a
community with as little assistance as poss1ble. Handicapped
students need to be taught personal caye and social skills.,
,“All of these need to be reinforced within the occupational
training program provided by vocational educatlon, especially
for those handicapped who are mentally disabled in some
capacity. Recreational and social activities within the
institutional environment are as important to special
populations as ,they are to regular students. Evaluators need
to check to see that discrimination does not occur and that
t lese act1v1t1es include, to the extent poss1b1e, all students.

.~ . Placement related. Another area to which evaluators should

pay particular attention is employer or prospective employer
~discrimination in recruitment, hiring, placement, assignment to
work tasks, hours of employment, levels of respons1b1l1ty, and
pay. Evaluation of practices in these areas is mandatory..
Other elements evaltiators may choose to examine are job
matching and restructuring especially for the hand1capped. Job
follow—through for alﬂ special pOpulatlon groupi;ls important.

Pr—)
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Outcomes s : 2, ' {
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Plannedlor expected outcomes of vocational education
programs include student achievement (student behavioral
changes), successful employment completion, siudent placement,
and successful employment over a- perlod of time. The latter: is
not a legislated requirement, but it is of important in
evaluatlon. The model, (Figure 4) shows that student outcomes -

are 1nfluenced by process, part1c1patlon, and access as well as,

outside factors.

Student achievement. 1In a vocational education program one
of the outcomeés 'is the acquisition of knowledge (a .cognitive
function) and occupatlonal skills (which include cogn1t1ve,
psychomotor, and affective functionings). It is expected that

students will achieve in, basic educational %nowledge, technical

knowledge, occupational skills, employability skills (how to

- get a job), and skills required to hold a job (included as part
of work ad]ustment). Requisites for community -living dictate

that individuals acqulre independent 1liviing skills and be

. mobile and functional in the communlry. 'In addition, they need
to develop personal and social sk111s that make them acceptable

in the community, particularly in-their work setting,

- Interests, attitudes, and values are elemen of the affectlve

domain that are'influenced by vocafional programs. o

/ -~ -
i

Successful;pgogram completlon. While successful program

_completlon is perhaps the goal which most vocational educators’
hope to achieve for their students, this does not always occur.

One student may meet all the demands. of program compétency
acquisition while another student may only acquire limited
competency which however, satisfies the individual needs of

.that student. It seems ‘important to know, for example, that a
mentally handicapped student has achieved "X" number of

competenciés even though that student may not be able to

~achieve the entire list of competencies required for completion

of an entire program. Under the Bules and Regulations for
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, (Section 84.4

- (b) (2)) the law requlres the follow1ng.'

o

For purposes of this part, aids, benefgts, and services, -
to be ‘equally effective, are not required to prodlce the
identical results or level of achievement for . u
'handlcapped and non-handicapped persons, but' must afford,
handicapped persons equal opportunity to obtain the same
results, to gain the same benefit, or to reach the same
level of achievement, in the most integrated setting .
appropriate to the person's needs. -

. _ R : L
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Student placement.~ Youth - unemployéent is a major ponoErn

to the Congress of the United.States. Unemployment levels of
young adults, especially young adults belonging ‘to minority
groups,  hdve_ increased over the last _glecade. Vocational
education is being held accountable for placement of its
students in a stricter sense‘than- has been the case in the -

past. As can be seen by referring to theymatrix outline on:
- Outcomes, the VEDS reportind system for Yehr II is requiring .
.placement informatidn on completers and leavers of vocational

educatlonégrograms whether they are regular students or -
students om special population groups. Plas ement for some’

- special population individuals may: be  somethink other than job
- placement. . For some ‘handicapped Lnd1v16uals, Yr instance,
such things as sheltered workshops or addltlon training may

be more acceptable.

Apé/essqu employment over a-perlod of" t1me. The rates of

. vocational program completers and leavers who, are successfully

mployed over a period of time should provide vocational
ducation important information by which to determine the
‘ectiveness of\programs.. ‘Also important is the information

w"t’:oncernmg the factors which contribute to succéssful long-term

emplo» ent. Such information will be of great value in

B determining the kinds of" program improvement needed to- 1norease

program effectlveness.

.‘ o ‘l. N Q
The Self—Assessment Instrument

k4

The self-assessment instrument was de51gned to help stateS'
assess the .adequacy of their vocational education systems to
evaluate programs and services for special populations, .

especially tieeting both legislative and planning.requirements.
7The development of the instrument 1nvolved the follow1ng steps._

4

';, An 1n1t1a1 1nstrument was derived by the progect staff

from the elements of the evaluation matrix. This was
circulated among the staff of the Evaluation and
Policy Division. A meet1ng was held at which
suggestions and criticisms were given and noted..

é




26 The 1nstrument was reV1ewed and tested by the four w
'~ - cooperating states in rating the states’ - , M
'respectlve ab111t1es to evaluate programs andjv
> services. for spec1a{\popu1at10ns enrolled in
vocational educatlon. ‘States' reactions w1th
‘regard to the validity of the criteria and - .
measurement indicators be1ng used ‘were noted.

3. A rev1sed 1nstrument was: then constructed. "This was sent
: to. selected staff members of the National Center and S

" criticisms. were noted. N .

4. A f1na1 instrument which states may use to rate their .
abilities to evaluate programs and services for: .
special populations in vocational educatlon was then N

onstructed (see Appendix A). '

-

Ranking of Level of Difficulty '
of Problems in Evaluating Programs and Services
for Spec1al Populatlons

Level of D1ff1culty

Durﬂhg the year the technlcal’evaluatlon ass1stance team
worked with states on evaluation for special populations a ,
number of problems were identified. A number of state’ people
working in evaluation in several states were asked to. provide.
their pe;ceptlons of .the level of difficulty of: these prpoblems.
This ranking was done 1nforma11y on an individual - baggﬂﬁgver a
period of several months. Each person was asked to the
degree of difficulty it posed to that individual's agency.
‘Some twenty experleneed evaluatoqs part1c1pated in th1s .
exercise. : . , ’

FOllOWlng is the order of rank1ng w1th the most d1ff1cu1t
listed first and the least dlff1cu1t listed last.

state vocational departments for review. Suggestlons and °




Rank o Problem L /)'; S - Mean “;;;Lo' i
1 ; Conductlng 1on91tud1nal follow-up of Z_F__ 3.65 '-'j(' ~;“J
. spec1a1 populatlons s . o R
: S ‘ L P o
2 . Measurlng student achlevement e 3,56 A
0 -of spec1a1 populatidns : B . ol
T~ A Securing adequate financial support to 3.42
) ‘ ﬁ!l- - perform evaluation of’ programs and - . S
- services, for special populations | 'fi'
4 : -’ Securlng organlzﬁtlonal support for the . 3.23 7

evaluation of programs and services for
%pec1a1 populatlons o

-5 - Securing personnel to perform evaluation 3.18°
- of programs and serv1ces for spec1a1 : R
‘populatlons o

IS - ~ Determining cr1ter1a for'the‘evaiuatiou 3,00
' of programs and serv1ces for special ' '
populations ' ‘

6 : Deterﬁiniﬁg criteria for the evaluation - 3.00
of programs and services for special
populatiens - = - - s

.- ‘ 6 - Using_speoial population evaluation; | . 3.00
' information - = ) E R

9 | Constructlng/deveioping'evaluatlou : f 2.95 -
: instruments for evaluation of programs -

and services for spec1a1 populations

10 . Interpreting results of evaluatlon data t. 2.89

about spec1a1 populatlons - o

Qd
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'Probiem N

Understandlng the requlrements of
‘Pertinent legislation regarding the
‘evaluation of special populations

12 = Determining special populatioh enrollment 2.84
T . . . d8ccording to the VEDS cless1f1catlon at. o - L
: o ’ . the USOE s1x-dlglt code T . LT
13 ' Performlng process evaluatlon of spec1a1 Uz;179._,:"
‘ T ulatloné : o ; _ : '
e ; o pop » .i _ _ _ g
o ) " 14 . Preparlng reports regarding evaluatlon of - 2,78 .
o ) ' programs. arid services for spec1a1 o -
Sy populatlons ' ' v
15 It!parlng a well-defined and systematlc . 2,75
. 4 Plan regarding evaluatlon of programs ang -
v services for special populatlons enrolled ' . v
, e . in vocat offal educatlon, e
0‘/’ . - | : ) - ’ " .
16 S Dete n1ng spec1a1 populatlon enrollment L 2,64 i
. . according to the VEDS classification at = = |
- . ., the USOE two-dlglt code e T ‘
3 17 Determlnlngfprogram access1b111ty - 2.58 . v _
* 17 Conducting student follow-up of sPec1al 2.58 ;‘. Co
\\\%/populatlons , , v _ e
e T |
‘(‘- 19 Ana1y21ng results of evaluatlon data about 2.50 o ‘
R ’ special populatlons _ o - S e
T . Y o A '_-' - -
L] A' N - ) T . | g . | :
. PN . s ) - Ca ‘
. | ‘ o
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R 'Federa'tl Regieter', voi. 42, No. 6-'(Ma‘y 4', 1_97‘7.)_, P. '22679'. A
2. Selected elements of the evaluatlonsmatrlx were 1ncluded in -
- the content of the self-evaluation 1nstrument. ~Elements . .
which are not generally the responsibility of state e
evaluation unlts ‘were purposely excluded., v . T T
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7 .cHAPTER IV ..twh;-“fu;

PO ' DISTINCTIVE FEATURES OF EACH" STATE -~ ., .. . "
: . i 5o : 'VOCATIONAL EVALUATION SYSTEM ' S
LR ! ;" ’ , ."v‘ ; - : Il . ‘. N T \ T R A '..k '.
. . ‘ ThlS chapter presents a brxef summary of the d1st1nct1ve »
; - . featlires of each cooperating state's vocational. educatlon evaluatlon
» sjstem., Dlscusslon includes béth the secondary and postsecondary
- systems except in Alabama where-the postsecondary evaluat igg/system
N is, ‘still under development and is' no be1ng pllot tested.

r

_ Management Informatlon Service (MIS) -
Unik (PSU),‘as-shown in Flgure 5. s . G : oo
. 'y , . “ TN
N | -
. Managemenp Information Service {MIS).

- . . ' «

<

llment and follow-up data. . T
ndard instructions to'local . .
rollment data and. conductlng '
ting the results to state

. The MIS compiles and publishes enr

The MIS supplles standard forms and st

, - program administrators for reporting, el

. ‘an annual follow-up study and for repo:

- : staffi. The state furnishes local vocational directors and. staff

. k’f~§\~w with labor market demand and supply data and follow—up data for use
rvﬁ' - ¥ in preparing thejr annual program appl‘cat1ons. The MIS also .

furnishes the déétrlct vocational specialists with data collécted. to

L “help them in théir review of local vocatlonal'Programs. o o

TR i : ‘ <

: . P N
Prggram Luperv1s1on Un1t (PSU$ S .
- The district vocatlonal spec1a11sts under the -PSU conduct the o
. ©  first phase of the program review by maklng an ‘analysis of each LY
: -~ ~ vocational program- in the local school being studied. Thid i S I
e : ' preceded by a self-evaluatlon by each t acher and followed by an f e
S ' ’on—slte review team.' IR .‘| ‘" :

" fThe. program review instrument compldted by the district o

. speclallst 1s made avallable to the appropflate rev1ew team members f

7 .
(
L . ) C . . . -

)
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DIRECTOR
J\ o ' | Budget | | : | Research I — .
o S Coordination* | ' Coordlnatlng Unit _. 7o . SN
3 L - /4 L (RCU) o : -
o ' oy . Amember of RCU serves as review I P )
' o team leader e o
ol e Develops review mstruments \.EJ- .
o o Prmtsreports: ' SR 1
./ - ‘ |
e ) o b
“Suppdrt : D it / - Program L I
Data (MIS) Program Services | ;7| Supenvision [T T T T —t
o E\ : ) // : /f : .Phase 1 On sute Vlsltatlon A Boviow
‘ ~ | R . ' e Supervisors review - . 1ew .
S Creretom 1 N 4 e/ . andvisiteah . o Tem |
* teachers, students \ . “/ / - instructional program - = : I
feach s't onte 'y AN .o / S , inthesystem. - .~ ~ Phase 2 Onsite Visitation
_ ormler tuden s and N\ Y : ’ T . e _Ateam of state and-local -
employers s N /. / = O  staff visits the sys?
o N -/ ;T 7 o to evaluate the total
) N\ B A ' -~ ’ . vocational program .
\ // /_,_// S - within the system, -
. ' - @ Perform ' S o e

Sthool Systems. - Self-evaluation

F’igu,x"e 5. Organizational chart of. the Alabama Division of Vocat10na1 Education’
: 1nd1cat1nq secondary evaluat:.on functlons. ‘ - ‘




r . Al
prior to the team interviews, The review team. members study thevf
completed instrument and plan the interviews. 1In addition, the
summary sheets completed by’ the dlstrlct spec1allsts are reviewed by
__ the team leader.

&) ‘ _ '
- Research Coordinating Unit (RCU)

The RCU\takes the leadership role in the total vocational ‘
education evaluation system. It develops evaluation instruments for
use by district vocational education specialists and the on-site
review team. It assumes a leading role in the on-site team review.

The review team consists of state department members, local
staff from other systems, and sometimes teacher educators and
employers, An average of ten members compose a- team, and a member

~ of the RCU serves as review team leader. The main purpose of this
review is to evaluate the total vocational program within a local
school system. .
- .

Baslcally, the follow1ng procedures are followed in conductlng

on-site team review visits:

l.» The team leader consults with district vocational education .
specialists regarding the results of program review. He/she
collects and reviews pertinent information relative to the
spec1allst v151t and of 1mportance to the work of the team
reviews. .

2. Prior to the actual on-site review, the team leader makes a
planning visit to orient local school staff members to the
objectives and procedures of the on~site review. He/she

} S ' also collects selected information necessary for plannlng
the interview schedule and work of the.review team.

3. Immediately preceding the on-site review, the team leader
conducts a team orientation which includes a reyiew of the
pre-visit 1nformat10n, a summary of the distriét
specialist's reviews, and interview schedullng.

4. The® on-site review consists primarily of 1nterv1ews
conducted over a two-day perlod.

.- L -

5. Using a prepared interview schedule, review team members -
interview local administrators, counselors,* vocational
teachers, vocational and non-vocational students, former




students,lboard members, advisory council members, and

- employers. In larger systems, only a sample of teachers

6.

10.

11,

_follow-up plans ‘in response to the recommendations.

may be interviewed. ‘ » _ _ n

A report, regardlng the f1nd1ngs ofy the v1s1t, is prepared
by the team members. The report contains findings,
recommendatlons, and suggested activities. At the end of
the review, the team leader gives an oral -preliminary report
to thé local superlntendent and selected staff.

The report is written, pr1nted, and- dlstr1buted to local
superintendent, who receives multtple oop1es, and to
selected state staff.

Local staff rev1ew the report and develop tentatlve
Appropr1ate state staff assist the local staff in develop1ng
the tentative follow-up plan. : B ‘ -
The state vocathnal director and-the team leader meet W1th |
the local superintendent and other local staff to flnallze
the follow-up plan. v

The' district spec1al1st -and approprlate state staff prov1de.

technical assistance to local staff in implementing the
follow-up plan}ahd they monitor progress.

California - = . SRR

In California, there are two delivery systems for vocational
education. At the secondary level, delivery of vocational education
. lies with the State Department of Education, spec1f1ca11y, the .
Vocational Education Divisions At the postsecondary level, it lies~
with the California Communlty Colleges' System under  the Office of
the Chancellor. In view of the foregoing organlzatlonal “
arrangement, there are two systems for the evaluation of vocatlonal

education. >

Secondarkaocational-Education Evaluation

Ve

° 1

Responsibility for developlng, 1n1t1a%2ng, and coord1nat1ng the
secondary vocational education’ évaluation system in California lies
with the research agd evaluation consultant in the Support Services
Vocational Education Unit. This 1nd1v1dual, with the involvement
and assistance of a number of people in the department and in close
coord1natlon W1th postsecondary evaluatlon, establlshed the system

48
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described in this section. The personnel who conduct the(Sample
verification visit of thg Program Assessment - Vocational Education
(PAVE) are furnished by the Field Operation Section of the Office of
Vocational :Education. This sectlon, which has three regional"
offices, prOV1des technical assistance to districts ‘in develop1ng
plans, collecting data, improving program management and
accountability, making statistical reports, and performing
evaluation. The Field Operations Section works cooperatively W1th
the Office of Program Evaluatlon Research of the State Department of.
Education (see Figure 6). . .
california's system for evaluatlng vocat10na1 education at the-
secondary level includes four majQr activities: (1) the Program
Administrative Reviews (PAR), which provide for documentlﬁg :
efficient administrative practices; (2) the Program Assessmeént _
Vocational Education (PAVE), which is an evaluation of 1nstruct10na1
program effectivenss; (3) the Desk Review and Field Audit- (DRA
" which reéviews accounting procedure- (4) and the Follow-up of
Students and Employers (FUSE). - : B ’

To accomplish the accountability plan, California divided its ' -
districts and regional programs into four groups. Each group was .
designed to be representative of the public agericies which deliver
vocational education services. in the state. It was thought that by
gatherlng administrative, vocational instruction programs, —
accounting, or. student follow-up 1nforma n from any one of the ,
four sample groups in. any,one year, accurate estimates can be made
- about how all of the districts and reglonal occupat10na1 centers ‘and
‘programs (ROC/Ps) stand on all areas_ of 1nq31ry.

Program Administrative Rev1ew (PAR). -PAR was desigggd to insure
that each administrative unit--the school district or gional.
- occupational program administration--takes™those measures necessary
for the .proper administration of vocational education funds.  PAR i
applied at the central administrative level, that 1s,/t§e sthool.
district or regional occupat10na1 program central administrative
office.+ PAR attempts to help vocational education coordinators and
other administrators understand the laws and regulatlons under which
they opgrate. ‘ -




sl

PAR serves the dual purpose of informing instructional service -
agencies of their administrative obligations and of providing a
means for helping them to devise methods for supplying the
documen ation and records netessary to satisfy audit requirements.

Eaclk_school dlstrlct andzregional ‘'occupational unit in the PAR
sample is visited by a stat® consultant. Using a comprehensive
interview and observation schedule, the consultant determines how
well the local agency is meeting the requirements for tecord keeping
and fiscal administration. Ways of improving distric '
administrative practlces are suggested, and a written
recommendations is made to each agéncy. Subsequent f |
done to determine thé coyrses of action that agencies have adopted =~ |
in response to recofmendations and their effectlveness. A final o
letter of agency status regarding PAR is sent after the follow—up. \

. ' \

eport of
.low=up is A

Program Assessment - Vocational Educatlon (PAVE). PAVE

. describes and determines the effectiveness of the '‘educational
process for each instructional program. Each year one of the four

' groups is involved in this process. : N

’ 4
The f1rst part consists of obtaining evaluatlon 1nformatlon from
each program. Each program in each school or regional occupational
unit responds to a questionnaire. The questionnaires are sent
through the regular school or regional program distribution system.
Those completing the questionnaires are requested to consult and/or |
solicit the help of teachers who prov1de the program  instruction. |
Questionnaires are assembled by each district anrd regional |
occupatlonal un1t and mailed to the vocational education unit. A |
‘quegtionnaire is requ1red from a spec1f1c program once in a : -
fo .year period. .
|
1
«

of a,visit by.program area
’strrbutlve,'consumer and

-The“second part of PAVE cOnsisge
specialists in agriculture,’ offic
homemaking, occupational related’ aking, in trial, health,
industrial arts, and work exper enc®®education t sample of
questz/nnalre responde These specialists ver{fy and amplify the
program reports by serv1ng facilities and services and by
questlonlng students, teachers, counselors, and adm1n1strators.

Area spec1a11st visits are. designed to cause the least ‘ ' -
disruption possible to 1nstructlonal programs, but it is necessary :
to talk to individual instructors and counselors and to obtain brlef.
questlonnalre responses from students.

The program area speclallsts summarlze their observatlons in
‘oral and written reports which are dellvered to the school or
regional unit to help the selected local personne1 in making -
1nstructlonal program rev1ew. -

o

4 o . ‘
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Desk Audits and Field Review (DRA). =~ - #\\;£ R

-

DRA requires that all partlclpatlng administrative un1ts sudhlt .
selected financial reports to the State Department of BEducation .for

review. These records include ‘analytical statements of vocational
“education program expendltures for the dlsadvantaged, the .
hanalfapped, and other tdrget groups.

