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Abstract

The Minnesota Research and Developient Céntér has a major program of
Cecearch focused on the improvement of sécondary cooperative vocational educa-
tion (CVE) programs. This rasearch will be divided into several shases: The
repart described herein summarizes the efforts of Phase 1: Phase I goals
involved: (a) identifving the mejor conceptual problems with CVE programs, (b)
establ ishing a model that accurately depicits the CVE process and (c) developing
4 coimprehénsive set of measures for guality CVE programs: The strategy used to
attain these coals was a comprehensive review of the CVE research 1iterature.

The report is divided into five parts: The first part provides a brief
historical backgruind for cooperative vocational education, a definition of
cor rerative vocational education and & descripticn of the CVE model which pro-
vided the framework for this review. ih part two an attempt has been made to
sddress some of the major problems as well & criticisms concerning CVE programs
and eftorts at evaluating them.

Thi. four maJEF issuss addressed in part two concern: identifyinyg the proper
plan for EVE programs in secondary schools, developing & concensus on cutcome
goals for CVE programs, addressing external pressures for accountability and
evaluating CVE programs. Specific constrainte impacting on each of these tasks
were identified and a dialogue developed primarily to create a greater awareness
of the forces affecting CVE programs: This dialogue was not meant to be defini-
five or conclusive and it is hoped that it will serve as a stimulus for further
discussion.

Part three reviews and summarizes outcaomes and outcome measures most commonly
sdvocated for evaluating CVE programs: The outcomes reviewed in part three were

organized into the following categories: economic, educational, social, per-



sonal and wiuity. A set of primary beneficiaries was also idefitified which
included: the studant. the communicy, the employer; the schiool and thie family.
Jubcomes werc categorized by major beneficiary to provide an altériiative con-
ce ptuﬂ mode 1.

Dart four reviews the major components of a audlity CVE program. Using
the CVL model developed, the resu ts of ressarch into the quality of CVE
prograns has been organized sc as to provice a compreheiisive but concise
description of the elements which insure quality in a CVE program: In this

section the major components of a CVE progran are presented in three categories.
These are school; job and coordihation activities.

A guality progranm will incliude in its school component: motivated students:
supbéfEiVé‘admihiStkatioh; qualified, competent staff; adequate; modern Facili=
fies: relevant, effective instructional materials; supporting prograns and
planned progran evaluations.

fmportant élaments in the jcb component category in lude: an effective
worksite, a relevant and meaningful work assignment, appropr.ate supervision and
work relationships that include high calibre adult rnle models.

Coordination activities in a quality program include: the need for the
clear assignment and acceptance of fesponsibility by the employer and instructor-
coordinator for the guidance and direction of assigned scudent-workers; joint
v3luation, feedback from interested stakeholders and family involvement:

The final section describes a procedure to provide information for eval-

uating and monitoring CVE programs. This information is fed back into the

system and used to insure that the C\Z program is meeting its objectives. This

procedure will be tested in phase two of the research project:
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INTRODUCTION

Vocational education came into legal existance at the Federal level with
thHe passage of the Smith-Hughes Act :n 1917: [Its primary purpose was and con-
tinues to be the development of an individual's specific occupational skills in
prograiis of less than the collegiate level:  Individual and societal benefits
have been the basic rationale for Federal funding.

Accountability for vocational education dollars has been a perennial issue
because education for work has been by necessity experientally oriénted: the
work <kills have been taught in educational facilities which are simulations of
the regular work environment. There has been continuing concern and debate
Sbout the effectiveness of work environment simulations and the relatively high
cost of these facilities compared to traditional general education classrooms:

A solution in a numbér of schools.has been to adopt the cooperative method
of educational delivery. This method is simply defined as schools cooperating
With local businesses who provide stuéénts’jubé in the regular work situation.
The dollars saved by not needing to purchase expensive equipment and facilities
arée substantial. Flexibility in the types of occupations students study is
limited only to the types of cooperating businesses in the school area. There
is also the strong logical argument that the en-the-job experience is the best
learning environment -- the real world versus the siimulatioi.