In the event that difficulties’are encountered in understandlng
the records, a state agency representative calls on the district or
regional program office and completes the work on-site. :

- In addition, DRA 1ncludes an on—51te rev1ew of the financial .
records of a small sample of public educational’ institutions
receiving financia] assistance under Public Law 94-482 and Public
Law 94-40. These sample reviews’ are performed by an 1ndependent a
outside contract agency. -

<
-

Desk reviews and f1e1d audit activities are scheduled in
advance. Institutions involved are informed of their involvement
ahead of time so that they can assemble ‘and present requlred
records. — P /

-~ e

_ When record keeping discrepancies or irregularities are found,
effort is made to confer with the 1nstyﬁ6iion on ways to correct or

overcome the problems. ) ‘ o o

- Follow-up of Students and Employers (FUSE). FUSE conducts a
questionnaire survey of former vocational education students
(completers and leavers) which provides information for e
participating district or regional occupat10na1 program. This
informatioh helps them justify and improve their programs and
_furnishes data for -annual reports to the national Vocational
Education Data System. o s

.
-

- Prior to'completing vocational education programs, students are
1nformed by their teachers about the follow-up study d encouraged
to respond to questlonnaires that might be sent out from their .
schools.q Lot 4

B ~

-




In the year that they P rt1c1pate ‘in FUSE, dlstrlcts and - »
regional "programs Prepare fosters of previous year part1c1pants AU
which contain the necessarly address and telephone locator - '
information for sending qubkstiennaires. The roster matches ‘the"
previous year's statisticall report of student completers and. leavers

by program (Vocational Education 48 for d1str1@t¢ and the equlvalent f

for reglonal occupational ' programs).

The materials- needed to conduct the survey (questlonnalres
and master cover letters) -are prepared by the state and forwarded to
the part1c1pat1ng units. The units conduct two ma111ngs two weeks.
aparto o / .

The d1str1ct or reglonal occupatlonal program respons1b111ty is

. completed by conduct1ng a brief telephone survey of “a sample of
those not respondlng to the mailed questionnaires..

Questionnaires and telephone survey forms are analyzed by the
state. and a report is sent to each part1c1pat1ng district,
) r
A D1str1cts ‘help conduct surveys of. those employers identified in
the student questionnaires. Questionnaires are mailed and a
follow—up to those who have not responded within a two-week yperiod
is mailed out. Results are. analyzed by the- state and a report sent

I

Postsecondary5Vocational Education Evaluation

" . to each participating state.

At the postSecondary level, the leadersh1p role for conductlng

vocatlonal evaluation lies with the.Office of Program Evaluation and

Approvgls. Through its evaluation spec1a11st, it provides technical
assistj ce in evaluation to commun1ty colleges. The office also - -
works ooperat1vely/w1th the Office of College Services especially

in terms of- prov1d1ng assistance -in 1mplement1ng recommendations.

Additionally, the evaluation activities are conducted in conjunction

with the Chancellor's. Office Informatlon System (see™Figure 7).

Basically, two methods are employed at gzmmunlty colleges to
evaluate vocatignal education programs. These are the  Community
College Occupational Programs Evaluation System (COPES) and the.
~ Student Accounting Model (SAM). Additionally, the Program
Administration Review (PAR) instrumentation developed by the
‘secondary system is used to address comp11ance of college programs.

4 : ' . T,

~
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: ' .\(‘. A
Communlty College Occupatlonal Prqgram Evaluatlon System

(COPES). COPES was establiShed in 19717as a cooperative updertaking -
of community. college leaders and the Chancellor's Office of the '

California Community Colleges. since then the system has been
applied at a majority of all of the community .colléges of the-state.

‘The basic goal of COPES is to improve the quallty and ava11ab111ty ’

of occupational education in California community colleges. The

. system has been modified to reflect the quantitative requirements of

Sec. I12 of the vocational education” legislation of 1976. Plans for
the valldatlon process of COPES have been severely curtalled due to
flscal 11m1tat10ns imposed as a‘result of Pr0p051t10n 13.

_ Student Accounting Model (SAM). SAM is a system of procedures
(or model) gonstructed‘for the purpose of improving occupational-
student follow-up in California community colleges. The model has
been sponsored by the Chancellor's Office and developed by a > L
consortium of twelve leaders in California Community Co leges. A,
fundamental component of the model is a uniform method or :

. classifying courses and identifiying occupational majors so that

\

- of the Colorado State Board for Community Co

non-continuing students can be categorlzed for varlous approaches to
follow-up. - : :

o o Colorado \\d /ﬂ

The major responslblllty of conductlng a systematlc and
effective vocational education evaluation for both secondary:and
‘postsecondary programs -lies with the Occupational Education Division

l{)eéges and Occupational
g b

ucation. Within the division, the followi ranches are involved

“in the process: P&annlng and. Support Services Brdnch . and Program

AN

Serv1ces Branch (see Figure 8). -

-

Plannlng and Support Serv1ces Branch ( PSSB)

R _
The PSSB performs two bas1c functlons in the total vocatlonal
evaluation system., -First, branch develops and compiles an

- annual accountability report hich addresses, among other thlngs,‘

legislative requirements. Second, throudh-its MIS, it meets . .
requests of local ‘and vocational directors -and staff, state staff, '
and leglslators with approxrmately 100 standard reports and 1,200
special reports each year. Part of 'its standard reports include .
enrollment and placement data. The system also produces "special" -
statistics like effectiveness ratios and eff1c1ency ratios. A

- committee of secondary and postsecondary localeyocatlonal d1rectors
h

and staff regularly review data collectlon by e system and call

for any necessary modlflcatlons.

. '55
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program édrv1ces Branch (PSB) o ,“"

The PSB handles the’ superv1sory v151ts and the Comprehen51ve

_Program Review. - Spec1allst area supervisors receive data reports:

“from the MIS torhelp them in reviewing the local vocational programs

~ under their superv1s1on. Usmng prepared checkllsts, supervisors
" review programs. in their-sérvice area where' CPRs are not being -
o cbnducted. The area supervisors also conduct cross-site analyses of
. the data they coliegt during their site visits in order to identify

" common problems and strengths among the ‘local vocational education

-Programs. Further, . the supervisors play a major role in the CPRs by

serv1ng_§s V1slt1ng ‘team leaders or coord1nators of several visiting.. .

teams. . : , / ‘ :

Colorado perfprms a comprehensive program review of five to .
seven schools per year cover1ng -about 150 vocatlonal programs  and
‘related. services. _ o .

e : .,'.

The Comprehen51ve Program Review .(CPR) consists of three. phases.
Phase I is preparation for evaluat1on” Phase II is on-site
-visitation; while Phase MI is follow-up procedures. Basically, it -
employs two evalgative methods: process method.and product method. -

- - Y

B v Connect1cut o _ . -
_ The state of Connecticut does not d1rectly evaluate the schools
and institutions that offer -vocational education. Instead, a state
1n1t1ated self-evaluation exists for local agencies that rece1ve ‘
federal funding. The Division of Vocational Educat1on, through the
Bureau of Vocational Services, reviews 20 percent of those
evaluations annually. ‘- The state-operated, regional . . .
vocational-technical schools are evaluated by an 1ndependent . )
accred1t1ng ‘association--the New England Association of Schools and
Colleges. " At the same time, the division also maintains a :
management information system through its Bureau ‘of Vocational
Program Planning and Development (as shown 1n Flgure 9). - - o

>

Vocational Program Planningpand Development (VPPD)

.

The bureau collects and processes statlstlcal program data for
state and federal statistical reports and for program planning. A
follow-up study of all vocational graduates is conducted annu&lly

¥

/./'
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and a report of qhe results is published. _The staff also assists in
the development of research and exemplary program proposals and -in
‘ the evaluation of such programs. A comprehensive management
information system (CVEIS) is also operated by the bureau for the
Division of Vocational Education. .

Bureau of Vocational Services

_ The bureau d1str1butes a "Manual for“Self-Evaluation of
Vocationdl Education Programs" to all local education agenc1e§
Twenty percent of the self-evaluated LEAs are reviewed annually
following this procedure: - L=

1. App, priate local, state, and State Advzsory Counc11 for
Vo ional Education officials- cooperatlvely.evaluate
- programs through on-site visitations.

2. Evaluation reports containing reCommendatlons are made by
the group ‘and -are provided to local education agency (LEA)
administrators, State Adv1sory Council, and the chalrperson
of the 1oca1 adv1sory council.

3. Each LEA, agency, and institution is requested to provide in
its annual plan information pertalnlng to the use of !
evaluation results.

4., At the end of the year, a follow-up instrument is

) distributed to those LEAs/agencies whose programs were .
evaluated the prev1ous “school year. . The purpose is to \
determine if previous recommeqpatlons are beirlg implemented. |

. ) B . .
- . .

, |
| | A
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'CHAPTER V | o ’

STAT'é' EFFORTS TO IMPROVE. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SYSTEMS—-
‘ \ AN UPDATE REPORT
s

PN ] 1

The purpose of the National Center Technical Evaluation
Assistance Project was to assist states in. identifying and solving - -
problems associated with their evaluation systems. Year I of the
project involved California, Alabama, Colorado, and Maine. Several
visits were made to these states in order that project staff could
obgerve the evaluation system and 1nterv1ew state staff, members of

- state advigory councils, local admlnlstrators, and. vocatlonal
teachers. Progect staff also collected relevant documents which

were analyzed in an attempt to determlne the effectlveness of the

.evaluatlon system.

. On the bas1s of the above
state's evaluation system was
contained a brlhf explanation
solutions, and the advantages
viewed by the project staff.

observation and document reviews each
analyzed. Each state analysis A
of the problem, several alternative
and disadvantages of each solution as
States were enCouraged to use these

alternatives as a starting point to beg1n mapplng strategies for:
improving. the1r evaluatlon efforts. _

PrOJect staff met with coordinatdrs of evaluation and vocational
administrators to determine the technical assistance which would be
most appropriate in the improvement process: Approximately nine
months ‘later progect staff assessed the extent to which-éach state -
had initiated actions designed to solve the problems identified in
the Year I final report. . This is a report of the states' efforts to
strengthen the weaknesses seen in their evaluation systems. :

!

Alabama

. 4

Alabama used the school year of 1977-78 to develop and_field //

test an evaluation system for vocational education. 'The staff

the Research Coordinating Unit were mainly responsible for thi

- work. In May of 1978, thgﬂ;gyﬁzlcal assistance project staff had an
opportunity to observe one- the field test program evaluations in

an area vocational school and to be involved in analyzing what had

N
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been learned in the test and in. d1scuss1ng solutions for apparent :
weaknesses. Following are the major problemsnldentlfled and the v
solutions adopted. _ '

Problem l: How to increase the 1nvolvement of a var1ety of people
N - in evaluation of programs. _

Explanatlon- At the time this problem was identified, it was "
‘'state policy that only selected state staff and local vocational B
administrators could serve on evaluation teams. Teams were .
observing programs and interviewing teachers, students,'
administrators, and employers. While on the surface this might
appear to be farrly extensive representatlon, the final decision as
to what was written into the evaluation report depended entirely on
individuals strongly influenced by feellngs toward perpetuation of
the present system. This does not question the dedication of those
individuals to improvement, but it does indicate the potential for a
singleness of v1ewp01nt. A panel with more.diverse backgrounds
could be-expected to view needed changes from different perspectives
and at least expand the list of possible alternatlve solutions. -

Another consideration in ch?os1ng individuals to serve on teams

would beto select individuals representative of the special .needs c
populations partlclpatlng in programs or needing training.. This ‘
would provide a view of programs and needs which mlght be quite o \\

different from the commonly expressed opinions.

I

Results: The evaluation systems as presently constifuted shows
greatly expanded involvement of many diverse individuals. The '
original policy was changed to allow representation by many
individuals hav1ng @ interest in vocatlonal education.

Presently team doing, program rev1egs may be made up of state
staff, teachef educators, :graduate students in teacher educatlon,
local administrators and teachers--both vocational and
non-vocational--special education staff, employers, counselors, and
members of the State Advisory Council for Vocatlonal Education.

Problem 2: Follow-tﬁrodgh on recommendations. . : ]

Explanation: Thls problem seemed to stem from the fact that
state evaluation guidélines were not clear on at least two polnts--
(1) who at the state level 'was respons1ble for working with. local
administrators and teachers to see that recommendations- of the :
evaluatlon team were carried out, and (2).what mechanisms were to be s
used to let state planners and evaluators know what recommendatlons o

-




- subject

] t . .- | !‘

&ere implemented and what were the results of that imgéementation?

. Communicating the recommendations of the evaluation t

_ am those
responsible for their implementation -at both the state anojlocal
levels was also a part of this problem. : =

L ] : - .
Results: Alabama evaluation staff developed a system for
follow-through on recommendations of the evaluation teams and: ~
started to test that system ' in school year 1978-79. Briefly this
procedure involves a visit by an evaluation staff member and several
atter speciallsts to each school! a few months after the

school h part101pated in a team review. This visit has two.
purposes:¢ (1) to receive a report from the local administration on:
what the school plans to do to 1mp1ement the recommendations of the

review team, and (2) to determine assistance needed from the state
staff. E sts of the system showed varying levels of success.
Some schools had given-a great amount of thought as to how' :

. improvements in vocational programs could be 1mp1emented while otherrg-"
schools had given very 11tt1e con51deratlon to the problem. :

After the year's trial perlod a more formallzed procedure was -
developed. The major points of the newly implemented system are the
involvement of the state director of vocational education and.a
statement of very specific prqcedures to be followed to ensure the
effectlveness of the follow-through process.

P
-

Problem 3: Communlcatlon and cooperatlon between the evaluatlon

unit and the planning unit and between evaluation and
the Management Informatlon System (MIS).

Explanation: It must be kept in mind that organlzatlonal units
do not communicate or cooperate--people do. When project staff
talked with individuals in the MIS and in planning, it was found .
that they had little knowledge of what the evaluation sdction was .-
planning or; what would be required of them, This was entirely
understandable in that the evaluation staff was.still not sure what
the needs would be or what evaluation could conffribute to planning.
The need to keep significant others informed was pointed out to the
evaluation staff by the technical assistance project stﬁif in person
and by written report. State staff agreed with the project- staff
but questions of how this was to be accomplished came from the state_
director and those working 1n the units involved (plannlng, o
evaluation, and MIS). & SV

tss VEry 11tt1e progress had been made. in establlshlng

Res
full ¢ unication _between these three functional entities in the
vocational depertmen . Project staff recommended that if the -,
- v - _ .
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1nformal communication process ‘failed to work, a more formal
procedure should be installed. This procedure is illustrated in
Figure 10. This figure shows how a series of requests for specific
information with critical timelines and a method of response can
prov1dé’§ssent1al information to all parties. The state director
plays a critical role in monitoring the flow of requests for
information and responses to those requests. The newly appointed
state director of vocatlonal -education has indicated that this, and
other evaluation problems yet unsolved, will be priority areas for
h1s efforts in the d~ggrtment. _ L s

-

Problem 4: How to assure communlcatlon on changes made and results
observed.

Explanation: Th se directing the evaluation effort need.
feedback on which recommendations have been 1mplemented and the
results of -the actions taken. This information is needed for-

. several reasons. If service to schools is to improve through the

evaluation effort, the results of the recommendations made by its

- teams must be known. If no improvement resulted from implementation -

of recommendations, then changes must be made in teams and

-recommendatlons.

The evaluation system needs proof that it is in fact bringing -
about changes which result in improved vocational training for
students. ike all other parts of the organizatjon, evaluation
needs evidenice that it is reaching its objectlves, and feedback on
1mprovement recommended and’ 1mplemented is an 1mportant part of
that ev1dence. ,

” Another reason it is 1mportant to know about results of
recommendations and assistance is that such feedback informati can

"be used in making state level decisions. By compiling statewide

information, the evaluation unit is in a position to recommend where
expenditure of ‘support- funds could be expected to produce the K
greatest results. Administrators face many demands for funds.
Information which identifies the most common needs and most
effective treatment w1ll be of great ass1stance in making those
declslons.

-» .

Results: The procedures outlined ‘in the paper entitled
"Technical Assistance Responsibilities of State Staff Related to.
Vocational Program Review" were an attempt to establlsh a system to
alleviate this problem. This plan closely follows the
conceptualization shown -in Figure 11l. Information on programs is
fed from the local school to the evaluation section by both the

. information system and the review team. ‘Recommendations flow back

’

3
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to the school but also to the field representatives of the state
staff. .Assistahce is provided by the field staff, and the results -
‘of the changes are reported to the evaluation staff. A second  ~.
o review of local effort is seen in'the annual appllcat1on which the
c§ - local school submits. In the application the school ‘is requ1red to
- indicate actions taken in response to the, evaluation :
Axecommendat1ons.

9 .

Problem 5: Improyement bf evaluation instruments.

o~

. Eﬂplanatlon- .As in any new system, ‘there is always a need for ;

revisioén and 1mprovement. In fact, the purpose for testing the
L newly developed procedures and instruments is to-identify changes
. that neéd to be made.. Several problems with the original

Y instruments were identified. These problems included the follow1ng.‘_:”

l. The self-evaluation instrument was}too long and detailed.

i to all quest1ons when some other vesponse mlght -have been
r . ‘ ©+ more approprlate. . ‘ .

3. Some questlons were mult1p1e questlons and, therefore,»very

v difficult to/azswer. _ ST .
. - L R oo
. 4, Instruments did not provide sufficient information on
‘ special services for special needs'populations.

5. The relat1onsh1p between program standards and evaluatlon
instruments was not always clear.- .

» X /

Results: All instruments used in the evaluation have been
, revised. Project staff, along with individuals who used the forms
or responded to the forms, made suggest1ons as to how they m1ght be
improved. - _ .

_ .

The following are criteria‘lsed in revision of the instruments:
- R ot R . ' . '- ] N

1. Every question must gather information critical to ‘making

RN decisions or reportlnﬁ. : .

-

2. Any questlons not getting unlform or clear response must be
rewritten. . ,

2. The superv1sory instrument required a "yes" or a "no“'answer)/




3. Questions with 'yes' or "no" answers must be auoided.

’ AN
4. OQuestions requ1r1ng Judgments should have a scale to
allow for several levels of answers. ,

5. Each item must ask only a single_ Quest1on."

6. Questions on services to special populations should coyver

. access, part1c1patlon, process, and outcomes of programs.

7. A system of number1ng should be developed to match the f_
' system used 1n ﬁhe program standards deslgnatlons.

In the case of the instrument used by superv1sors to rev1ew
programs the "yes" or "no" response was changed to allow for a-
three-level choice. All questions were reduced to a single Ltem
response. A series of questions dealing with accessibility,
? - practices, and outcomes for special needs populatlons Kas been
C !prov%ded by project staff These are being reviewed to select those
that®*will be included. An interview guide has been developed to be
used by team members in 1nterv1ew1ng individuals. _
.o Particgular attent1on has been given to assuring that 1nstruments
_collect 1nformat1on needed to evaluate programs and services for
special populations.  Questions that indicate access, participation,
services, and outcomes of programs for all categories of special
populations have been included in evaluation instruments.

~ . Problem 6-v Changes needed 1n the postsecondary evaluatLonH'ystem.

, Explanat1on- The postsecondary staff had one. major quest1on-
Does the accreditation done by the Southern Association of the . -
Colleges and Universities meet” the evaluation requirements of the

_ federal ‘legislation and the state vocational education department?

\ They were aware of the need to follow up students. This was being =
dorie. in the technical colleges but not in the communlty colleges. . °
Postsecondary staff were in the process of preparing to follow up '
all vocat1onal studehts in postsecondary vocat1onal ‘education.

<At -the suggest1on of the postsecondary personnel the Natlonal
Center project staff prepared and presented a llstlng of what was
requirgd by the federal legislation in the form of evaluation.
After review of these requiremengs, it was concluded by the
postsecondary d1v1slon that at.least m1n1mum requlrements were
’ be1ng met. - SRR
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F.vocatlonal program. »

The project staff recommended that those in charge of
postsecondary vocational education give careful consideration to the
development of a more comprehens1ve evaluat1on program. :

* Results: The adm1n1stration of the Department of ' Education has

‘given the Vocational Research Coordlnatlng Unit responsibility for
the development of an evaluation system for postsecondary vocational

education. - A representative- adv1sory committee has bBeen appointed,

~a proposal to develop a program review system has been submitted tol'

the Department of Education, and a tentative plan has been
developed. This proposal, if approved, will provide resources for

~the development, testing, and revision of a model postsecondary

evaluation system to be 1mplemented.ﬁ This plan, if. ‘implemented,

will correct the problems,ldentlfled in the postsecondary evaluation

system by the. Natlonal Center project staff.vt

~

5.

Problém'7: Evaluatlon of 'services ‘for speclal populatlons. S

-

'Explanatlon- How can the state evaluatlon system prov16e
1nformat10n to state and federal leaders as to how effectively the -

. ‘special needs of disadvantaged,.handicapped, those with limited R
English speaking proficiency, minorigies, women, and other groups .

are being met? "Additional services should be considered as any
activity designed to aSSlSt spec1al groups to succeed in a regular .

»
R

B

Four magor elements of this problem wh1ch ‘evaluation, w1th the-

.ass1stance of other units, should. study are .actess, part1c1patlon,

process, and outcomes, Knowledge needs to be gained about the o
extent to which policy, social, and physical ‘barriers have been

- eliminated. Evaluation must be aware of the special ‘services
‘provided to assist these individuals. How successful the special
~activities have been in reach1ng the outcome object1ves set for all

students-must also be determined.

N

Results. Dur1ng‘tvewﬂhrrent year of the technlcal assistance
project, efforts have concentrdted on helping states to 1mprove'
their evaluation system for special populatlons. Through
observation, interview, and analysis of documents, progect staff
members have identified specific problems which need action,

Alabama has responded to the stJtement of these problems and
the accompanying recommendations by a total review of those sections

“of the evaluation system relating to special populations. Interview
outcome- guides which are used by evaluation team members now include
" a section on recruitment, entrance requirements, and removal of

: L . 1
A | S
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barr}ers (physical, soc1et1a1, att1tud1na1) for spec1a1 popalatlons.
The information system is be1ng modified to include information on
the-'instructional setting in which education is provided. Interview
outlines have also been revised so that teams will be encouraged to.
consider the quality of 1nstruct;9n, ‘§uidance, counsiilng,

placement, and follow-up services for special populations. :
,Attentlon is also given to the capacity and condition of facilities
and equipment prov1ded for special population individuals. The one
weakness identified in the results section (longitudinal follow—up)
has not, at this time, been corrected. : ,

Problem 8: To clar1fy the relationship between self—evaluation,'

supervisory v1s1ts, and team v1s1ts in the_ evaluatlon
scheme. : : ,

, "Exp;anation- These three separate act1v1t1es have the potent1a1 -
for causing confusion or conflict within a program unless séme
guidelines are establish®d. These guidelines should specify the
role of each activity and outline arrangements for close
coordination between and among them.’ Early observation by pro;ect
staff and .others indicated that findings during the self-evaluation,. -
_the superv1sory visits, and the team visit could. be quite different
or even in conflict with each other. The idea of varied in ut into -
evaluation is to present ‘different views of how programs sh uld
perform and how they can be 1mproVed‘ The advantages of these
different views may be log;—af local educators become confused or

perceive different evaluators as giving opposing recommendatlons.
, /

.

_ Results: It was determlned by state staff in Alabama that it is
‘ essential to have broad involvement and input into the evaluation
process. The danger of confusion and conflict was also recognized.
The alternat1ves adopted were (1) establishing a mechanism whereby
each succeeding Mevaluation effort (self-e ation, supervisory <
review or team review) would receive t esults of precedlng
evaluations, (2) providing arrangemen®¥s for follow=-up meetings
between supervisors and local teachers, (3) having a staff member-
serve on each team, and (4) conduc¢ting orientation sessions by
evaluatlon staff to clarify roles ahd expectatlons.

o

- The"* state evaluatlon staff felt that this procedure would
"maintain the diversity of viewpoints without creating confusion. -
Observations indicate this 1s(26¥artial solution to the problem; ‘
however, further clarification the-role and responsibility of
each Of the parties is needeq. o

~ S e - A \}'
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Problem 9: To provide evaluation services with limited resources.
Explanation: A question uppermost in.the minds of evaluation
staff in Alabama, and in the other participating states as well, is
, the method to be used in providing evaluation serv1ces to the large
N schobl systems or tQ the large number of programs in the states. .
* Some of the large city school systems in Alabama may have as many ag
160 vocational teachers:. This numbér is even greater in some other
states. The prospect of putting together- enough teams to review 160
programs with the resources . available seems 1mposs1ble. The law
specifies that all programs must be ‘evaluated over a f1ve—year
period of time. - . _ : -

Reéhlts. To meet the above problem, Alabama has made several
- adjustments in its evaluation system. - The team evaluation limited
to traditioénal vocational. programs. Prevocational.and career - R
education programs not are included. The .time. the team spends in . .
‘the larger schools has been extended by 1/2 'day. The number, of
former students and employers interviewed has been reduced, -and
where possible additional team menbers have been 1ncluded to a-
: -~ maximum of nineteen. The system was able tb complete an evaluatlon
‘ S of one vocat10nal system 1n a large city last year. :

R B ‘ tA " . - . - :,
‘ : o ColoradO'

Colorado's superv1sory staff is responslble for a\portlon of tHe
evaluation scheme which consists of a checklist of strong and weak
points of programs visited.. Following the superv1sory evaluation is
a Comprehen51ve ‘Program Review" (CPR). This review is done by a team
of individuals representing many segments of the' society hav1ng an».w
interest in vocational education. This team has the superv;sory
findings . as background information before it beglns its review.

These form a basis for recommendatlons on program improvement.

v " Based for ‘the most part on observatlon and dlscusslons during .
several state visits, thqurOJect staff felt that Colorado has many
of the essential parts of an effective evaluatlon system. ‘The :
Management Information system (MIS) can provide required 1nformat10n
in whatever form desired for the evaluation effort. There.is an -
excellent working relationship between those respons1ble for the
¥ collection, storage, and retrieval of information and those charged
with evaluaglon. The range, quality, ‘and availability of data and
~ the cooperation of the staff are ,strong contributors to an effective
and efficient evaluatlon system. .

P
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Problems

" The technical ass1stance team in’ conjunctlon with the state
staff identified a number”of problems in the Colorado evaluation

system.

These problems were presented to the state in a formal
wr1tten report, ‘in a meeting with evaluators and administrators, and
informally, to individual members of .the stateé staff.

The problems

presented for consideration and action by the vocatlonal department

were the follow1ng.

2. Increasing LEA self-evaluation

3, Securing employer follow-up

1. Measuring student achievement

°

3A. Assurlng conf1dent1a11ty of employer follow—up

3B Securing cont1nu1ng cooperatlon of employers

'4’," “Using evaluation informatibnfand‘data in planning

5{ Identifying séhools/programs to.evaluate; , N .

6. ‘Systematizing all évaluation efforts
7. ﬂDeterm1n1ng effect1veness for spec1

8. Developlng standards for program evaluatlon

\

[ 3

o

'needs. groups

~

9. Meeting requlrements of mandated-postsecondary evaluation

l0. Increasing effectfveness of the supervisory review

o«

While several of these problems were acted upon 1n.a pos1t1ve
way, the state, in compllance with a leglslatlve mandate, made
extensive reg;slons in its togal approach to evaluation., This

" réstructuring of the, evaluation system occurred simultaneously with

(and as part of) a complete

& department.

)

eorganization of the vocational

~

. The leglslature spec1f ed that the state vocag§§3al agency
should first 1dent1fy'the least ‘efficient and.effecttve 20 percent
of its programs, and secondly, concentrate its Progfam: improvement
efforts on these programs which”had the lowest . performahce score..

4It may be added parenthetlcally that the*Natlonal Centex progect o

-
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' team had for some time been urg&ng that one or more states test this

approach., Fortunately, Coloradc had a-data base which made it
possible to compare programs on a number cost and outcome factors

.and to arr1ve‘at a logical 1list of those programs most Ain need of

assistance.
In the Colorado model, efficiency is defined as local cost per
full time equlvalency student (FTE) as a percent of gtate cost per
FTE for a particular program. Effectiveness is deflned as the - -
extent to which state goals are met by the local program. ' These
goals expressed in terms, of criteria are completion rate of
enrollees, placement rate of completers, enrollment of minorities,
enrollments of handlcapped, enrollments of disadvantaged, and sex
balance. Performance 'in the Colorado procedure fieans effectiveness

in meeting goals relative to the resources expended oh a comparatlvei
.bas1s. : - . ' ' )

°

N

The first ranking of programs has been geherated and distributed .

to schools. The response by schools to.this: procedure was reported
to be very positive. The next step in the process will be to give

" the subject matter specialists (supervisors) a summary report on

each of the low-performance programs. - Supervisors. consulting with

" the local program and school will report back to the .state on the

reasons the program ranked low and what the school _proposes to do to

improve the situation. Programs found to be in the bottom 20,
percent a second year will have a state review to determine whether
the program should be terminated or receive further assistance.

~ This experiment should be watched closely and its progress reported

Ao
~

tp -the evaluation community perlodlcally.

.7 . . \
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"Maine

The Maine vocational delivery sxg&sx'cons1sts of &

> twenty-five school systems providing vocational education.. .
BEach of fourteen of these are admlnlsteted by a s1ngle high
school with responsibility for serving all students in the
district. The eleven additional schools are administered
jointly by a number of schools in various regions. These
centers, or regional vocational schools, are evaluated on a ;
flve—year ¢ycle which 1nc1udes an extensive self—evaluatlon and '
team review, y : 8\, . .

M p | : S
J "The pro;ect team v181ted the state several times to become

o acquainted with the evaluation system, to identify - and discuss ’

problems, and to review the present data system. . ‘The team

observed a team review of one of the reglonal vocatlonal

schools. N :

)

The state choose not to contlnue with the technical
‘assistance project in Year II. Since an alternative state was
® . chosen, contact and follow-up on the solution of problems in.
Maine has been very limited. Following are the major problems
identified and the efforts made to correct these problems
during the first year of the project.

Problemasl : AlternatiVe to Self—gvaluatioh—Team Accreditation.

Explanation: State staff and local educational personnel
- have expressed concern over the amount of time required for the
‘self-study which precedes the g‘am review. .- It is estimated
iy that a school may spend as much as seven months in preparing
. the self-study report. While this was reported to be useful to
- the school, it .was thought that a five-year cycle was too often
to do this’ in-depth analysis. Having heard this comment from a
number Of schools, the state staff accepted is opinion.

- .

In attempting to make the.total evaluation effort as
meaningful and productive as possible, the Yocational ) -
.department staff as. well as the state advisory council staff
have expressed an interest in. exploring options to repeating
« . the self evaluation-team cycle every five'yearé,"

L . , - “
. . _

B Y

M

Results: State staff are now copsidering u51ng 1n—depth,
-teacher personel interview follow—up of’ former students and
* employers as the alternative system,, This would gather

4

¢
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information in much greater depth than could be collected in an

annual student follow-up. . .
. Project staff were requested to pronge procedures and

sample questins to be used by teachers to interview former

vocational students and employers. The system proposed by the

project staff would train teachers in interview techniques, ' -

provide an .interview guide for collecting information from

former vocational students and employers, and suggest ways of

- reporting and using the information. The project staff ~
' proposal was reviewed by state staff and its adoption was _ |
recommended to the state board. This was the 51tuat10n at the . f

time of termlnatlon of the project.
N ) R o .

Problem 2: Student Follow-up;

_ Explanation: The state conducted a test follow-up in three
schools during the 1977-78 school year. This follow-up was
conducted by sending follow—up forms to students £rom the state
through the local schools. Forms Were ‘returned to™the lbcal -
school and then transported:to the state office for computer"

--analysis. Follow-up letters and phone calls were used to _
increase the response rate. Results of the analys1s and the
Orlglhal forms were sent back to the local s¢hool. This
process.reSulted in a 55 percent return rate from Jprogram

f . completers. Former students were asked to give approval for-

the staff to contact employers for additional 1nformatlon. .

Eighty percent of the responding students answered positively

to this request. Employers were thén sent ‘a questionnaire to -
asgertain their impressions of the level of training of the

employees who had participated in vocational %training. A 74 .

percent response rate was realized through the orlglnal ’
mailing, a remrnder letter, ‘and a phone call.

v

# Results: At this point, project staff rev1ewed results and
procedures and made comments and recommendations. JIn the .
~review of the follow-up 1nstruments, several,suggestlﬁhs were

v made which were aimed at assur1ng more accurate analysis of
responses. ome ‘'changes in procedures, as outlined below, were
also suggested. As a general guide to revision and improvemént

+ . of the evaluation system, the "Handbook of Follow—up of

Vocational Students,"qdeveloped by another project in the
National Center's Evaluation. D1v1s1on, was used. Specific

a2
»
~
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suggestions were (1) reduce the responses allowed on questions.
where multiple responses might be confusing to the:analysis,
‘(2) change wording of some possible responses to make them.
correspond more closely to the questions, (3) divide some items
where more than one question was asked, and (4) change some,
procedures to requ1re less, instrument handling. It was
stressed 'by project.staff that a spec1a1 effort be made to
check a sample of the non-respondents to see if they appear to
be markedly different from those responding.

‘Newly* adopted procedures include the mailing of
questionnaires from a’ central location and the return of  the
completed form to a central location. Computer analysis will
be completed, and the results and original instruments will be
returned to the students' school. The letter accompanying the
instruments will have the name of a local official of the
school from.which the student graduated.

Problem 3: More Effective Use of Evaluation Information

Explanation: The use made/of the 1nformatlon generated is
the real determinant of the benefits of an evaluation system.
Evaluation 'data and information can make a contr1butlon to the
declslons made at both the state and local 1level.

This problém .encompasses both the use to be made of the
information &nd..the form and, procedures in which the evaluation
findings may best be" presented. Three questions relating to
this overall problem were considered. First, how should &he
sinformation be a g}yzed and packaged? Second, how should the
informatidn should be presented to schools? Thlrd, how can
this 1nformatlon be used as a basis for dec151ons7

b

. ‘ .'

_ ’ Reeults Questlon 1 - How should the 1nformatlon data be
analyzed and packaged'> i : oA

Preséently follo -up data showing number and percent of

students who answered in the several categori are provided to-

schools with no comparisogs. The.project 'staff recommended that
in the coming year, the state consider the calculation of an-

outcome index. This involves reachlng,a consensus on de51rab1e

outcomes, assigning a weight to each outcome, and developing a
. ’ \ 0 - . . .

- ' , % B
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formula and computer program to do the calculation. This
reduces all of the expected important outcomes to one figure
and is a method of indicating the relative effectiveness of
programs in ach1ev1ng those outcomes considered to be
important.

-
\

Results- Questlon 2 - How should the 1nformat10n be
presented to Schools? _ | c.

The state will complle follow-up data from students and
employers and provide this information to the schools and the
~visiting team. Teams will present major recommendations to the
school at an exit interview and will provide a report to the ’
school at a later date. ‘ S s X

Results- Questlon 3 - How can the 1nformat10n ‘be used as a

basis fora c1swns? » . R .
. iy ) ’ [

P0551b1e uses at the state include the following:
l.. Basis fo¥% dec151ons relatlng to expan51on, N
- . continuation, or termination of programs '
2. Guide for efforts of suhject matter specialist
(sqperv1sor§) 1n a551st1ng schools/programs to
o improve.
3. Guide to fund allocation for supplemental serv1ces. 4
4. Indicators of inservice and preservice'edhcation
. heeds. '
5.. Indicators of. 1mpac€ﬂ5n vocat10na1 education.
+*6. Indicators of effectlveness of services for speclal
needs groups. ,. /
’ . \,-,rv i
Possﬂﬂ’ uses at the local level include the followmg.

1. Indicator of ch

es neéded in school aqd program.
- 2. Indicator of impacy of vocatlonél educatlon.
. 3. Guide to fund allptation.
4., Indicator of P rams needlng special a551stance.'
5. 1Indicator of ffectiveness in meeting needs of special
.needs and 1nd1v1duals. -0 . -«

Obviously, both local and state dec151on makers should be ‘
.qﬁlng the results of evaluations as an input into managing the
vocational education program. 'Too often these results are not
used partially because the manager is not aware of the :
potential benefits of this procedure and partially because.

Y v
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evaluation findings are not packaged in the mostfusable form. .
Project staff have not been able to determine if there has been
any increase in the use of evaluation information. -

s bl

'S : e

Problem 4: Evaluation of State Vocational Delivery System.

r

Explanation: All states are engaged in some type of
evaluation of local programs. This consists mainly of
answering. the question "Are we '‘doing things right?" Few states
are concentrating on evaluation of the state program of

;. vogational education and attempting to determine "Are we doing.
right things?" The accountahility report specified by the
Congress at least to some extent
states.

asks this same question of the

¢ -’

‘ - To evaluate effectively a state must ask 1tself the hard
- questions: . o
_ o -To what extent are we meeting the manpower needs of the
N S state? - A : :
O Are programs accessible and open to all whe could profit
from tra1n1ng°
o Are we providing training for the most critically needed >
occupations°

o Are we providing training in which there is adequate’
. for training and expectations of advancement?
o Are there. opportunities for’ retraining of employment for
: ) _every student enrolled 1n vocational training?
» . » . . , ) \,\

1

+

These ‘and many other questions could make up. the'score\\\Q
sheet against which the state program tould be. judged.
8 4 . " . « .
’ . > . . o o : >
) Results: At present, the'aéaguntability report will be
used to evaluate the ‘state's prograpm. It was recommended by
. the project staff t Maine oonsider theq formation of a.
- . consortium of stat including vocational staff and SACVE
‘ members to perform evaluation of the state vocational

system. . { . : ) . . fr e
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Problem 5: Follow-through on recommendat;ons of . f-study
and evaluation team. o _

- : - ' /

Explanation: Probably the most important function of an
effective evaluation team is not to evaluate but to’ make
recommendations fér improvement. Schools need- assistance not
anly in.identifyibg problems, but in solving.them. A
follow-through system on evaulation recommendations.is
essential if maximum benefit is to be realized from evaluation.

This follow-through consists, of several important phases.
First, the state should be in a.position to provide assistance
in implementing recommendations. ‘Second, the state should

'~ ..require that critical program 1mpnpvements be made if programs *

are to.continue. Third} there shouild W& feedback ‘to the ) ;
evaluation unit on how recommendations were dealt with. It is

important that local and/state 'staff cleaﬁlylunderstand who has'

what responsibility in this effort to help schools and pragrams
prov1de better vocat1onal educatlon.

[T Sme ’ o N T

-
LTI

' Results: Maine is- plac1ng*major respons;blllty for |
assistance with_the sypervisory staff and-ancludlng repo'ts on
rmprovements in the- state plan. : ‘

Two add1t10nal actions were recommended to support o3

ydevelopment., First, as state summaries of evaluation ar made,
“a compllatlon of recommendatlons will show the improveme

that ake most cOmgonly ‘needed. The state-could thern allofate
resources (dollars, staff, etc.) to the-solutiohs of these most

.common problems. Second the vocational teacher education

staff should be made aware of deficiencies identified in i
schools So that preservrse and 1nserV1ce programs could stress
these 901nts. .

- a
-

- R

Problemfﬁ?' Identlflcatlon of outcomes (other than placement)

for "which vocatlonal education’ should accept
' respons1b111ty dnd take credlt. '

-
_ ..Explanation:
important obje

ive of vacational education. This will
continue ‘to be ortant both as a measure of effectiveness an
as ‘a guide for uypdating and’ improvin prﬁgrams. Thexe are,
however, other outcomes of vocatlona ‘education. ., Programs and
schools should be aware of these oth r results aMempt to -
increasé  the benefits that students ,receive. Voecational
educators should also str1ve to 1d%nt1fy ways of measuring

1

~

0ccupatlonal placement has always been an ~!,'

a
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'other outcomes as an aid in evaluatlon and as a credit to

This problem was esbeCLally 1mportant to the executlve
secretary of the State Advisory Council for Vocational
Education. The position was. that vocational educatlon,
especially at the secondary 1eve1, should not get trapped in
considering the only worthwhlle outcome to be placement on a.
jOb. . .

Resu%ts~~ No action has been taken at this t1me, but
recommendations are under consideration. . The project staff
have recommended that input from the*ﬂatlonal Center project
'Examlnlné Vocational Education Outcomes" ‘be obtained before
other action is taken. Interest has been expressed_ih the

P ss1b111ty of calculating a product index for each program.
This product index would glve w?ight to other Sutcomes in

ddition to placement. ' S '

Problem 7: Determining effectiveness oprractlces and programs
‘ ' for special subpopulatlons (disadvantaged,
; handicapped, minorities, limited English

prof1c1ent, and women).

Explanation: There are some aspects of the problem in
Maine which may 1nfluence the choice of solutions.

J. .Many‘of the evaluatlon team visits will. be done und
the auspicies of the New England Association of
Schoals and Colleges. The interjection of
appropriate qustions into the review guides may pose
more Qf a problem than a state conducted evaluation.

+ ‘ ? :

2. The types of special needs, the special services

. rendered, and the attitudes of the school and
community may be quite different in dlfferent
sections®of the state. . :

7

» Results: Efforts have been made to 1nsure the state's
ability to identify individuals falling within these special
categories_ 1ﬂ‘enrollment and follow-up procedyres. a

o by
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» Problem 8: Coordlnatlon of evaluation w1th accreditation by
S ' the New England Association of Schools, and

Colleges.

Explanation-iaz cooperative agreement has been worked.out’
whereby the local school will use the program-rev1ew ("p" form).
developed by the state for self-study\ prior to its review by a
eam selected by and representing the 'Néw England As3001at10n.

Pro;ect staff had aé\opportunlty to observe one of these . ,
visiting teams reviewing an area vocational school. Two Sy
problems were identified with this arrangement. First, team Cx
members and the Association seemed very reluctant to have othet )

+ individuals observe or participate in the process. .These
"other" individuals were representatives of the State ' T

Vocational Department, members of the State. Board for - * : E
Vocational Education, and State Advisory Council personnel.
Second, .team members seemed unable to recognize as acceptable

any arrangements for service to students with hlch they were
familiar. Since this was the first of several planned team . .
.Visits to several schools, it is hoped that the Ass001at10n can ,
encourage- more flexibility in its team members.. - . - \<7

‘ : v

The state is continuing to negotlate with representatlves
the New England Assoc;atlon on modifications they feel -

: .. should be made. Progress is reported in defining the role and

v = ore pons1b111ty-of the ex officio members the state feels Ghould .