The cooperative method of delivering vocational education had its origin
prior to the passage of the Smith-Hughes Act. It was mandated as an alternative
rethod to school laboratories for vocational agriculture in the regulations for
the Smith-Aughes Act. It appeared in the subsequent Federal legislation
regulations for operation of other traditional vocational program areas: With
the passage of the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968, the term couperative
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vocatienal edicatiosn (CVE) was established as a funding category, and perhaps un-

fortunately it has been viewed as a prtjram area by some people, not a method or

developnent of CVE. The intent was to use (VE to broaden the occupations for
which vocational education was being provided. State agencies responded in a
variety of ways ranging from immediate use of federal funds for CVE to slow
wodification of State rules and regulations. The growth of student enrrol limenit
in CVE was apparently the result of a coibination of new offerings and including
traditional vocational program area students within the CVE category.

While Eﬁé positive impacts were significant, a number of questions about
CVE programs were given limited attention in the expansion effort. AS the
demographic situation changed from the 1970's te the 1980's and a back to the
basics movement surfaced; many people guestioied the release time for students:
This highlighted a continuing probliem associated with the cooperative method of
delivery--how does one effectively commuricate what a CVE program is not. only to
people directly invclved, but also to the tax paying public. TheNoperat ional
definiticis for CVE advanced by individuals who are not directly favolved in CVE
progirams are significantly different in content.

Not withstanding the problem of definition and communication of what CVE
is, legitimate questions of program Guality also were raised, e:g. Do students
learii iigie on-the-job than in school? Are students developing salcable skills?
Are students placed in situations that result in learning appropriate work
ckills? Do instructors/coordinators need all their coordination time? Local
vocational program evaluations have eddressed the cooperative vocational
education component of programs and provided a range of information for local
people: While a significant amount of positive publicity and decision making
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appearc to have resulted; limited effort has been made to systematically develop
publicizing tie local SVE programs and for making comparisons between a local
“program and aggregata data for similar programs within a state.

Tn most states, the present evaluation criteria for CVE programs were
‘derived from the 1976 Federal Vocational Education Act. These criteria consti-
tuted an initial effort &t establishing a sound basis for monitoring vocational
sdication -rograms. With the advantage of hindsight; it appears that these cri-
teria are irsufficient to measure the many changes which take place in voca-
tional adiication programs. This has lead vo the call (Ewans; 1982; Pratzner &
Rss611, 1983) for new criteria which will effectively evaluate tne full range
of abilities. skills, and attitudes that are improved by vecational education
progiains.

Moss and Copa (1982) argued that "students' achievements should always be
measured by the extent to which their reievant capacities have been improved
(value added)" (p. 4). Since all students do not start at the same level,
fixed program standards are counterproductive. In addition, there is the
seonomic criteria. Additional evaluation criteria include growth and personal
development, social development, and equity outcomes. As Taggart {(1983) noted
niie building blocks of youth programs can only be improved and assured by
better specificetion of staiidards, proéram content and prucedures as well as
through téchriical assistance combined with monitoring” (p: 12):

ThHe research anc evaluation issues for CVE programs are generated from the
complex interaction of socizl, politicail, and economic forces affecting ou-
sducational system. The complexity of these forces is at least partially
responsible for the conflicting research evidence regarding the effectiveness of

3
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vocalional education programs. Since several major evaluations of vocational
education have been unable to conclusively demonstrate its effectiveness, one 1s
prompted to ask: what accounts. for £he continued support for the vocational
education process?

Grubb (1978) identified several pnssible answers to this question. The
First answer stems from an implicit American faith in the power of education to
provide solutions for a wide array of problems. Second is the persistent but
rocurring belief that ‘vocational education programs can address such issues as:
the integraticn of woinen, minorities; and immigrants into the work force;
increased unemployment and technological obsolescence; the inability of tradi-
tioial sducation to serve the needs of all students; and vast social problems
such as crime and poverty. The final reason and the one which»Grubb (1978)

states may be the most powerful is that: "in a society where work and produc-
tivity is so crucial to an individual serse of dccomplishment; it is immediately
appealing to turn to work and work experierces as the appropriate way to
socialize the young" (p. 210).