' be involved in’the review te ms . : '

=Ma1ne is a relatlvely smallnstéte with limited staf# to
orm functions of the vocational department including
eva qgtlon. Problems for which immediate sqlutions are be1ng

Englaund Ass001at10n of Schools and Colleges. The installation
. - of the alternative f1ve-year evaluation system and solution of“
- other problems identified in the report aré long range

objectlves of the department. ,
3 . . . . N
. . “a ‘
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California \ ¢

The secondary evaluation system in California is ; , :
responsible for (1) describing the status of the program '
delivery system and (2), providing information on sources of
support or information on problems. This descrlptlon of status'
could lead to the setting of some stat prlorltles for
assistance to programs. .The focus of evaluation in the
California Communlty,College system is on effectiveness of the
local comminity college delivery system. Inp the past the state
has provided incentive projects for addreésing major needs
identified by the evaluation sySstem. -

Problem 1: Collection of data in the most efficient manner.
Explanatlon-' Both the secondary and postsecondary :
evaluation systems have responsibility for collecting and
analyzing follow-up data and information on vocational
completers and leavers  and employer follow-up. The 'amount of
data involved in this process in California makes it 1mperat1ve'
that the most efficient methods be used to collect and analyze

-information. ‘ ‘ 9
; v

Central to efficiency in data collection is a clear
specification of what data are essential to effectiv&,
evaluation. At this point in time the Vocational Education
_Data Systems (VEDS) is attempting to identify critical data .
~ elements; however, there still appear to be some problems 'with: §
- VEDS, particularly at the postsecondary level. The Office of
Civil Rights. (OCR) guidelines are also requiring data and :
'1nformatlon from the states. , )

‘If at some time &n the future the state could 1dent1fy the
outcomes expected of .vocational ‘education and initiate a system
of measuring outcome objectives, a guide to data needs would be
provided. Individuals representative of all affected
institutions should be involved in specifying the outcomes to .
be required and the data necessary to6 determine the extent of
achlevement of each objectlve.

-
~

Results: . Secondary vocational educatlon has developed a

x procedu?e for Follow-up of Students and Employers (FUSE). This
system, as originally proposed, would provide guldellnes to t
local’ 1nst1tutlons on how to collect and report the necessary

.9
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‘ways programs need to change in order to increase

" students. . _ ' - .

4

information. This plan is now being revised to minimize the
data burden on the local school. Study is continuing on how |

. the necesshry data may be obtained with a minimum input of

resources .

T

Postsecondary- vocational education in Cal1forn1a developed

" the Student Accountability Model (SAM). This cooperative,

effort among community colleges, in conjunction with the’ ,
Commun#ty College Occuational Programs Evaluation System T

(COPES), should provide the data and information necessary for

evaluation in as economical a manner as possible.

24

Problem 2: Targetlng the evaluat1on system."

EAplanatlon- A questlon asked in connection w1th
1ncreas1ng the efficiency of the evaluat1on is "Are we
targeting on the right audience? ' Are we¢@sk1ng the ri ht
people the r¥ight questlons°“ Evaluation information must be
able to descmibe the services and determine program
effectiveness for a specific set of individuals and 1dent1fy

e§fect1veness.~ This set of individuals may be all students
participating in a program or some special group. Program
description and effectiveness for regular students may carry.

with it a different set of quest1onszphan those concerns about
program~description and quality for ecial needs populations.

It is incumbent upon evaluators to -be able to specify‘the B » -
target client and the means of determining services and ‘.
effectiveness for the various groups vocational education is
responsible for serving. States face the ch01ce 'of either one
evaluation system for special .as well as regular students or

separate systems. . | S <i

A

Results: The decision has been made to target e - oo
evaluation effort at all groups to be served by programs, Thus,
one evaluation will describe both regular students and special:
needs students being served and services provided.

The National Center ‘project staff provide an analysis of . .
the ability of both the secondary and postsecondayy systems to
provide the data and information fieeded to evaluate for. special
populat1ons. This analysis identified ways in which the -
existing system should be modified te)ens re an evaluation -

which was truly reflective of program effect1veness for all

’ | v '

[l




The secondary evaluatlon coordinator submltted}a
"vocatlonal ‘education’ executive staff issue- memo-to the-
administrative staff of the vocationdl education department.
This memo discussed each of the problems identified by the
project staff, suggested action alternatlves, and recommended a
solutlon. The executive staff, in turn, accepted "the report
and approved of the recommended actions. This action °
demonstrates the department's support and _determination to
improve programs and serv1ces for special populatlons. .
The postsecondary evaluation system in the form,of COPES
and SAM was reviewed by the project staff and. needed changes
were pointed out in a written report and in person with the,

evaluatlon coordinator. This-information was considered in the._

‘revision of the procedures and instruments to ensure tHat the
evaluation system is targeted to all of the clients which the
occupational community college system is Serv1ng. A

longitudinal follow-up of communlty college students developed

and presently being tested in-the state shows great potential
".for expanding the data available for evaluation and can provide

valuable guidelines to other states considering follow1ng :
. program completers for an extended period of tlme.

o : _ A -

Problem 3: Determining the effectlveness of the evaluatlon
system.

K

Explanation: Administrators and evaluators at- both_the
‘secondary and postsecondary levels have’ requested an assessnent
of their evaluation system. Those persons on state staff have
expressed a desire to have the National Center project staff do
a critique and evaluatiomr of their system. Information has
been requested on/(l) the extent to which the Ppresent ‘system
eets ‘the feder requirements, (2) the extent to which the
present systém is meeting state and. local needs for program
improvement, )nd (3). recommendatlons for 1mprovement.

_ Those in administration and those in evaluatlon seem-
genuinely interested in improving the evaluatlon system, and
the request for K an assessment appears to stem from that
interest in 1mprovement. Administrators are understandably
anxious -about gpmpllance while evaluators. naturally are ;

" concerned with the complex1t1es of making the1r plans.
operational. §3 v
.

;éﬁ/ | L N
Results: No decision has been made on a method for
evaluating -the evaluation system. National Center project

84
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\staff recommend that evaluatlon by users be cohs1dered. A
survey of .these user groups could provide a checklist of ,
expedtatigns against which to judge evaluatioh efforts. .
Project aff in conference with administrators of state
eéducation. agenc1es identified the follow1ng items as be1ng
meortant in evaluatlon°;

1. Evaluation ‘should be based on other beneflts of

vocatlonal educatlon in addition to. placement.
- ' ~
'*2'; The evaluatlon should go beyond comp11ance and look at

state 'needs. . _ o
N A ;

q‘ 'Evaluatlon should identify those programs that need' ,
help and suggest ways they can improve. :

4. The state should develop a SOlld data system.r
ey
5. ' The data along with evaluatlon should be used as a
‘ bas15’for allocatlon of funds. .
9 ' ) _
6.. Evaluatlon should provide evidence that dollars épent'
- in vocational education producedgmore payoff than.
--dollars spent elsewhere. Payoff in terms @f training -
for jobs and making people employable should be -
reported.' .
7. ' Evaluation should provide solid v1dence'that
vocational education makes a differente in jobs, pay,
and‘upward mobility. A

8. Evaluation shouid prov1de evidence to'usévln
e11m1nat1ng or red1rect1ng programs. .

9. Evaluaé&on should descr1be program res lts in terms of
- placement. -~ ! .

10.5'Evaluat10n should determine competenc1es ach1eved by
students. -

-

. 5 ' e .

11. Evaluation should determine how well teachers are doing .

" in terms of student reaction,.updating of course
,materials, contact with 1ndustry and what students do

‘'with tra1n1ng. ! . o

| 7 v o "

While thesg expectations are certainly challenging, and .-
perhaps in some instances uprealistic, with the requirements of

Lo L | "‘ .;

, .8
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the other users added, this could prov1de the idealistic
yardstick. against whlch to measure the evaluation system.

;Dur1ng .the second year of the technlcal assistance pro;ect
an assesshment of the state's ab111ty to evaluate its services
and programs’ for spec¢ial populations has been done. This. could
be viewed as an evaluation of the evaluation system as 1t
relates to that segment of the programs offered. .

‘ - . ‘ .

. _ f
Problem 4: Coordination between\secondary ‘and postsecondary
evaluation system._‘ N

a

- Explanatlon" In assurlng efficiency and effectiveness of-
the evaluation system, it .is essential tﬁﬁt there is close
,coord1nat10n betwéen the secondarygand postsecondary work. :
Many will agree with this assertio however, the d;fglculty ,
comes when practical implementation of this concept is . ‘
attempted. An important point to 'keep in mind is that systems
and organizational units do not.coord1nate and cooperate=- »
people do. If good working relatlonshlps are establ1shed, it
is because people have made the effort and adjustment »
'necessary in any such situation. @As a minimum, requirement, .
" the data elements and definitions should be comparable, and

“effectiveness of programs should be mutually defined. . o .

-

- M \ v

Results: Callforn1a is an excellent example of a hlghly
effective cooperative effort between the evaluation systems.
serving these two levels of vocational education. Given-that
fact that each level has its own unigue needs ‘and expectations

the two systems are compatable and comparable in all possible
aspects. Based on observation, the project team.considers this
an 6utstanding example of coordination and cooperation and
exchange of information and ideas between individuals
respons1ble for evaluation at the secondary:.and postsecondary
levels in Callfornla. :

\

.i‘

3

‘Problem 5: "How to do employer follow-up. S T

Explanatlon. It is important for teachers and dec1s10n‘
makers at state and local levels to know how employers view the
adequacy of training of recent vocational progra¥ucompleters.
This, along with a number of inputs, provides valuable
‘information on how ‘well programs are reaching gstudent outcome

S
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objectives and on, changes which need‘to\be made in_programs.',
. . [N . " . . \.'I .l l.
This information may be difficult to get. Employers may’
feel that this is an infringement on their time ahd refuse to
respond. There may ‘be concerns about the confidentiality of .
this information in the minds of employers. 1In larger

businesses, the inquiry may go to a person who has no knowledge'

‘of this employee. The collection of adequate, reliable data
could be very expensive. - A

In spite” of these difficulties, it is important that ways
to gather this information -be explored. First, the Education
Amendments of 1976 mandate that employer reaction to raining
be used in .evaluating programs, ‘Second, this information ‘is.
valuable in bringing abatit pProgram improvement. 'Third, ‘this .
information can be used to convince others of the value of
vocational education. Fourth, this survey can be a factor in
strengthening relationships between vocational educatj n and
~the business community. : '

\ .

Results: The FUSE system designated Eb prov1de follow—up'
data from secondary students and employers was discussed ,
earlier in this chapter. The major discussion point-seems to
be whether the state .or the local district will assdme major
respOnsibility in actually collecting the data. Once this

question is resolved, the planned procedures should be adequate,

to obtain the needed 1nformation.

,The community cdllege'vogational evaluation staff have
expressed. some serioqus questions.about the validity and
usefulness of employer follow-up information collected in the

way VEDS proposes. Before initiatinglan employer follow—up, the

system is waiting until more definitive information is provided
by VEDS. .

¢
,
@

»

Problem 6; Securing commitment of administration, field staff,

- and local schools to evaluation.

Explanation: Adfninistration and the field staff, appear, to
be committed to evaluation. They still have some questions as
to whether'the.gresent system is the one which is best for the.

state. - Local schools will have reservations about any activity

which requires their time until they—are convinced of the .

benefit to their own school or program. The problem then seemsd

. to be one of demonstrating to several interested parties that




1
Y

. . 1 . ‘ 0 l : .
this evaluation system will meet their expectations,.

4

e , .
Res%lts: California provides an example of the fact that
priorities must be set when there is an abrupt decrease in
resources. Evaluation planning at both the secondary and
. postsecondary levels is attempting to reduce its data )
requirements to what is absolutely essentidl to meet statée
needs and leglslatlve manddtes, Advisory committees are used
‘extensively to review plans and to gain support. National
Center project staff have attempted to recommend only what is
critical to having an'effective evaluation. These
recommendations translated by state evaltators, have resulted
in- a positive response from those responsible for ! v
administration of vocat10na1 educatlon. . -

5
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o CHAPTER VI 4
) . STATES' ABILITY TO EVALUATE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES -
.. .FOR" SPECIAL POPULATIONS: STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES .
e ) B - L | o A

' Fu_'.@ .
‘Thls chapter presents ‘the staées‘ strengths and weaknesses w1th
'*  regard to their ability to evaluate programs and services for
- . special populations. Ability to evaluate was examined under four
areas: (l).determining program acce551b111ty, (2) determlnlng
- participation, (3) 1dent1fy1ng serv1ces, and (4) measuring program
‘:> outcomes. ; , Tes B

,”7 N , Alabama | S
Determlnlng Program Acce551b111ty .- ; . o
At the secondary level, information' on vocatlonal program
accessibility for special populations was gathered by the
Instructional Program ReV1engnstrume¥t (IPRI), Form M, (Monltorlng
_ Checklist), and Interview Outlines. he relevant data that were
( ‘ad?ressed by the dlfferent instruments were as follows:

g

. @a. The IPRI dealt ma1nly~w1th program acce551b111ty in
relation to gender, i.e., equal access for both
male and female students and archltectural barr1ers.
for the handlcapped. S

N Vs )
b. Form Mo--a mon1tor1ng checkllst used by -the D1v151on of

¢ Instruction, Progray for Exceptional.. Children and -
' Youth--coritained some items ©n program accessibility for :
exceptlonal ch11dren as it r lated to fac111ty. P
c. The Interview Outllnes that were belng used“by the Team
Review contained very general questions. regardlng the
determination of program acce551b111ty._, :

The discussion above Shows that the determination of -program
accessibili for seCdndary vocational programs was generally
. limited -- aceess in terms of.gender and ‘physical barriers for\the.
handicapped. The secondary .state vocational evaluation system wad
not gathering data and information with regard to the followang.

recruitment procedures employed at the school level, local entrance
. ) ’ ) K2 ) P




,In addition.to the foregoing.limitations, there were questions
relative to the validity and>~eliability of the evaluation » .
instruments being used, partlcularly the' intervie® outlines, . o
First, criteria for rating programs were nohexistent. Second, key e
words and phrases which can have to multiple 1nterpretatlons were
not operatlgnally def1ned. . S

DeterminingfParticipation' o . e y R R

: Part1c1patlon of spec1al pggul tions was determlned throu h
data collected by:the MIS. " All tional schools were requlred to

furnlsh -the following" enrollment data:s | R : . ‘;
_a. Student's name - ‘ ’ e. Ethnic origin .
b. USOE code L o f. Disadvantaged N
Co Grade level " -/ ’ A g.-!Handicapped T '
do Sex ’ S ¢ ' : . ©

- ! : h . '

- Alabama lacked requ1red VEDS data on students with limited S '
~Eng11sh proﬁlclency (LEP) and enrollment by 1nstructlpnal settings. .

b

Identlfylng Servxces for Speclal Populatlons’ : (

P

snf rmation on the services for special populatlons was gathered |
through” the IRRI and 1nterv1ew outllnes. The data collected .
1ncluded the follow1ng- o : . LT
\ t _ ' .
a. In the IPRI, the data pertained to identification of - ° ’
- services for the handicapped and sex fa1rness/stereotyp1ng.

b In the interview outllnes, the data focused on the '

handfbapped d1sadvantaged, and women. B , ‘ A

The secondary evaluation system d1d not 1nvestlgate the ,
. following elements in the process of identifying services .for - .
special populations: quality of instructional offerings, gu1dance .

-and counseling, placement and. follow-up services, capacity and R
condition of facilities, and for speclal populations. . : :

[y - -
-
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Measuring Program Outcomes . ' ’ T e

~ \

) SR The MIS collected 1nformatlon on compléeters by ask1ng every s LT
; . institution to complete DHEW OE Form 346-4 (Placement of Program Ny
\\4///// .Completers in Vocational Education. Programs). The form did not .
\ contain data, and information on student outcomes as required by ';
VEDS. ‘However, it was possible to tross—tabulate ‘the ‘information on
completions with the enrollment data. ,Alabama,. therefore, -could
. comply Wwith the VEDS requirements if proper computer progr mming was
-used ‘but there was no evidence that th1s type of :capability existed
’atgthe time of this study’ ) : /s °
Alabama did not have the ab111ty to meet other requ1rements of
the Education Amendments of 1976, i.e., to determine employer
satisfaction and to measure student achievement. with standard
'occupatlonal proficiency measures, criterion referenced tests, and
other’ exam1natlons. :
\ S g : L . e
) v T . California .

Secondary Vocational Educatlon Evaluatlon : ) .

, Determ1n1ng program accesslblllty. Informatlon on program
accessibility for special populations was gathered through the
Program Administrative Review (PAR) and the Program °*
Assessment-Vocational Education (PAVE). The specific information -
.. “collected by California was as follows: L . - T S

4

B a. In the PAR instrument, the data focused on. documentatlon,of
-7 program barriers for the handicapped. and d1sadvantaged
’ groups. - : .
’ . . . . ) 4 é .

b, The teacher interview schedules in PAVE-examined mainly . .
"special efforts to gncourage special populations to <
enroll". and prerequlsltes for enrollment.- The samé was = i

S true of the student questlonnalre. - K

c. The PAVE. Program Self-Asggssment Questlonnalre llmlted R
. 7~ was concerned with equal access 'as it relates to gender. . ...

- - °

-

The ability of the- secondary vocational evatgatlon system'to-
determine program accessibility was limited to e issues cited
above and certain special. population subgroups.y It failed to deal-
'with all the special population subgroups,. particulafly the .
minorities and limited English proficiency (LEP). ?urther, it did
not collect data or information on local school efforts to remove

attitudinal and societal barr1ersxl : 1 , ;..};'

»
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Determining partjcipation.  In,the- secondatry vocational .
educatiog .system, determ1n1ng part1c1patlon of special populataons
was made, through the Management Informatlon Systém (Forms VEA-48
Sections I .and EI), PAR, and PAVE. The MIS'gathered the following
data/on §tudents-‘ _ . o . ! L

.

Ethnac c1ass1f1catlon R , e, Disadvantaged. :

b. Grade level - _f. Handicapped

c. .Sex - ) L USOE program code

d.. L1m1ted Engllsh speaklng v X ‘. 7 -

The MIS forms enabled California ?o determ1ne part1c1patlon :
according to sex designation and ethnic classification jn the USOE’
six-digit and two-digit codes. The MIS forms did not allow the
state to determine enrollme n types-of handicapped, ' '
disadvantaged, and instruct onal settings as required by VEDS -
Starting. with 1979-80. Fursher, the MIS did-hot allow the state to.
determine participation of limited Engllsh proficiendy students in
the USOE s1x-d1§1t and two—dlglt codes. ¢

¢ oo SRR

Identlfylng services for special populations. California '
collected Iimited information regardingd the identification of
services for speclal populatlons through PAVE,and PAR." In PAR,
questions on process elements were mainly “for "the dlsadvaﬁtaged and

"-handlcapped. .In PAVE, questlons on process evaluatlon were general

in nature. On the other hand, the questions on appropriateness of
instructional materlals were limited to the: handlcapped and .

d1sadvantaged - s \ . . e ~

. ' The fore901ng discussion shows ‘that the California secondary
evaluation system failed to E;eat the identification of ‘setvices
across all special population-subgroups, espec1a11y inorities and

limited Engllsh prof1c1ency students,

S Measuring program outcomes.( At the time of this study,
' california was collecting data on program completers and leayers

which sat1sf1ed the requirements- of DHEW OE Form 346-4° but not VEDS -

requlrements. The Follow-up qf Students and Employers (FUSE) which
sought "to fulfill the VEDS requirements (among other things.) was:

still.in the planning.,.- Measuring studént achievement also was st111
1n the planning stage. -

o

- Al

-

Postseconda;yﬁVocatlonal Educatlon Evaluatlon

Determlnlng program accesslblllﬁy.- The CallfornlatPostsecondary
ITEvaluatlon pystem determined program- accgssibility through its
Community College Occupational Programs’ Evaluation System (COPES) « —
In COPES the data gathered were 11m1ted to:

-

: ‘ ' . ¥
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a. Efforts to achieve sex equlty ‘in program enrollment,
‘'recruitment, and adpission p011c1es. . .

Ry N . \
.

b. Archltectural barriers for the handlcapped. o . : ’
. W . . L
_The act1v1t1es of item (a) should havJ beer addressed to all v

spec1al population subgroups, i.e.,. women,: handlcapped, _
disadvantaged,.limited English proficienoy, 'and minorities.
Further, COPES failed to evaluate local school: efforts to remove
att1tud1na1 and societal barr1ers.r o . : - 3y

Determ1n1ng part1c1patlon. The determlnatlon of part1c1patlon -

of. special populations has been made through the Student = - B o

Accountablity Model ($AM). The data gathered from the forms-- . . = .

especially ‘the Student/Course Inventory form--indicate that fhe .

. California postsecondary vocational evaluatioh system can gather
important information not only for compliance purposes but also forw
planning and program 1mprovement. At the- time of the .study,. --
however, enrollment of the various categorles of special populations

- was determined by the: USOE two-digit codes in view of the unreésolved
technical difficulty associated with the USOE six-digit code at the '
postsecondary level--a problem'recognized by VEDS. Further, nq data

- on handlcapped enrollment by 1nstructlon§h settlngs mere olle d.

Q Ident1fy1ng_serv1cesx COPES can gather adequaﬁe ipfornf¥tion on

~_the Tdentification of additional services for >special populations.

However, in the student qgestlonnalre,~1dent1f1cat10n of . respondents
was limited to college name and course title. A definite samppling
plan was ‘not adopted to determine the special pop@lation -
respondents. Additionally, it was difficult to isolate the responses
of the special populetions from the responses of all other student
respondents. , The sampling procedure recommended by/ COPES usedq\
course,classfflcatlon. B . o b

Measuring program outcomes. SAaM offered a system o;>EXam1n1ng
student outcomés for both regular and special students not only for
compliance purposes for also for planning. It made it possible to
compare and. contrast regular .and special students in terms of .

 -program.completions, successful placement, and cont1nu1ng education

in different program areas. (although there was no evidence that data = -
were being collected in, this way) At the .time of the study, SAM -
. did not'include data on contlnu1ng education over time. The : R
postsecondary vocational system, like the secondary, also did not
have the ability’ to measure student achlevement as mandated by the-
Educatlon Amendments of 1976. ' ’ .
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Determlnlng Program Access1b111ty . ' ' «

Through the Comprehenslve Program Review (CPR), Supérylsory
Visitation, and JInstitutional Application Plan (VE-120 ), Colorado
‘was able to collect some information on program accessrblllty. . The

N spec1f1c 1n£ormat10n was as follows: - . :
| . , . T, .
a..*In the CPR and,Self Rev1ew instruments, guestions on

. access1b111ty re' limited to the determination of -
physlcal barriers for the. handrcapped. The same was

trué for the Supervisory Checklists. Howeyer,  not

all, checklists contained. questlons on physical

acceSslblllty. Lo : co.

-

'\ R f
b. VE-120 examined recru1tment and selectlon of students
- in berms of sex equity. , _ oy
. ’ - ' .." A _‘ - h ,' . g .. ’
’Determlnlng Partlc_Eatlon . . e
. N o ’ > 3 ‘ -
The Colorado Management Informatlon System (MIS) gatheréd data
on student enrollment using form VE-135 (Student Accountablllty Data
Tool). Effective.last school Year (1978 79), MIS was collecting. -
data on special populatlons according to VEDS requ1rements except
data enrollment by 1nstruct10nal settings., .-

4

: !
,'Jdentlfylng Services .

Through the CPR and super 1sory v1s1tat10n, the Lnformatlon on

»
Ed - Lt 1

£ ae -In,the self-revieWw instruments, focus was on the | .
o disadvantaged and handicapped. The quality S
indicators were concerned with the mechanics of ~
compliance rather-than the assessment of quality

. of .additional services as they affect quality .of
products. ,

* « b. Some/s/perv1sory checklists contalned questions on. speclal

' . services. Questions were ma1nly concerned with the™
assessment of tutorial services and the use of
1nstructlonal (b1as-free) materlals. .

ca
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' The_"Guldellnes for therse of DLsadvantaged/Hand1capped T
Service's™ (VE-116) contained a program review checklist for “ ‘
supplemental services, Howeven, there were questions:on the .

~validity and reliability “of the instrument. The checklist lacked -
criteria for rating services. Furthermore, its rating scalé“was not
operatlonally defined. ) ' o R
. . # : . : ‘ ‘ -
There:are, therefore, serious deficiencies in the identification -
. of special services for special po@ulatlons in .the following areas:
- quality of instructional offerings, gudidance and: counseling, - "
placement and follow-up services, capacity and condition of
facilities, 2equipment used, .and other services.  [Furth Colorado
“failed to perform process evaluatlon across all spec1a§ population .
subgroups. - : .. r . ~ .o

.. , , \' . . ‘ | #
‘»Measurlng Program Outcomes ' ' .
\ . N
’ The MIS,\through its Student Accountablllty Data Tool, collected ’
»1nformatlon on all categories of special populatlon completers’and °
leavers (USOE 6-digit code) rat the institutional level.. However, the
following 11m1tatlons in meet1ng VEDS requlrements were found°

- a. ’Although VE-135 collected data on- all spe& pbpulatlon
: + subgroups, it did not publish follow-up d on the
d1fferent subgroups.

‘b'? Its follow-up study d%d not 1nclude employer
,~sat1sfactlon., , . }

R d’f' At the time of the study, Colorado also d1dﬂnot have the ablllty

. to measure student. performance or aChlevement. T :

- “ “

»

- . N | Connecticut o ’
| A . ) ) ,; -~ ’ S
L etermlnlng Program ACCGSSlbllty ' C A
The Vocatlonal‘Evaluatlon System of Connecticut determ1ned
. . program access15111ty for- spec1alapopulatlons through the .
. " Self-Evaluation Instrument.  Data gat ered on accessibility
-, 1né{§ded the foIIOW1ng. S _ : .
A : s oo
a. Whether sex stereotyplng was e11m1nated in program -
: publicity . . ) ° . A
av-:“ T ‘ ’ \'.““ \
- b. Whether pub11c1ty was dlrected to “encourage minority and

handicapped students to enroll in all vocational areas"




¢ i v o
: . L b S i : _ , N
‘ L o - Coe Whegggr fac111t1&s were easlly assess1blezto the ,
' han apped W o o p o
/\ . - :"s : ’ '&A
tJ ' ' d. Whether there was an "a¢tion plan 1n effect to overcome sex

]

stereotyplng in ﬁecrultment" -

e. ‘Whether vocatlongl education programs»were
.comprehens1ve~and“not limited to’ s1ngle courses

The data collected’ were limited to certain spec1al populatlon
subgfoups. Items a, b, and d should have been directed to all -
- special population subgroups. ° Further, evaluation of local school
* efforts to remove attltudrnal and soc1etal bérrlers was not
1ncluded.ﬂ i o, o

. Wl
PR E
,-, .

' Determ1n1ng;Par¥lc1pathn

The series of research reports Qn enrollmént i sued by the
Bureau of Vocational- Program Plarining and Development sat1sf1ed all
of the VEDS requlrements ewcept the follow1ng- : ,

a. Handlcapped enrollment by . 1nstnuctlonal sett;ngs - a'
. b. Categor1es of d1sadvantaged enrollment ; »
Ca Categor1e§»o{\::ndmcapped enrollment

d. Limited Engllsh—proflciency enrollment

Nt staff was 1nformed by ‘the bureau

1 IY; a System collected data by -
7% predom1nat1ng language.' The

fdlpatlon of hand1capped 1n

on the other -hand, the prhg
that the Depértment of |Ea )

' IdentifylngﬁSQrvlces .r @ ‘ » ; «b; N ,

>

-

Procggs evaluation was accompllshed by uslng a self-évaluatlon
instrument. These were the major limitations with regard o the
» . identification services fortspec1al populatlons- 9

g
a. Concern for fac111t1es and-equlpment was limited to the
issue of access1b111ty for the hanchapped. v L.

he /

Ce
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b..~There were no spec1f1c queétlon regardihg the determlnatlon-A
- - of quality of “counseling, placement, and follow-up serv1ces
A o for spec1al populatlons.

. ' RS o " N . J& B
. A c. 'Cencern for curriculum was limited to the review of « -
_ .~ 7 . curriculum materials to overcome_sex bias. - .
. - » ) o e .
o Measuring'Prog;am Outcomes » : T - _ -
. ‘ Data and reports on sxhbent follow—up were collected and .
: Vpubllshed by the Bureau'of Vocational. Program Planning and - .- o
Dévelopment. The most recent published reports (1978-79) showed
that the bureau had the capacity and ab111ty 'to meet all VEDS
requirements except. the followang.

-

- *i l. Foll -up of vocatlonal graduates*by rac1a1/ethn1c, sex
. ' o - and ndlcapped , -7 . o
o .- 2. Det rm1nat10n of employer satlsfactlon w1th spec1al )
R AP 1at10n vocational completers and leavers '
S ) N ~ 3 '

. At the time of the study, the- state dld not have a program to
o » measure student achievement.. - X *

-

’




CHAPTER VII -

. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROVIDED . B
- | | TO STATES EE

- . \. : S 4

.k

This chapter presents a summary of the major strengths and = .
weaknesses in the ability of the four cooperating states. to evaluate
programs and services for special populatlons, the recommendatiorns.
made by the project, staff, and-the action and decisions made: by the
.states in response to these recommendations. This chapter also
discusses the additional technical assistance provided to help the .
states implement:chosen solutions to identified problems. An
end-of-the-year profile is presented to show the progress each state .
has ach1eved during the year. , '

Alabama

Summary and Recommendations

Examination of the instruments used and information available in
Alabama regard1ng the evaluatlon of programs and services for -
" special populations reveals” a‘' number of limitations, espec1a11y in

its ability to generate data for compliance and plannlng .
requifementjl These are summarized as follows-

l. Alabama's ability to- determlne program acces51b111ty was
" generally limited to data regarding equal access for male
. and female students as well as determination of physical
barriers for the handicapped. The state was not aware of
recruitment procedures employed at the local school level,
the .local entrance requirements, and the state's own
progress in removing attditudinal and societal barriers. 1In
‘view of the foregoing, the state fell short in its ability
to comply with federal regulations thatrequire states to
report periodically to the Office of Civil Rights on the -
access1b111ty of the1r vocational programs. -
‘ Recommendatlons Made: The-ltems 1nfthe Instructional
"Program Review Instrument, interview outlines, and ™
Standard of Policies should be reexamined in relation




to the requ1rements of the Education Amendments of
1976 and the Civil nghts'Act of 1964, - These _
instruments and documents should be modlfied to =
.incorporate not ‘only legislative requir&ments but . -
also data needed for planning. Alabama should gather
data on program acce551b111ty across all special o
population s groups and .prepare a report on the
subject for the Office of Civil nghts.

_ Through the MIS, Alabama had the ablllty to generate data on
enrollment for the different specxal populations categories
of as required by-{pDS except for enrollment of handicapped
instructional settings and enrollment of persons wigh
limited Engllsh prof1c1ency (LEP). ¥ -

Recommendatlohs ‘Made: Alabama needs to modify the MIS
.enrollment and follow-up forms to 1ncorQ8rate VEDS
0requirements. . - '\

The ability of the state to perform proces$ evaluation of
programs and services -for specjial populations was?limited
to instructional fairness in terms of gender and
"determination of additional services for handicapped, .
disadvantaged, and women to the exclusion of LEP. Alabama's
vocational edugation evaluation system did not investigate:
the following procesg elements: quality of instructiopal
offerings for spec1_, populations, guidance and counsellng
for special populations, placement and follow-up services
for special populations, capacity and cgndltlon ‘of
facilities and equipment for special populatlohs, and other
- services for special populations. 1In view of these
" limitations, Alabama was. unable to provide the 1nformat10n
,requ1red by the Education Amendments of 1976. :

4
Recommendations Made: - The Instructhnal Program ;
Review Instrument (IPRI) should be modified to enable
the state to perform process evaluation across all
special population subgroups. Further, Special
attention should be given to those -process elements
which were not included in the IPRI as noted in 3.

Alabama did not have the ability to determine program -
outcomes as required by the Educd%xgh amendment of
1976 which mandated that states mea3ure student

achievement using standard proficiency measures ‘such
. * o o . '
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. as criterion~-refeérenced tests. Furthermore, the
follow=-up :system did not meet VEDS data requirements.

. . ’ 3 '
Recommendations Made: Plans should be developed,
tested, and implemented on the determination of

. . ;student ‘outcomes, espe01ally the mandated federal

. . 'requirements. 'It is also suggested that 'Alabama °
. prepare a separate annual report on ‘the
evaluation of special population nrollment' in
vocational education reflecting federal &
, legislative and ‘planning requirements. Further,
- o an annual report should be prepared and submitted
: to- the Office of Civil Rights to substantiate the
state's effort to elimifate dlscrlmlnatory . {
practlcesqyn vocatlonal educatlon. o .

General Recommendatlons Made ', e

In addition to .evaluation requirements mandated by federal
. leglslat;on, there are some recomméndations which relate to
- the, total evaluation system which should be implemented if
: maximum- impact and. efflcacy is to be achieved by the system ﬂ
for both regular and spe01al ‘students.: Lo

1. The total evaluation procedure should be; formed
- into a unified system. This does not nécessarily mean
.reorganization. It does mean that élear lines of
responsibility and authority should be estabished
within the system. The data needed, the time, and form
in which these will be ptrovided; the relationship o
. between the area specialist revie and‘the team review; . @
the use which is to be made of thg findings are.all v
. matters which should be carefully and clearly defined.
A v It is essential that the individual responsible for
: . d1rect1ng evaluation activities have’ the authority to
~ ' _ operate the system effectively.

2. It is further recommended that the total process -of

needs assessment, planning, and evaluation be.
- described in detail. This will assist the state in

v - edtablishing the relationship between quallty,
dollars, and future plannlng. . e
3. An -evaluation system for postsecondary vocational

. = education should be de51gned tested, and

' : imﬁ@Emented. At the tlme of thls study, there

B




kd ~ was no well-deflned vocational evaluatlon system
for postsecondary vocatlonal educatlon. .

4. The goal of assurlng vocatlonal education to
‘ any citizen who desires it 'should be’
"\ ‘accepted by the state, and a well-defined plan for
making occupational training access1b1e to all
should be designed. 7 s
5. Comparative data about programs needs to be gathered
and provided to schools and evaluation teams.
Information on enrollment (regular and special
students) and follow-up along with other data
elements, such as dollars invested, staff educatlon
and experience, facilities and equipment, and '
‘quality should be available on each program to bé
" .evaluated. If this data  can be presented in a' '
comparable .mode ard with similar program averages 1t
will be mor€é meaningful and usable.. - '
_ y .
Technical Ass1stance Prov1dedJand Results : -

* First Quarter (February and March only)

o Finalized memorandum of understand1ng between Alabama and the

National Center regard1ng technical ass1stance on evaluatlon

for Year II.
AN

‘Second Quarter /

,0 Analyzed ‘Alabama's ab111ty to evaluate programs "and
services for spec1a1 populations. Activities lncluded

- collectlng and analyzing pertinent data and
documents. from the state,’

Y .= interviewing state. off1c1a1s concerned with the
evaluation of special populatlons enrolled in vocat10na1
programs. v :

o. Pre11m1nary analys1s report was made and ‘sent tg.Alabama
for reaction. The state was also furnished copies of the
"Evaluation Matrix" and the summary of pertinent leglslatlon
developed by the technlcal ass1stance staff. :

o .In the second week of June, a v1s1t was made to Alabama to
discuss the’ba51s/cr1ter1a of the analysis study with.
emphasis on legislative requlrements, the resurgs of the
analysis, and the state s- reactlon. ' :




Third Quarter. . \

4 N - . . . -
- [} . .

-

- *0’. The report was finalized. This 1ncluded clar1fy1ng those
parts on question and making specific’ recommendations : SR
to solve identified prdblems. . . o
0. .On, the th1rd week of July, a v1s1t/was made to dlscuss
e . ,SPEclflc recommeéndations for improvement and to help the
i B state dget started in terms of- 1mplement1ng the -
_ recommendations. Specific weaknesses of the "Standards and ,
o - Policies"™ and the evaluation instrument were discussed by the
: consultant with the Research and Coordinating Unit (RCU);
staff.,’ Suggested solutlons/strategles were also made. Thé RCU
staff promised to study further mandated’ evaluation - )
: requlrements and the "Evaluation Matrix." They agreed.to -
revise their "Standards and Policies" and develop new '
- evaluation 1nstruments that would reflect legislative
-requ1rements and the e%ements of an effective evaluatlon _
system. ’ o o \ o ‘ v -

L]

Fourth Quarter SR - o v

*

o 1In the third week of ‘October, a visit was made to review .
accomplishments and help“resolve some major problems;

o . Evaluation 1nstruments were revised based on recommendatlons

‘ of the project staff. | - -

o "Standards and Policies for Quality Programs in Secondary

" Schools" was revised to include both planning and legislative
requirements. . This will be submitted to the Alabama State
Board for Vocatlonal Educatlon th1s spr1ng for approval.

revised 'to include all the VE data requlrements.

o Report on enrollment and,progaém completlon forms were,
i

o Plan for longitudinal follow-up study of spec1al populatlon‘

¢

program completers and leavers is being developed.

O State-wide testing of studint achievement is under study.
Y o
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Information Collected

Start of Technical Assistance
April- 1979

Actjons Taken

lLStirtus‘

Piogram Accessibility’

1.1
1.2

Facility factors -

Educational factors
. s

= Limited to physical bsrriens

for the handicapped
= Limited to sex designations

-

April - December 1979

Instrument revised to include
all facility factors

- Instrument revised to include )

all educational factors N

Decembe; 30, 1979

1)

= Complete

- Complete

Successful employment over time

planned to meet 4.3 & 4.4

1.3 _Societal factors - None T Annual application reg. reyised .-ﬁomplete
o > -~ ' " -
. - o I
2. Participation { ) . . .
. 2.1  Enrollment (VEDS . // - Complete except LEP and- . Comblete
classification) USOE ’ ’ instruct&bnal settings Enrollment forms were H
\\N 2-digit code Y : revised to include ,
all VEDS requiremernts . o
2.2 Enrollment (VEDS' . = = Complete except LEP and , : : Complete
classification) USOE instructional settings ¢
6-digit gode o ) .
[ .
3. Process , .
3.1 Quality of instructional - Tone Complete
offerings T N . . .
. . ) . N\ . - Evaluation instruments
3.2 Capacity condition of * - = None . were revised to enable Complete * °
facilities & equipment : twk state to evaluate .
. | . 3.1 to 3.4. . T - .
3.3 Guidance § counseling - None -Complete .
3.4 Placement & follow-up services - None ACompla&e
S ‘f' : - - —
~'4, Outcomes .
. -
4.1 Student Achievement . = None - h - Under study . Under study
4.2 Successful program compieters - bimited ‘Report of program complet\cn Ccmplete
. ‘ - forms were revised
4.3 Succesful placement - Limited Longitudinal follow-up study of Unpder study
: special populations is-being ki v
4.4 - None _Under study

Figure 12.

~

B ' evaluatlon system. .

An end-of—the—year profile of the Alabama secondd&y vocationq} educatlon
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California o : , :

s

Secondarz. The California Secondary Vocat10nal Eva10at10n System
with its PAR, PAVE, FUSE,. and MIS components had the follow1dg
strengths and weaknesses with regard to its abllﬁty to evaluate
programs and serv1ces for spec1a1 populations: . g

- S Callfornl ab111ty to determlne ‘program accessibility
: "~ was limited to documentation of program barriers for
the handlcappe& and the disadvantaged, efforts to
encourage special populations to enroll including
prereéquisites for enrollment,-and equal access to

_programs for both male and female students.

. .
PO

. ' " Recommendations Made: Program acce551b111ty
AN .. -should be determined across all spec1al
populatlon subgroups. This will require T
i modifications in the PAVE instruments. :
o * ' Purther,.a decrslon regarding ich

. instrument’ to use to collect data ghowing = &
- . ) local school effor remove att1t~§§nal _—
SR .. and societal barglers needs to be made: - An . .- °

annual report on program accessibility .

_ - hlghllghtlng the state's effort to remove

~ ' o - various discriminatory ‘practices should be 5

; T ‘prepared and submitted to the Offlce of +
* Civil nghts. o .

)

! - . 2. california had the ab111ty to determine, part1c1pat13n W
’ o ' ac®ording to sex-designation’ and ethnic classification - -
e - at both the USOE six-digit and two~digit codes.. \ ®
» However, the state did not ‘have the ability to meet the
following VEDS data requlrements. ‘enrollment as -to | .
~ categories of- handlcapped and ‘their instructional
' - . .settings and categories of disadvantaged.. Further, the'
) . . "~ state did not collect data abouyt limited English - '
: - proficiency students. e1ther at the. USOE two~-digit and
' 51x-d191t codes: ; : % .

Recommendations Made: . The MIS.VEA Form 48 should
'be modified to make it possible for California to
gather all the data requlred by VEDS. : -

3. California's ab111ty to perform process evaluation
- focused mainly on the dlsadvantaged and the
handlcappped.




Recommendations "Made: Process evaluation should
be expanded to all special populatlon subgroups -
in order. to include women, ‘minorities, and 11m1ted
English . prof1c1ency students. To- acecomplish
this, it 1s suggested that the PAVE instruménts be
modlfled - . - |
. 0 o ‘.“3 . ’ . .VAV‘. \"
'Calif6rn1a.s ability to measure outcomes did not meet
he requlrements of VEDS and the Education Amendments
f 1976 although the state was cons1der1ng ‘some plans
to th1s effect. : 1

>

Recommendatlons Made: The requlrments of VEDS  and
Q! ‘the Educatidn Amendment of 1976 in terms of.
© - measuring student achievement ould be carefully
" studied and incorporatéd into the plans being ;
developed. Due consideration to the'state's :
.preva111ng flscal and social constralnts sould be
given.: - v L

L -

Techn1cal Assistance PrOV1ded and Results

vl BN

; . . FPirst Quarter (February and March only) f:

: o Finallzed memorandum of understand1ng between the California
. N Vbcatlonal Evaluation Div4isidn and the National Center e, ¥
o regard1ng the techn1cal assistance project on Year II.
Second Quarter o T '
. : N ’ ’
: o* Analyzed the state s ab111ty to evaluate programs and
’ - services for spec1al populatlons.. Act1v1t1es 1ncluded

- collect1ng and analy21n9 pertlnent data and‘documents - -
“from the state,.‘ ) ' _ - *.”v' : 3
- 1nterV1ew1ng state officials concerned'with the
- e@valuation of special populatlons enrolled in
Avocatlonal programs. . _

- . - .0 Prepared p;ellmlnary report and ‘Sent to the state in the'
s : second week of May.’ The state was also furnisked with
: 'coples'of ‘the ”Evaluatlon Matrix" and the summary of
D ' ~ pertinent .legislation - developed by the technical °
: ass1stance staff. .

o State replled ‘asking further clar1f1catmons on certa1n L
aspects of the report. S

LA ' - . . ak\ b

v . . .3 - . . )
- . A ) .




o ’ v , ‘
“Third Quarter . T - '
, v \NZ ) - “ .
. ' o‘\? report was - prepared which 1nc1uded clar1f1y1ng those parts
B n question and making- spec1f1c recommendations td\solve
‘g - 1dent1fLed problems. '
- , o A visit w maae hy’the progect director in the second
B week of Ju to dLscuss with the Secondary.vocational.
L education evaluation officials 4he basis/criteria of the
; analysis study with emphasis on legislative requ1rements,.
results of the analysis, and specific recommendatlons to ,,/
deal w1th the identified problems.

.

. . ’ -
0 -On August' 1, 1979 the secondary vocational evaluation = °~
consultant prepared a memo to the California Vocation
.. ' Education Executive Staff (VEES) concerning the result Of -
’ - the National Center study. He also informed the VEES of .+ :
the specific alternatives he thought were most apprOprlate
o in solyving identified problems.. Previous -to' this memo,
’ b however, the evaluation consultant discussed.the analysls
‘ . report with his own staff and field personnel concerned '
with vocational evaluation. Their opinions formed the bas1s
. of a portlon of the consultants memo. ]
¥ o . 4 N - - @

R

FOurth Quarter _j’a«
i ! '-e‘xﬂk--

o A visit was made by the progect director during the -
, . first week of October to attend the Fdllow-up of Student
! and Employers -(FUSE) advisory meetlndg and assess the s
’ accomplishments of Callfornla with the evaluat1on

consultant.

o Evaluatlon of the PAVE and PAR instruments were revised on _
the basis of recommendations of the technical assistance
: staff regarding determination of program access1b111ty.
! California's VEES approved all the recommendations of the
- secondary vocational education consultant._ -Among efforts
: tg implement approved recommendations, a state financed
d supervised t®sting service (for districts wishing to .
‘part1c1pate) was started to measure spec1a1‘student .
‘achlevement. . .
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-

Information Collected _ — Start of Technical Assistance Actions Taken ' v - - Status =
' ) ’ t April 1979 ‘April - December 1979 - December 30, 1979
. R i N 5 - T
- "1, . Program Acceesibility oo ’ 4 ' _
v 1.1 Facility factors L. --Limited L% ‘ o Revised evaluation . - Complete
: . . R . : o7 instruments to include .
1.2 'Educational factors : - Limited . ' 1.3 to 1.3. . .” .= Complete
e . 1] .
N 1.3 Societal factors » - Limited . . : S o ’ & Complete
& . . ] 8 Coa : :
C ) - . < ' o .
2. Pparticipation : . o S - .
' 2.1 Enrollment (VERS ’ - Limiﬁed to sex. designation Suggestions & tecommenda-
classification) USOE - . and minoriti?s - tions of the technical T .
2-digit code “ oLt . asgistance staff were studied Under Study
. . - - - . by the vocational edupation ' S
T 2.2 Enrollment (VEDS _ -~ Limited to sex de31gnation personnel and .brought to the - W
- clagsification) USOE - and minorities . . attention of the VEES )

6-digit code’ _ : I N s

-

T " - - - -
! y .

. 3. Process . , . : . }

o *

oo

3.1 'Quality of. insttuctional - Limited tb disadvantaged A' . _Suggestions & recommenda=- . Undef'studyA3
of ferings . ' and handicapped o tions of the technical o for possible
- : ' ’ : assistance :kaff were studied -incorporation
3.2 Capacity condition of | - do - . L by vocational education in the exist=-
) facilities & equipment ‘ personnel & brought to the .~ ing evalua-
£ : " . . b ) " . .attention of the VEES e ‘tion ihstru-
' 3.3 Guidance & counseling « =-.do - o T . ments -
3.4 Piacement & follow-up services " = do - ' ) : Cos : . . S
. . ‘ ‘ , . ) o - P : - . .
‘. 4« Outcomes v o : ' . : o L y
4.1 Student Achievement. '~ None N © = VEES approved measurement of - = Instrumenta=
: ; special population student - . tion being
’ . » . achievement for districts »developed
4.2 Successful program completers - None : - " wishing to participate' ’ e
oy - Instrumenta-
4.3 Succesful placement - None R - FUS system being developed tion' being
) . ' to meet 4.2 to 4.4. : developed
4.4 Successful empioyment over time - None _ B PR . .
" X — . —
¢
Q ll'/ Figure 13. An end-of the-year proflle of .the Callfornla secondary vocatlonal
EMC‘J 9 educatlgn evaluatlon system, ) _ .
r . - . L . . : . . . : o B . o T

v
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Pbstsecondary, The Caléaornla Postsecondary Vocatlonal .
Evaluation System with its PES and SAM qu determined . to have thev
,’ -~ following strengths and weaknesses- TN

.

1. The ability of COPES to determine- program access1b1l1ty
focused on the issue of sex equity and archltectural .
barrlers for . thefhandlcapped.. ) . Y LT

Sty ' AN ..

Recommendatiohs Made: The coverage of CQPES -

. ' instruments should be expanded in order .o exam1ne )

NP ™ - . program access1b111ty across all special - Cor

'~ populatidn sub jroups (women, limited Engllsh _

. speaklng, mi o rity, disadvantaged, and - : T

. ;o : . handicapped) .in terms of fac111ty, educatlonal, 5

e . -and societal ﬁactors. It is further suggested '_//»

' . L that. PAR addre&s program accessibility, especially :
X ~ local school: efforts to remove att1tudlnal and S
+ ’ _ ' soc1etal barriers. . : S
. “-u . . C -

o 2., SAM has the ab111t‘ 'to determine- part1c1patlon of '

special populatlonsznot only for compliance but also

for’program 1mprovement. .However, enrollment of the

~ various cate orles of special populations was: T

™+ . determined ath)the USOE two-digit codes only in vigw °
of the unresolved: dlfflculty associated with the _
reporting of postseq0ndary enrollment at the USOE o -

. ’ . six=-digit code. . '

L4

Recommendations: Made: .SAM needs to demonstrate v
its abjlity to¢ 'collect and disseminate data :
-conce#%ianﬁéndxcapped enrollment by - 1nstructlonal
.. . settings, ca égories of disadvantaged and
. : handicapped enrollment, and limited

: English-speaking’ enrollment by USOE s1x-d1g1t

S .
. f\-. 1code.

g 3. COPES has the ab111t to 1dent1fy addltlonal .
services for all special populations. However, the
. technical assistance taff had not been ablé to
\ evaluate any COFES re”ort on the subject.

Recommendatlons Made- COPES must report specific
, o . process evaluatign of programs and. services for
., . -~ special populations. In addition it should also
inclyde response,;of special population students.
s Th1s_¥;z mean altering the COPES student -
‘ ' ' respo nt samp ig plan. It must include a }
' - in of the major special e
responses must b
- . reports. '
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SAM does not have the ability to measure.program - el
- outcomes including a .longitudinagl study of - ’ f//)f\

vocationay program completers and leavers. . . .. 7 .,

T - 'Further,<the staté did not havé any system for |
R ' - testlng@aéudent ach1eVement 1n-postsecondary ' T
e ) . e . vocatlonal programs. - AR ~ PN : o3
_ : - . -Recommendatlons Made~” A system of deterﬁinlng
o B e employer ‘satisfaction and measuring student . L
L % . . ‘achievement for both regular students and spec1a1 N
. Y - Co . populatdions must be planned,, tested, and o
' . : - - E 1mplemented if ‘the California Postsecondary , e
| . Vocational Evaluation system: is to comply with =~
o e . the'Educatio"Amendmentsfof,l976. «;JY}._ '
» ‘ - J . v ).‘ ’ ‘ ;.._‘ tz, . ) o
o Techn;cal\As51stance Prov1ded and Resp ts . - . A

. -

F1rst Quarter (February and Marc /énly)“

0 Finalized memorandu.:of ‘under tandlng betwéen the National
Center and the Office\of the Chancellors regardlng the
techn1ca1 assistance /Apiect ‘for. Year II._ ,

Second Quarter

S

. . . v
o¥ Analysis of the state s ab111ty to eValuaﬁe programs
and services for spécial poﬁhlatlons was started 1n
. Apr11. Activities irncluded: . -

’ - collect1ng and analyzlng pertlnent data and
.documents from the state- C e

a » co

-~ interviewing state offlcials concerned with tpe

evaluation of speclal'populatlons enrolled in vocatrQnal
. programs. s %» _ | I
: o -0 Prellmlnary report was made and sent té the state gsﬁz
: o -7 during the second week in May, ' The state.was also. furnishe® '
‘ with copies of the "Evaluatloh Matrix" and the summary
- : ‘of pertinent leglslatlon developed by the technlcal e
! C : ass1stance staff. }- m\ . i . -

‘0o No ertten reply Was rece1ved from the state dur1ng th1s
- ~ period. . ;

« s, v )

-,




Third Quarter

‘0 A visit was made during the second week of July to’
. - discuss with the vocational evaluation specialist of
= the postsecondary. system and some of his staff the
basis/criteria of the analysis study with emphasis on
requirements and results of the analysis. Instead of -
reacting directly to the total report, the specialist
requested more information on how the postsecondary
system could meet VEDS requirements. In this regard,
a detailed discussion was made on the VEDS requirement
and the 11m1tatlon of the postsecondary system.

o Callfornla flnallzed its plan for a 1ongltud1na1
follow-up study of wvocational education students
including special populations. .Project director was
requested to serve as a member of the adv1sory committee.

Fourth Quarter -

"

- o’ V1s1ted Ca11forn1a in the third week of October and

. conferred with the postsecondary evaluatlon consultant.

regarding the progress of the state in implementing the
recommendatlons of the: techn1cal ass1stance staff.

o V1s1ted the state in the f1rst week of November to attendra
meeting on SAM's longitudinal follow=up study of vocatlonal
education program completers -and leavers.

,Colorado

Summaryﬁand Recommendations

The Colorado vocational evaluatlon system w1th 1ts Superv;sory
‘Checklist, Comprehensive Program Review, and MIS had the following
strengths and 11m1tatlons with regard.to its ab111ty to evaluate
programs and services for- special populatlons-

1. Informatlon collected on program acces51b1f1ty was .
primarily concerned .with the determination of c
phys1cal barriers for the handlcapped ‘and sex
equ1ty 1n recru1tment and select;on of students.

Recommendations Made- Determlnatlon of program
'accessibility needs to be expanded to include all
_special population subgroups in such areas as facility.
factors, educational factors, and societal factors. .
Decisions must be made with regard to‘the specific data

L d

11
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InfbfnaEion Coliected .

Start of Technlcal Asslstance

Actlon Taken

Status

April 1979 _ April - December 1979 Deéember 30, 1979
l, Program Acceésibility

l.1 Facility factors "= Limitéd to architectural Suggestions & recommenda- " Same -

barriers . tions were being

1,2 Educational factors . - Limited to sex equity stuq}ed - Same .

1.3 Societal factors ‘- None Same

* 2. Participation »

2.1 Enrollment (VEDS -”Complete except inst:uctional - Being étudied, wWill initiate
classification) USOE _settings ' - . ' o c
2-digit code . . . _

2.2  Enrollment (bEDS - None .= Asked further clarifications Statug.duo

. .classification) USOE ‘ from VEDS due to technical ’
6-digit code difficulties
t: 3. Pro%ess 4 _ .
) 3.1 Quality of instrucﬂional = Limited .
.ofﬁetings : \ . : , . L
J * Suggestions & recommenda- Plans to ini-~
3.2 Capacity condition of = Limited tions were being tiate process
' facilities & equipment studied of items 3.1

' to 3-‘ R ’

3.3 Guidance & counseling - Limited . \

. o .

3.4 Placement & follow-up services - Limited - k

4. Outcomes
4.1 Student Achievement - None - No action KSaﬁe
4.2 Successful pfogram completers - Limited - élanning & development of Testing of .
o - , . a longitudinal follow-up instruments
4.3 Succesful placement . = Limited . study of program .
] - completers and leavers ~
4.4 Successful employment over time - None ) - .

-EC 122

E\.

‘figure_l4.

\

o

An end-of-the-year profile of the Callfornla postsecondary vocatlonal
education evaluatlon system.
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)

'whlch should be collected by the Comprehensive Program
Review (CPR), superv1sory checklist, and institutional
,appllcatlon plan. It is important that the state get a

. | complete picture of program acces51b111ty.,

. 2 Data ‘collected on participation of special populatlons

satisfied VEDS requirements except handicapped
enrollment by 1nstruct10nal settlngs.

Recbmmendatlons Made. MIS forms must’ be mod;fled to
. include data on handlcapped enrollment
instructional settings. :

3. Process evaluatlon was targeted pr1nc1pally for regular‘
students. .

Recommendations Made: The. Education -Amendments of 1976 _
‘require process evaluation of programs and services for -
all special population categorles. This.means that a’

- state should be able to compare or contrast regular .
students and special populations in terms of gquality: and
availability of instructional offerings; guldance,
counsellng, placement, and follow-up services; and =~ .,
‘capacity and condition of facilities and eguipment. )
Modification of the CPR instruments and supervisotry
checkllsts are, therefore, recommended in th;s regard.

4. Data collected on vocatlonal program completers and leavers
satisfied VEDS’'data requirements except that for '
employment over a peridéd of time. Further, the state d1d not -
have the ability to measure student achievement with '

~ #tandard proflclency measures such as crlterloh—referenced
tests. A . :

Recommendatlons Made: The follow—up system of the <
state must be updraded to include a longitudinal
study of special population program completers and
leavers. Further, necessary . modifications need to
be made in the computer programming to enable the
state to compare regular and special populations. -
The state also needs to plan for a' state initiated

. testing of student achievement if it 1s¢to comply

nd with the Educatlon Amendments of 1976. |

.




Technlcal Assistance PrgV1ded and Results ' ‘u ) - | -

Flrst Quarter (February and March only)

\ |
' o Flnallzed memorandum of understand1ng w1th Colorado regardlng
7 7 Technical Assistance in Evaluation for Year. II.
Second Quarter - ' - : ; -
v e ;Analyzed the state's ab111ty to evaluate programs and * »

services for special populatlons.\ Act1v1t1es included ST

- collectlng and analyzing pertlnent data and documents
from the state; -

- 1nterv1ew1ng state pers0nnel concerned with the ' .hv
evaluation of special populatlons enrolled in vocatlonal ”
pPrograms. T o , | L R

o Prellmlnary analys1s report was made and sent to the state
» for reaction. Th;/sf‘?e\gas also furnished.copies of the
~ "Evaludtion Matrix"™ and of pertinent leglslatlon summary .
'developed by the technical staff.

.Third Quarter '

: 3 A visit was made by the pro:ect d1rector during the second
R T week of July to discuss with state officials the basis of the

. . analysis report, mandated evaluation requirements; evaluatlon

- (:\matrlx, and the results of the study. '

o Colorad9/responded w1th favorable wr1tten comments ' R _fy
6 concernlng the report. ' : o

o A final report and recommendations were made. The\state*was m”
furnished a copy. Reaction of the state to the L
recOmmendatlons was also favorable. o B .

o Colorado asked spec1f1c as51stance in the : ' ’ o
N modlficatlon/rev1s1on of'evaluatlon 1nstruments that were .
' _
used. .

‘o A detailed critique. including ,specific suggestlons for
revision on the supervisory checklists, CPK“lnstrument, and
1nst1tut10nal appllcatlon plan was made and sent.

N~
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Ipformation Collected

T

Etart of Teehnfcal A351stanee

April 1979

) April ‘- Decembe

-Aetxons Taken
1979

Status —

December 30, 1979

_ Program Aee::Fibility . ‘ .
& . 4. N
1.1 Facility factors - Limited to physieal barriers Suggestions & recommenda- - Being tested.
- _for the handicapped tions were studied and o o
1.2 Educational factors - None - revision of instruments were =~ Being tested
. . . : i started : )
1.3 Societal factors - None . - ! - None
2.  Participation ) ’ . _ . e . .
2.1 Enrpllment (VEDS - Complete except .instruc- Complied with all the - Complete
- . : clagsification) USOE. tional settings _VEDS data requirements ’
. © 2-digit code . =
2.2 Enrollient (VEDS : \ - do-- - Complete
classification) USOE S "
6-digit code
i 7
t: 3. ‘Process ‘ v »
1] 3.1 Quality of instruetional Items 3.1 to 3.4 were. Suggetions I reeommendationa Evaluation

EE

. offerings “limited to regular students were being studied and -.instruments are
4dn mixed class settings revision of evaluation . being
“ 3.2 Capacity condition of . inptruments were started . tested
‘ facilities & equipment R . ' ' . ,
3.3 Guidance & eouhseling ‘ \ B C
. - ) : N i /_ R
3.4 Placement & fol}ow-up services | . A :
4. Outcomes _ _
4.1 Student /Achievement - None - - Recommendations s;udied >'n ->Statue quo
4.2 Syccesgful program completers ‘- Complete - BN ) -'Complete
4.3 Suctésful placement -,COmplete ’ o - Complete
4.4 Successful employment over time - None ~ Recommendations studied - Planning stage
SN ' .
FlgureY 15 An qnd-of—the-year prof:.le of the Colorado vocat:.onal educatlon evaluaqu?
wad
system. . » ,

C

1726 .
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Fourth Quarter .. - ' R o
o During thlﬁ/perlod,,Colorado reorganlzed the 0ccupatlon
Education Division.- This included redeflnltlon of rzlée and
responsibilities of the branchesoand sections under €he
‘division. Further, some personnel were¢ transferred. 'In view
of the foregoing developments, the state vocational educatlon‘
evaluation personnel made only few 'significant
,accompllshments. Suggestions and recommendatlona;for
improvement were studied, and revisions® of ‘the evaluation -
1nstruments and program a\pllcatlon guidelines were. started.

-
v -

e -
. Connecticut

Summary and Recommendatlons

R A

The Connedtlcut Vocatlonal Evaluatlon system w1th its’ '
Self-Evaluation and MIS components had the following strengths and
weaknesses in its abiliy to evaluate programs and servlces for o
spec1al populatlons-- :

v l. Data collected on program acce551b111ty Were llmlted to’

IXE ' certa1n,spec1al pOpulatlon subgroups in such items as :
' program publicity;’ recruitment, and d1ver51ty of . o _ S
program offerings. - . .|

.
S ' ~ :
v¥ . . t "

Recommendatlons Made: There is a need to expand the I
coverage of the self-evaluation instrument in the, |
determination of program acce551b111ty. Program ' a
accessibility must be examined across all spec1al
- population subgroups in terms of fac111ty,
edUCatlonal, and societal factors.,

o * 2, Connect1cut enrollment data satisfied the VEDS requlrements |
except for the following: handicapped enrollment by e .

- instructional settlngs, categorles of dlsadvantaged R 1J
.enrollment, and 11m1ted English prof1c1ency enrollment. ' “1

Recommendatlons Made: - The ability of Connectlcut to-
~determine participation ofyspectal populations ‘ ' -
- enrolled in vocational programs must be upgraded. - S
+ Necessary modifications must be made in the . o
enrollment forms and computer programming to

, oL ? - a L a R

116’




1

enabie éhe state to collect and disseminate data’
. regarding handlcapgsd enrollment by -instructional *
. settings, categor1es of d1sadvantaged enrollment,'
o = - and limited English proficiency enrollmgnt
' by USOE s1x-d1g1t and two-dlglt codes.

, The abullty of the Department of Educatlon Data
o ' System to identify special populations enrolled’ in
w'vocatlonal education was. limited to certain subgroups.
- It is, therefore, recommended that the Division of
o Vocational Education continue to negotiate with the .
. B Department of Education in terms of the identification '
' of all special. populatlon .subgroups -in ‘vocational -~ ’
‘education programs. The present mechan1sm may be- most
advantageous in terms of cost. At the same time, it
enables the Division of Vocational Education to see the
) _ ‘extent to which its programs serve the. total spec1a1 '
L - populatlons who are-in school. g” = PO
- LN :
' ' -~ 3. Process evaluation was l;mlted to the examlnatlon of
. - facilities and equipment for the handlcapped and the
'~ review of currlculum materlals forgthe handxcapped.

Recommendatlons Made- There is a need tOyrestructure o
the self-evaluation instrument. ‘and to make e
methodologigal modifications to enable the state ‘to o
compare and ontrast special. populatlons and’ regular B
students_in terms®*of quality of instructional
offer1n§§ guidance, counsel1ng, placement, and:
- follow=up serv1ces,_and capac1ty and condltlon of
'fa0111t1es and equlpment. o .

\.v

4, mhe ‘state has the’ capac1ty,and ab1L1ty to meet 'VEDS data ~ ~« =
_ requirements except for the follow-up of vocational graduates . -
. by racial/ethnic, sex, and handlcapped designations, gpd o
determination of émployer satisfaction. At ‘the time,
~ the study, the state did not have the ab111ty to 7
measurestudent achievement. v _ . .
- Recommendatlons Made:s Necessary mod1f1catlons must be
. made in the follow-up forms being used to enable the
o _state to collect data on handicapped vocational
graduates as required by VEDS. Furthermore, a. system .
of determining employer satisfaction,. successful -
' ~employment over time, and measuringsstudent. v
- pachlevement must be planned, tested,Aand 1mp1emented

.117 .v
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- Y .
. . < . - A N : . .
: . - 'if Connecticut is to comply with the mandate of the . -
o R - Educatlon Amendments of 1976. T
vi"-\’ T
s . "_ Tz N . o ]
. Technical Assistance Provided and Results o\ T T -
- : - , R * RPN
. First Quartér - "
o o No -activity. eConnectlcut was, not yet selected as a- :
o~ : : cooperatlng ‘state. S - g

Second Quarter :Q: ,

o 'Finalized memorandum of understanding between the National
Cefiter and Connect1cut for the Techn1ca1 Ass1stance Eroject
on Year Ir. - : . .

o

-

" L0 Or1ented state vocatlonal evaluatlon staff regardlng
R S objectlves of the progect.

M
v . o0 Set pre11m1nary ti tables for the techn1ca1 ass1stance e
act1v1t1es with the: s'ateq ke . o Oty
’ Third Quarter | o oy T
0 Analyzed the state's ability to'evaluate programs and’
: services for special populations. Act1v1t1es 1nc1uded
- collect1ng and analy21ng pert1nent -data and documents
- from the state-"'
- 1nterv1ew1ng'state officials concerned with evaluation
L ( Of programs and services for\dpecial.populations.
‘%- Y
o Preliminary- analys1s report was prepared and‘sent to the
state. , : o '
o State was also furnlshed w1th ‘the "Evaluatlon Matrix" and the o
‘summary of pert1nent laws on evaluaﬂio of vocat10na1 T
. programs. . R
#* . . .
. Fourth Quarter - _ e o
o Final ana1y51s report and recommendatlons were sent to the
state. . _
: : iy
o Progect d1rector v;s1ted the state to follow-up ;o
~ recommendations and plan with the state vocational educatlon,A "
{ evaluation personnel future techn1ca1 asslstance, .
- PO

_ .' ..‘”ﬁ:j" - ;"'118 ' r~,¥: 1A",f e
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Information Collected

Btart of Technical AssIstance

» Actlons Taken
April 1979

Status

_ December 30, 1979

.1.

" Program Accessibility.
».1 PFacility factots
1.2 Educational factors

1.3 Societal factors

April - December :1979

., . B . o
Limited to architectyal No significant action
barriers for the handtcagped was taken

Limited. to tectuitment = B T

NQ ne

PN

Status quo

| o
Status quo . -

- Status ‘quo

_2.

Participation

Lo

-

Limited to sex designation, Suggestions & recommendations

" Negotiatiohs *

2.1 Enrollment (VEDS - ‘
_ classification) USOE minorities, &4pandicapped‘ were studied. Explored with : with Education -
. 2-digit code . . the Education Department re- Department is
: ) .. garding the possibility of continuing
.2.2 _Enrollment (VEDS - do - using the latter's data to . :
. classification) USOE comply with VEDS data req. v
. 6~digit code . o LT - S L ‘ )
‘ . ~ , Vo : ‘
; - t
s 3. Process ‘ : ‘ ¢
&) , = S . ' _ _— .
v 3.1 Quality of insttuctional - Limited to veview of mate~ . No significant action vas - Status quo
! offetings rials to overcome -sex bias’ taken - .
3.2 hCapacity condition of - Limited to accessibility for o, ’ - Status quo
: facilitie§ & equipment the handicapped . . . :
2" ; 3.3 Guidance & counseling - None ' . =~ Status quo
3.4 Placement & follow-up services ‘- None . ' -IStatus-quo
. . \ [ )
4. Outcomes * - : : »
4.1 Student Achievemént - - None - No action ) ; -QStatus.quov_ —

4,2 Successful ptogtam completets
4.3 Succesful placemgnt

4.4 Succesgsful employment over time

.

Limited to sex designation,
minorities . were studied
T do - L = , .

None

Suggestions & recommendations

" Under planbing

v

¥

)

Figure 16.
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An end—of—the—year profrle of the Connecticut vocational education .
evalyation system. . , L .
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2.

. the four assisted states' abilities to e aiuate programs and
- services for special populations enrolle
education programs. _
~also made for other states that may encounter s1m11ar problems,:

Thrs chapter presents the major gené§ailzatlons regardlng

‘accessibility is generally determined in. terms of sex ,
.states have problems complying with the requ1rements L

;Determlnlng part1c1patlon of special populat1ons
enrolled in vocational programs through compliance

~ information system, with Célorado in the most advanced
- still fraught with technical dlfflcultles as: - _
. demonstrated by the California case. _ﬁ,;'a

'~Ident1fy1ng addltlonal ‘services for special

. -and women to. the exclusion of limited English O . TN
" proficiency (LEP), minority, and disadvantaged“-ﬁ e
‘individuals. -

_evaluatlon.’

9
'Measurxng student outcomes is a -common problem am ng,.

CHQPTER VIII

GENERALIZATIONS AND REQ_ﬂME DATIONS

ool

¥n vocational
In addition, general recommendatlons are.

« L : g

¥ : Generalizations oy

S & B . . A ‘.
o &; ’. FR
¥ v - v,

Determination of program access1b111ty is a common Yo
problem among the four assisted statest--Program

desldnatlons and handicapping condltlons.‘ Further,

o'w

of the Offlce of C1v11 Rights.

with the VEDS data requirements poses llttle problem
at the secondary level. The four, assisted: ;States are.
at different stages of 1mp1ementatlon of - an '

stage of development. However,.at the postsecondary
level, compliance with the VEDS data requireéments is

T

bl 2

populations is a comion problem among the four
assisted states. information on additional ..
services is generally limited to the handicapped

Further, such areas as gu1dance,

counse11ng, and placement for - special

populations are not gen ally in¢luded 1n “the
‘\\ '. . » v, ) . . N .

4

the four asslsted states. This is- espgclally cr1t1ca1

1




— 1n terms of complylng w1th tﬁe Educatlon Amendments of S
% - 1976 which mandated that states measure student S

. achievement with. standard prbflclency examgnatlona.

. -’ . Further, states have a: common problem of Conductln%

_ S ,'longltudlnal follow-up. studres, although California is
v BN starting to develop such a follow—up aﬁ-both secondary~'
- ’ and postsecondary levels. Y .

5. The 11m1tatlons, some of whlch.are very serlous, 1n
: : . * the abilities of the four assisted states. to evaluate
' L . programs and services for spec1al populatlons can be
. ‘attrlbuted to the follow1ng. o ”
T cnoe a. Failure of the states’ to 1dent1fy the y'
o P . elements of an:evaluatign system whichikan
“serve both plannlng and leglslatlve S R
requlrements. Co e Cl- N

»

P

b. ALack of systematlc, flexlble, and well-deflned f'ikg_;ﬁ\"

. . : written plans for vocatlonal education evaluation

- - ) - systems. As a result, Some states dre faced with ~ - .
a o o communication problems: and lack of. coordination = |

' - o ' between the different units of performlng S

. o vocational educatlon\at the. state level.
. o ’ '.<m : [

*'-c.

. Recommendatlons et

- !
“

, The analys1s of the state S - ablllty to evaluate 1ts".
. programs and services for ‘special-: populatlons finally comes
down to the capacity to ‘generdte certain units of data and
information related to access, process,: partlc pation, and .
~outcomes. This led the National Center proje t staff to the .
conclusion that "evaluation 1s'anformatlon" i.e., evaluation- -
capability depends on the state's ability to collect, store, . ,
‘analyze, compare, organlze, and necall 1nformatlon.

RN ~ Thus, any state which is plannlng for evaluatlon.

'+, improvement should start by determining what # is they, and
those’ they are accountable to, will- accept: -as bvidence of ‘
, program efféctiveness. Until this question is answered, neither
R . program operators or evaluators have any" ratlonal bas1s upon -
'wh1ch to proceed. "




After is has been determined what the criteria of
effectiveness are, the present data and information collection
instruments and procedures should be examined to determine the
extent to which they produce the needed information..
Instruments and procedures should then be rev1sed or developed

' to f£ill in the gaps in the exlstlng system. - ‘

’”

o The presentation of data and information on program
effectiveness should be viewed as a guide to action. This
process should be constructed on the premlse "that certain

. programs are less than fully effective in specified measures
and that.lack of effectiveness is due to certain conditions
which should be corrected by specified actlons.

is

Finaliy, implementing of the}recommended actions,and
observations of the results completes the evaluation effort.
(This entire process will be repeated several time.)

Thus, the following recommendations are’given:-

‘1. Criteria of effectiveness stated in measurable -or
- observable program outcomes should be specified.
2. Information.and data collecting and processing
procedures should be reviewed and revisedto prov1de
‘evidence of effectiveness. -

3. The best that is known about what causes quality in
. programs should be applied to those parts of the ‘
program which are not performlng properly. : : : o oo

4. Procedures . for assisting programs to make the chauges
expected to increase effectlveness should be
establlshed. -

5. Close observatlon shou1d be maintained to assess the
: extent to which the steps taken above have resulted in
improved program outcomes.




U APPENDIX 2 . .

STATE AGENCY EVALUATION COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS :
TO FEDERAL LEGISLATION AND RULES AND REGULATIONS
'FOR SPECIAL POPULATIONS

’

State personnel have expressed concern with regard fto fedeéral compliance for
vocational education evaluation units of state agencies. The outline that follows
presents items of concern which must be evaluated to meet federal compliance
requirements and includes referenced sources and actual citations a8 found in the law
and rules and regulations of pertinent laws.. -
. . (& s
- Two things should be noted pertaining to compliance required as cited below:
1) citations cited are those of direct concern to state agency evaluation units and
2) state agency persomnnel are cautioned that compliance does not constitute ‘the
eting of necessary criteria of an effective evaluation system. ;

[

‘(:ieneral Responsibilities of State Agencies:‘

Items Authority. : o Citations
. L e ,
l. ‘General : Sec. 104.402 The state board sha11 during
' - (R & R of Ed. - - the five~year period of the ~ ,
- Amend. of 1976) - state plan evaluate in quan-
, , ' ' titative terms of effectiveness
. _ ' ~ . - of each formally organized pro-
/ - ;
) , . gram or project supported by
y o . Federal, State and local funds
i 2., Compliance ~ “Part 80, II-B ‘The -State agency responsible for
Responsibilities (R & R of CP'Resp. , the administration of vocational
: fr: Title VI of the education programs must adopt. a
« CRA of 1964, Title _compliance program to prevent,
- IX of the Ed.. Amend. identify and remedy discrimina—- '

of 1972, & Sec. 504 tion on the basis of race, colory
of the R.A. of 1973) - national origin, sex or handicap
~ o ‘ by its subrecipients. (A "sub~
' » : ‘ recipient,” in this context, is a
local agency or vocational -
education center that receives
financial assistance through -a
P . State agency.)

__,——fr”"”// : 125 | g.: - - T




A.

1.

Items o
"4
ACCESS

Facility Access |

1.1 Definition -

" Subpart A Sec. 84,3

as amended)

]

Anthoritj

. » ) A
' ‘,;_ﬁ *:T,Tz

-

R §
Citations .
This compliance program must
include:
l. Collecting and analyzing
civil rights related data and -
information that subrecipients
compile for their own purposes or
that are submitted ‘to State.and

Federal officials under existing a

“authorities;

2, Conducting. periodic
compliance reviews of selected ‘
" subrecipients (i.e., an
investigation of a subrecipient:

" “to determine whether it engages.

oy

‘in unlawful discrimination, .~
notifying the subrecipient of
steps it must take to attain
compliance and attempting to
obtain voluntaxy compliance;

- 3. Providing technical

assistance upon request to s

instructing them in remedies for

- and prevention of such

discrimination; o
#. Periodically reporting its

activities and findings under the

foregoing paragraphs,. including
findings of unlawful
discriminatiion under paragraph 2,

immediately above, to the Office f

'_ for Civil Rights..

2
3

(i)
*(R & R Of P L. 93-112

[

'fﬂséf

.

(1) "Facility" means all or any

portion of buildings, structures,
equipment, roadg, ‘walks, parking
‘lots, or other real or personal
property or interest in such

property. \ SR

1]

_.subrecipients. This will. includes »
- assisting subrecipients identify
~ unlawful discrimination and




Items ‘ -

L]

»
Citations

1.2 Architectural
& equipment

1.3 Site location

-~

1.4 site selectionv

Authority

Part 80-IV N(3)

(R & R of CP Resp.
fri- title VI of the
CRA of 1964, Title
IX 6f the Ed. Amend.
of 1972 & Sec. 504
of the R.A. of 1973)

Subpart A. Sec.
84-4

(R & R of P.L.
93-112 as amended)

Part 80, IV-B

(R & R of CP Resp.
fr: Title VI of the
CRA of 1964, Title
IX of the Ed. Amend.
of 1972 & Sec. 504
of the R.A. of 1973)

.- communities, and that do not tend

°

Recipients may not deny
handicappped students access

" to vocational education programs'

or courses because of architec-
tural or equipment barriers, or -
" because of the need for related
aids and services or auxillary
‘aids. ,

" In determining.the site or

location of a facility, an
applicant for assistance or-a

-

recipient may not make, selectionj\v"
]

(1) that have the effect of -
excluding handicapped persons
from, denying them the benefits
of , or otherwise subjecting. them
to discrimination under any
program or activity that receivas
or benefits from Federal

. financial assistance or (ii) that
have_the purpose or- effect of
defeating or substantially

‘impairing the accomplishment of -

the objectives of the program or
activity with respect to
handicapped persons.

State and local recipients may

not select or approve a site for, =
" a vocational education facility -

for the purpose or with the |

t of excluding, segregating, l

therwise discriminating
against students.on the basis’ of
race, color, or national origin,
Recipients must locate vocational
education facilities at sites
that are readily accessible to
. both nonminority and minority

to identify the facility or
program as intended for
non-minority or minority
students.'




l Items

1.5 Modification

1.6 -Comparable
- facilities

‘1,7 Housing

opportunities

A thority

Part 80. IV-D.
(R & R of CR Resp.

fr: Title VI of the -

CRA of 1964, Title
IX Of the_'Edo Amend.

" of 1972, &YSec. 504
.of the R.A. of 1973)

Part 80, VI-D
(R & R of CR Resp.

. fr: Title VI of the
- CRA of the 1964, Title

IX of the Ed. Amend.
of 1972, & Sec. 504
of the R.A.‘of 1973)

Part 80. VI-C

(R & R of CR Resp..

fr: Title VI of the
'CRA of the 1964,

Title IX of the Ed.’

Amend. of 1972, &
Sec. 504 of the R.A.
of 1973)

¥
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. ~ Citations

' .
¢

A recipient may not add to,

- modify, or removate the physical

plant of a vocational education
facility in a manher that

 Creates, maintains, or ihcreases
- student segregation on the .basis

of race, .color, national origin,
sexy or handicap. -

Recipients must provide changing .

rooms, showers, and other ‘
facilities for students of one

sex that are comparable to those "

péovided to students of the other g

8€X.

{

Recipients must ‘extent housing
opportunities-without"
discrimination based on race,
color, national origin, sex or
handicap. This obligation
extends to recipients. that:

that have agreements with

providers of off-campus housing.

In particular, a recipient
postsecondary vocational

education program that provides

on~campus or off-campus housing

‘to its non-handicapped students

must provide, at the same cost
and under the .same conditionms, .
comparable convenient and

students. -

_ provide on-campus hoﬁsing and/or .-

+ accessible housing to handicapped -




!
Items : Authority o Citations
2. Educational Access ' ' ~
2.1 Recruitment - Part 80 V-C Recipients must condudét their
: (R'& R of CR Resp. - student recruitment activities as'
i *  fr: Title VI of the not to exclude or limit '
o CRA of the 1964, opportunities ‘on the basis of .
"Title IX of the Ed. race, color, national origin,
Amend. of 1972, & =  gex, or handicap. Where :
. Seces 504 of the R.A. recruitment activities involve
' of 1973) the presentation or portrayal of
» . , ' : vocational and career
g v ’ : Opportnnities, the curricula and
' A - - programs described shouyld cover a

broad range of occupational
o opportunities and not be limited

* ' : “on the basis of the race, color, -
'  national orgin, sex, or handicap

of the students or ‘potential-.

students’ to whom the presentation

is made. Also, to-the ‘extent

possible, recruiting teams should

include persons of different -

races, national origins, seXes,"'

7 “and handicaps.'

N ! 2.1.1 Public " Part 80. IV-D ‘ Prior to' the beginning of each -

notification (R & R of CR Resp. school year, recipients must
. fr: Title VI of the - advise students, parents, .
CRA of 1964, Title IX employees and the general public
of the Ed, Amend. of . that all vocational opportunities
1972, & Sec. 504 " will be offered without regard to
of the R.A, of 1973) race, color, national origin,'*,
\ ' - sex, or handicap. Announcement
4§i"' ' - ' .of this policy of =«

: : ; . non-discrimination may be made,
for example,:in local newspapers,
recipient publications and/or
-other media that reach the -,
general public, prograh
beneficiaries, minorities
(including nitional origin
minorities with limited English
language skills), women, and
handicapped persons. A brief-
summary of .program offerings and

: _ admission criteria, should be =
¥ included in the announcementj .
- also the name, address and
. _ telephone number of the person - .
\w} : e ydesignated to coordinate Title IX :
and Section 504 compliance
activity.

- . . } }. "-.v 1J4(} ‘ ?' | o ‘.~; J_




S " R S
Authority : o Citations.

: T ' o " If a recipient's service con-
e . S ' e 2 S - tains a community of national *
B ' o " origin minority persons with -
RV _ : - "limited English language skills,
- C , : o . public notification materials
o . - must be disseminated to that
o community in its language and
o - must state that recipients will>"'
L o ‘take steps to assure that the
I - . lack of English language skills
' : ' ' oo will not be a barrier to
’ admission and. participation in
: vocational education programs.

2.1.2 Promotional = Part 80. V-E s %Recipients\ must not un‘d_ertake .
S _ efforts (R & R of CR Resp.  promotional efforts (including -
N ‘ _ ‘ o fr: Title VI of the - activities of school officials, .
o CRA .0f 1964, Title - counselors, and vocational staff)
7 - IX of the Ed. Amend. in a manmer that creates or '
) - of 1972, & Sec. 504  perpetuates stereotypes or

of the R.A. of 1973) - limitations based on race, color,>
' : - national origin, sex or handicap.

‘ : 2.2 Admission criteria Part 80. IV-A N Criteria controlling student
I - 2 ' (R & R of CP Resp.. eligibility for admission to
fr: Title VI of the ~ vocational education schools,
_ , - CRA of 1964, Title ~ facilities and programs may got
7 - « -IX of the Ed. Amend. unlawfully discriminate on the,
: : of 1972, & Sec. 504 ~ basis of race, color, national ', .
of the R.A. of 1973) 'origin, sex, or handicap. A A

o recipient may not. develop,
w ‘ ) impose, maintain, approve, or
) ‘ implement such discriminatory
. o admissions criteria.
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" Items
‘2.‘2.1
2.2.2

Eligibility
based on
residence -

“Eligibility

based on

_numerical

limits-
(secondary)

-

Authority

Part 80. IV-C

(R & R of CR Resp.
fr: Title VI of the
CRA of 1964, Title

IX of the Ed Amend. -
of 1972, & Sec. 504
of the R.A. of 1973)

Part 80. IV-F

(R & R of CR Resp.
fr: Title VI of the
CRA of 1964, Title ..
IX of the Ed. Amend.
of 1972, & Sec. 504
of the R.A. of 1973).

L excludes students
‘on the basis of ra

131

Citations

_ Recipients may not estabiish,'

approve or maintain geofraphic -~

- boundaries for a vocational -

education center.service area.or -
attendance zone, (hereinafter
"service area”), that unlawfully.
exclude students on the basis of
race, color, or mational origin.

A recipient may not adopt or

' maintain a system for admission o
‘to a secondary vocational '

education ‘center or program that
1limits admission to a fixed.

Lo

. number of students from each

sending school included in the

. the center )
‘Bex, - '
national origin, or handicap.

(Example: Assume 25 percent of a
school district's high school _-

students are black and that most o

of those black students are.
enrolled in one high schoolj;: the.

 white- students, 75 percent -of-the
district's total enrollment, are -’

generally enrolled in'the five .- .~
rémaining high schools. This = -
paragraph prohibits a system of
admission to the secondary '

“vocational education center that.

limits eligibility to a fixed and"
equal number of students from
each of the distfict s six high
schools.)

—

n




, ¢ s ' S - B )
 Items .~ Authority . . - Cltations . .
. | 2:,2.3 Eligibility. Part 80. IV-H . .‘:t" A vocational education center,
' babted upon (R & R of CR Resp. ~ branch, or annex, open to all
7. student”™  fr: Title VI of the students in a service area and
option {race, CRA of 1964, Title'  predominently enrolling. minority

: - national ori- IX of the Ed. Amend. students or students of one race, .
'~ gin and sex) of 1972, & Sec. 504. . national origin or sex, will be
’ of the R A. of 1973) presumed unlawfully segregated

Cy .ﬁ " ifs 1) it was established by a
= _ recipient £8r members of one
v . race, national origin or sex; or
2) it has since ith construction -
-been atten%ed primarily by '
members of one race, national -
A origin or sex; or 3) most of.its"'
\ . S , program offerings have# -
~ ' traditionally been selected - .
predominently by members of one-
. race, national origin or sex.-
2,2.4 Btigibility = Part 80. VI-K Recipients may not judge
B ‘based. on. ‘ap-, (R & R of CR Resp. = candidates for admission to
plicant fr: Title VI of the . vocational education programs on j
_evaluation- . CRA of 1964, .Title  -the basis of criteria that have -
‘ ‘ IX of the Ed. Amend. the effect of diSpropdrtionately
. - of 1972, & Sec. 504 ~ excluding persons of a particular .
- . - . of the R,A4 of 1973) 'race, color, national origin, -
o o S ’ . sex, or‘handicap. S
2,2.5 Eligibility Part 80, IV-L : Recipients may not restrict an
based on . (R & R of CR Resps .applicant's admission to - oL
- language =~ = fr: Title VI of the vocational education programs .
- B - CRA of 1964, Title _because the application,.as a -
'IX of the Ed. Amend. member of a national origin -
.. of 1972, & Sec. 504 ~ minority with limited English
. ~ of the R.A. of 1973) .language skills, camnot
o v . o participate in and benefit"® from . - .
o ~;\;// . . " “vocational instruction to the
o R . same extent as a student whose
o ' primary language is English. It -

is the responsibility of the . |
; - recipient to identify such .
- : applicants and access, their
: ability to pafticipate in

vocational education.
o : ‘ _v&_'h .
F
3




Items
\«4&"

only)

‘B. PARTICIPATION

populations

2.2.6 Access base

opportunities
(handicapped

2.2,7 Eligibility
based on age

1. Enrollment of special

Authority.

Part 80, IV-N

‘(R & R .of CR Resp.

fr: Title VI of the -
CRA of 1964, Title
IXOf the Edo Amen_do )

"of 1972, & Sec. 504

of the.R.A. of 1973) -

Public Law 94-135
Tifle III-Sec. 303

Sec. 104:116

‘(R & R of CR Resp.

fr: Title VI of, the
CRA of 1964, Title

IX of the Ed. Amend.
of 1972, & Sec. 504
of the R.A. of 1973)

133

‘Citations

Access to"ﬁocation;}‘programs or
courses may not be denied

vhandicapped students on the ~t_* f“s

ground that employment
_opportunities in any occupation

« or profession may be more limited
for handicapped persons than for _

non—handicapped persons.n

It is the purpose of this. title
prohibit unreasonable . -
discrimination on the basis of .
age in programs and. activities;

Xeceiving Federal assistance, )
- Including programs in activities

receiving funhds under the State
and Local Fiscal Assistance Act

of 1972 (31 U.8:C. 1221 et seg.)

(a) The Commissioner and the E
Administrator of NCES will
Jointly develop information '

' .elements and uniform definitions -

for a national educaiton data

reporting and accounting system. -

(b) This system.will include
information resulting. frém the

- evalyations under section 112(b)

‘of: the Act (Secs. 104.402 and

104.404) and other information on‘

vocational:

(1) Students (including
information.on their race and .
sex); . : '

(2) Programs;

(3)}Program completers and
leavers; . . , _

(4) Staff; L%

(5) Facilities; and

(6) Expenditures B

144




. » .
N . - . . ) ~

Items -~ - - - - - Authority = . . a‘(ﬁtationsn
=+ C. PROGRESS AND D. OUTCOMES | |
l. Genetral responsibility Sec. 104.402 - . :The State board shall; during the -
: . (R & R of P.L. ' five-year period of the State .

93-112 as amended) plan, evaluate in quantitative
‘ - terms the effectiveness of each
formally organized program or - :
project supported by Federal,
S _State, and local funds. These S
LR o evaluations shall be in terms of:
_ . ' (a) Planning and. opefational :
. ‘ : oo : - . processes, such as .
o . " (1) Quality and availability of
! o v S ~ "instructional offerings;:
: (2) .Guidance,-counseling, and
pldcement and follow-up services;
(3) Capacity and condition of
: - . facilities. and equipment;.
<%// : S . . (4) Employer prticipation in
/S ' o cooperative programs of -
« vocational educationj
- (5) Teacher/pupil ratios; and
- (6) Teacher qualifications,
. (b). Results of student =~ -
' B - achievement as measured, for
v’ . .
" example, by; : :
(1) Standard occupational

s ' o : proficiency measures; - C
. . o 0 (2) Criterion referenced tests;
2 : o "° and ’
. , J;J/),/{S) Other examinatibns of
‘ 4 students' skills; knowledge,.
R _ T N ' o attitudes, and. readiness for

; . : entering employment successfully,
o ' E v (c) Results of student employment
S ‘ ' success as measured for example,
by- s
(1) Rates of employment and
" unemployment; -
(2) Wage rates;
- ) (3) Duration of employment, and
- o > (4) Employer satisfaction with
i ' ‘ e - performance of* vocational '
t:. — ' N ‘education students as compared
N ' ' - - o -+ . with performance of persons’who-‘
- ‘ . . ; have not. had vocational '
' ’ - ’ : edﬁcation. ' U

f S o o 134




2.

3.

4,

’Sex stereotYping‘

b

o~

R
' Authority

. Sec. 104.75(e)
(R & R of Ed. Amend.

L f
)Counseling materials " Part 80. V-A
' (R & R of CR Resp.
‘ fr: Title VI of the
» CRA of 1964, Title s
, IX of the Ed. Amend .
;. o -
. .
Counselors responsi~  Part 80. V=D
bility (LESA & Hearing (R.& R of CR Resp. .
Impairment) fr: Title VI of the
‘ - CRA of 1964, Title
IX of the Ed. Amend.
of 1972, & Sec. 504
" of the R.A. of 1973)
—~

135

Citations ‘ 3-3vi" o
(d) The results of additional

services, as measured by the
suggested criteria. under

paragraphs (a), (b),-and (c) of

this section, that -the State

provides under the Act to- these. L

‘special p0pu1ations. R

" (1) Womenj ' S

- (2) Members of minority groups, S

- {3) Handicapped persons; -
%

(4) Disadvailtaged persons,'and

-(5) Persons of limfted

Englishrspeaking ability\\\\, ‘

._Review all vocational edu¢ation
programs (including work-study ..

sof 1976) B {s‘ -

programs, cooperative vocational
education programs,
apprenticeship programs, and
placement of students who. have

 successfully completed vocational"

eddcation programs) in State for.

- 8sex bias..

» 'Recipients must insure that their =
- counseling materials ¢ =

activities .(including student '?;-
program selection- and - St

- career/employment 4§1ection),

of 1972 & Sec. ‘promotional “and-rec¢ruitment-
of the R.A. of, 1973) fforts do not discriminate on

the basis of race, color, B
national origin},sex or handicap. .

Recipients must insure that - '__~'-
counselors can effectively
communicate with national origin.

minority students with limited.

- English language skills and with '
gtudents who have hearing o
impairments. - This- requirements

may be satisfied by having -
_interpreters available. .-




. Items . .. Authority o _© . Citations
Work Study, Cooperative Part 80. VII?A T A recipient ‘must insnte that (a)
Vocational Education, (R & R of CR Resp. - it does not discriminate against
Job Placement, and - *  fr: Title VI of the  its students on tHe basis of .
Apprentice Training . CRA of 1964, Title. race, color, national origin, - .-

, IX of the Ed. Amend. sex, or handicap in making
~ of 1972, & Sec. 504 . available opportunitiés in =
of the R.A. of 1973 - cooperative education work stully
. ' o e . ’ and- job placement programs, and
: ' (b). stydefits participating in _

, ) . cooperative education, work study
. V - .and' job placement programs are *

S not discriminated against by .-
employers or prospective i
employers on the basis of race, ,
_ color, national origin, sex, or : -
, T ‘ . handicap in recruitment, hiring, S
C . ' ' placement, assignment to work -

L~ - - \

‘tasks, hours of employment,
Accountability Report Sec. 104,241 (a)(1)  Show the exfent to ﬁhich the'

Ll

~ levels of responsibility, and in -
. pay. _ ,

(R & R of Ed. - Amend. State, during the fiscal .year .

of 1976) - preceding the submission of the
' - : report, has achieved the.goals of'.*

e ‘ . the approved five-year state :
‘ ' o : plan, including a description in
# ' . " terms of the eleements of Sec.

IEQ’(Handicapped) Sec. 121.a34(a) - . The.State‘educational.agency”‘
, . - - ’ ' shall insure that each public"

‘ agency develops and implements.an. -

. - ¢ individualized education program.
T - for each of its gandicapped R
children. ‘

-3 s
) . ‘
‘ s
- . .
: -
/ .
I C . ) .
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~ APPENDIX B
EVALUATION OF PROGRAMS. AND SERVICES

FOR SPECIAL POPULATIONS.
SELF~ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT o

o o

Objectives. To access the states sbility-to:
1. Determine accessibility of programs for special populations

T2, Identify,services being prpvided for special populstions

-

3.. Determine participation'of speclal populations in programs
4, Measure oitcomes of programs and services for special populatians -

I
Direction: Kindly check,the appropriate space of each criterion of interest
o using the rating scale below.

1 : Needs Major Improvement Conditions are below
‘ ' standards; needs
additional emphasis

2 Needs Mincr Improvement tonditions are meeting
: ' standards; could stand
‘minor improvement

3 ' Satisfactory Conditions exceed minimum
' : ‘ . standards; practically
v ' needs little or no
’ - improvement

143
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I.

Ability to Determiﬁe'Accessibility'of Programs for Special Populations ' v . ?

N

Critefia

THROUGH ITS VOCATIONAL EVALUATION SYSTEM TﬁE STATE 1S ABLE TO
DETERMINE ACCESSIBILITY OF VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR SPECIAL
POPULATIONS AS INDICATED BY:

l. - Periodic review of facility factors that tend to

‘ Years;
. Ratings 79-80  80-81 = 81-82 82-83
”

3
increase accessibility of voCational\prdg§ams.
: 2
vidence: The evaluation instrument(s) and evaluation,
» ﬂEeportzs) include investigation of the facility 1
factors specified by DHEW, Federal Register Vol. 44, =
‘No. 56, March 21, 1979:
1.1 Architectural and equipment
1.2 Site location (non—discriminatory) .
1.3 Site selection (non-discriminatory) )
1.4 Modification of physical plant
1.5 Comparable facilities
1.6 Housing opportunities
1:7 Topographical
2. Periodic review of schopl policies/practicesaggat tend
to increase accessibility of vocational programs. These
are: ‘
2.1 Recruitment procedures employed at the local school 3
© level < _ \ ‘
N "A_ o N <9
Evidence: The evaluation instrument(s) and evalua-
tion report(s) include. 1nvestigation of the following R |
recruitment procedures:
2.1.1 Public notification
2.1.2 Promotional efforts
2.1.3 -Identification of potential students in school system
2.1.4 1Identification of potential students outside of
the school system -
Parent motivation
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2.2

. to enter 1nto vocational progﬁfms

s At

2.3

Years

Loéal admission criteria for special p0pu1ations - 83

. . - . P ' ' '.'.
Ratings  79-80  80-81  81-82 . 82-83

Evidence: " The evaluation'instrument(s) and éﬁaluation

.2

report(s) include investigation of the following diserim- 1

inatory practices to avoid as specified by DHEW, Federal

Register Vol. 44, No. 56, March 21, 1979: . o , . o
2.2.1 Eligibility based on residence e o | S .
2.2.2 EligibiFity based on numerical limits : ) o o ' v
- 2.2.3 EligibiNty based on student option (race, . . ’ S .
national drigin and sex designation) ' : : %
2.2.4 Eligibility based on applicant evaluation : '
2.2.5 ‘Eligibility based on language :
2.2.6 Access based on employment opportunities - ’
. (handicapped) .
2.2.7 Eligibility based on age .
Diversity/adequacy of local program offerings. : 3
Evidence: The evaluation instrument(s) used and 2 ' : s

evaluation report(s) include investigation of the
following factors: : , E 1

2.3.1 Adequacy of educational opportunities
2.3.2 Diversity of program of ferings

2.3.3 Trained staff

2.3.4 Modified course presentation (handicapped)
2.3.5 Support services
-a. day care

b auxiliary aids
¢ remedial

d. financial

2.3.6 Program comprehensiveness

job, ‘social, and employability skills

%



° Years

Ratings ~ 79-80 = 80-81  81-82 = 82-83

~N

3. Perlodic review of local school efforts to remove:

3.1 Attitudinal barriers ' : 3. ‘h
, . . —_— .
Evidence: The evaluation instrument(s) and evaluation 2 B
report(s) include investigation- of local school efforts
to remove attitudinal barriers such as: _ 1

3.1.1 Stereotyping person's ability to do work
3.1.2 Personal negative self-image '
3.1.3 Job .steregtyping , o .
3.1.4 Non—accep%ing attitudes in soclety St : ) e -

2

3.2 Societal barriers including the promotion of o .. 3
' equal opportunity in employment and promotion :

uvation report(s) include investigation of local school 1 ' );‘n
efforts to remove other socletal barriers such as: ' . o L IR S

//” " Evidence: The evaluation instrument(é) and eval-

4 AN

3.2.1 Discriminatory practices in hiring " . o #
3.2,2 Discriminatory practices in salary

3.2.3 Discriminatory practices in promotion

3.2.4 Discriminatory practices in public services

4., The states has a well-defined system to inérease 3
accessibility of vocational programs.

Evidence: A written state plan.




<

.II. Ability to Determine Participation of Special Populations in Vocational Programs .
: - Years - - _:,&;ﬁwwf;
’) X u | . ¢ Ctiteria T - ".Ratings 79-80 80—81 - 81-82 . 82-83
1, The state has a complete record of vocational program - ’“ 3. |
. - enrollment of the different categoties of special popu- o

. ( lations and each category is further subdivided according 2

to VEDS classification .'. o o _ ‘ .
o ' Evidence. St:ate summary enrollment of special popula- )
[ : tion enrollment in all vocational programs has the following ’ _ : _
data: . o L.
. S o - o . : :

VEDS Classification: .

1.1 Disadvantaged L3

Minorities , '
1.1.1 Economically 1.3.1 American Indian/Alaskian Native
1.1.2 Academically , : © 1:3.2 Asian AméricanéPacific Islander
, ‘ T 14.3 Black not Hispanic
= 1.2 Handicapped - 1.3.4 [Trispanic .
w 1.2.1 Mefitally retarded 1.3.5 White, not - Hispanic
_ 1.2.2 Hard of hearing
1.2.3 Deaf ' . 1.4 Limited English Speaking
| 1.2.4 - Speech 1mpaired 1.4.1 Spanish dialect
| 1.2.5 Visually handicapped ° , 1.4.2 1Italian dialect a*
1.2.6 Emotionally disturbed A l1.4.3 Other
1.2.7 Orthopedically impaired - : :
1.2.8 Other health impaired — ~ +1.5 Sex Designation : ~
+ 1.2.9 Specific learning disabled 1.5.1 Femal&
- - : ‘ ‘i; 1.5.2° Male




%

Crifefia

The state has a complete record of enfbllment of -
special populations by Erogram.

Evidence: State summary special pOpulation enrollment_

~data by USOE 6~digit and USOE 2-digit codes.

- 3, The statd has a complete record of handicapped

PyT

enrollment as to ingtructional settings.

' Evidence: Handicapped data as to instructional .
settings: a : :

Instructional Setting .
+3.1 regular class '
3.2 mixed class }

3.3 separate class o i -
3.4 separate facility

3.5 other

4, The state has a well-definea systeﬁ of determining
participation of special population in vocational
programs.

'//ﬁvidence: A well defined plan or reports of
enrollment. ’

Ratings

- 79-80

‘" Years

80-81

. 81f82

.82-83

159
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III. Ability to Identify Services for Special Populations U '

. . " Years ; :'; S %ﬁ@;' _
B . C‘“‘e“akm S . Ratings  79-80  80-81 - 81-82  82-83 -

THROUGH ITS VOCATIONAL EVALUATION SYSTEM, THE STATE s T
ABLE TO IDENTIFY SERVICES FOR SPECIAL POPULATIONS AS - , Lo S
INDICATED BY: : ( ST R —

.

L 1. Perfodig review of the quality of ifstructional offerings ~ 3 -°
for special populations’ includingwythe capacity and condi-- o
tion of facilities and equipment for special populations -2
and the use of bias-frEe materials. - ST : o :
. v . . ) 1 v : . : . o S
'Evidence: Inclusion of instruction related factors \ta x ' »
in the evaluation instrument(s) and a separate s . e
analysis and report on the subject in the evaluation B : :
reports.,:

2

1A

|

2., Periodic review of the quality of guidance and counseling 3

’

A r
for special populations including a review of possible _ Jr,
discriminatory counseling materials and activities. 2. f

- Evidence: Guidance and counseling for special populations 1 . _ bl

in the total evaluation system are included iqithe evaluation ;
instrument(s) and evaluation repogt(s). _ )




4
Years

Criteria | | ”  Ratings . 79-80  80-81 . 81-82  82-83 ¢«

3. Periodic review of the quality of placement services 3
for special populations including a review of possible
- employer or prospective employer discrimination. . 2 ‘ o
Evidence: Placement service for special population 1 N .f*

is included in the evaluation instrument(s) and evalua-
tion report(s). , ' .

4, Periodic review of other services . 3
= . K - \
: 3 Evidence: Other services for special populations are Co 2
. .shown included in the evaluation instrument(s) and '
evaluation report(s). -y 1
A ‘!\h

v
<
)

. L . " B R
. v . N . . ,
2 : N +

v

.

l' 5. A well defined system to identify services for special , : 3
| ‘ o gogulations. . i o

- : ' ' ~ T ' .2
Evidence: State evaluation plan includes 1dent1fication
of services for special populations o , , ‘).1

-




LyT

1v. AbilitgAto!Medsure Program Outcomes for'Specialeopulations

) v 101

L2

’

Years

Ratings  79-80  80-81 . 81-82  82-83

LN

fCriteria - - ;.
l. The state has data and:infotmation on the speclal- ot
population regarding the following: ‘ '

Successful Program Completions { 3 ’ ;

Evidence: Follow-up report has the*following data: ~ - 2

Successful Program Completion: 1

‘1.1.1 Grades 11 and 12 >

l.1.2 Postsecondary .

~1.1.3. Adult . '

l.1.4 - Apprenticeship

Student Placement 3 *

Evidence: Follow-up report has the following data: 2

Student Placement (completers/leavers-racial/ethnic/sex 1

designation and handicapped):

1.2.1 Employed n
= in field related to training
a. civilian //(
b. military
- in field not related to training,
a. civilian
b. military '
- salary rates
- employer satis fa.ctio*
- others

»

.

1,2.2 Unemployed .
- seeking employment and not pursuing additional
_ education

- not in labor force and not pursuing additionalﬁ

education
1.2.3 Pursuing AdditionallEduéation

1.2.4‘ Status Unknown




8VT

- ' - .
. : ’ .
1.3 Succgmnful Employment Over Time ' o

‘Evidence: The foliow—up report has the following data:

Successful Employment Over Time

1.3.1 Duration

1.3.2° Promotions ’
1.3.3 Salary Increases

1.3.4 Reactions to Training '

13

L

2. 'The state has the ability to measure student

achievement of special populations with standardized -
occupational proficiency measures, criterion-
- referenced tests, etce _ - ‘

Evidence: State data showing results of student
achievement are measured by standard proficiency
measures, criterion-referenced tests, etc. )

* Standardized instrument to measure student, achievement.

.Years .

-

Ratings - 79-80  80-81

3 'js*'

81-82

82-83

R

-]