While the goal of this review is to identify the essential elements of a
quality CVE program, it is not our intention to prove that (VE prograins are
" always effective or thiat they are superior to «il other eXiStihg Wwork experience
hrogrdins. Rather; it is hoped that our research and review of the literature
will improve existing CVE programs by contributing to the attainment ot the
fFollowing objectives: (1) an increased understanding of the relationship be-
tween critical input factors and targetaed outcomes (2) an increased ability to
control uvutcomes through the manipulation of specific input factors, (3) an
incredsed ability to differentiate external factors from internal factors
affecting vocaciv.al education outcomes and (4) an increased ability to mon i tor;
measure, evaluate and improve the gualiiy of existing CVE programs:. In order to

4
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reach these objectives several tasks have been identified. The first task was
to conduct a comprehensive literature review regarding the measurement and ¢val-
uation previously conducted on CVE programs: This review and synthesis is the

product of this task:
Definition of Cooperative Vocational Education

The intention of a cooperative vocational education program (CVE) is "to
provide students with an opportunity to alterrate academic studies with the
velevant work experience in which they will apply what they have learned in the
classroom" (Barton and Fraser; 1978; p. 97). While Barton and Fraser (1978)

indicated that there were Cértaiﬁ definitional probiems prohibiting a clear cut

between work éxpériénce and CVE programs was that in a CVE program there is a
definite relatedness of classroom instruction to the employment experience.
Mason and iiines (1672) gave the following operational definition for
cooperative occupational experience (COE) programs (COE was broader than CVE in
terins of the range of occupations students were pursuing).

Cooperative occupational experience programs havé as their
central purposé the deve]opment of occupational competénce; using
employment in a real-life job as a source of learning. The
school selects as a training agency a firm that will provide the
occupat1ona] exper1ences needed by the student ~and the school
supervises the student's experience. C]ass work in school pro-
vides those learnings basic to employment and to the occupation
sought The occupational éxperierce is expected to be the source
for gaining knowledges as well as a veh1c1e for applying and
testing what has been léarned in the school. (p. 15)

These definitions explicitly recognize that the primary distinction
between work study, work experience or part-time work and CVE lies in the

relationship between tie students coursework in school and his/her work site



dctivities. lhe practical implicatidn e that an effort has to be made to
establish a cooperative volationship between the school and the work site which
will! fostzi student development and learning. This dewands that fechidi i i
oxict o coordinate the efforts of the various participants in the CVE process;
primarily the schoal; the student, coordinator, ana ‘the enploying organization.
thic offort extends beyond simply determining that a student completes

Courses x. y, or z which relate to job a:

The coordination effort in the overall context of Vocdtional education is a
complex cducational process which includes such diverse activities as
Sdiministirative furnctions, teaching, counseling and job placemént. The more
effective the coordination is, the more distinct the CVE program will be from a
simb1ejwork expérience progiram or a part-time job. Barton and Fraset (1978) a:rc
correct in noting that the problem of distinguishing between CVE and part-time
employment is particularly likely to bé botherscme if one dops not relate the
brocess of COOrdinat{oh to expected outcomes. It can be even mor2> diffieult to
iiake this distinction when classroom activities and/or work activities are
soinewhat similar:

The criticism that all too often CVE;E;;Q%ams at the secondary school level
are nothing more than glorified work cxperience programs (Hanna, in Tonne and
Nanassy 19705 p. 165) émphasizé; the need to recognize the distinctive qualities
of CVE prograis. |

Mason and Haines' (1972) comparison between simple work experience and COE
programs is clissic. They cited the following characteristice as the eigit key
clements of a CVE program:

t. The primary and overriding purpose is to provide océupat%onai competence
at a defined entry level:

The instriction both in-school and at the training station is based upon

N
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the student's career goal.

3. Thé kind, extent, and sequence of the training Station learning
axperiences are correlated closely with the kind, extent, and seguence
of the in=school learning experiences.

4. Students may elect the cooperative plan only when they possess the
employability characteristics acceptable in the market place as well as
necessary basic knowledges and skills prerequisite to employment.

'S, The employment situation must be truly a training station where the firm

by all other standards of the school.
7. The coordinator has sufficient time to carry out his coordination
responsibilities and be accountable for quality education.
& Instruction is characterized by its individualization, by the use of pro-
jects; by remediation as required, and by interaction with the program.
Although the 1963 Vocational Education Act refers to CVE as a program,
recently there has been an emphasis on clarifing this terminology. Thus, a
proposed 1983 Vocational Education Act (S8th Congress,; 1st Session, H.R. 4164)
defines CVE as & "method of instruction in vocational education", as opposed to
a "program of instruction": This distinction i5 important since the CVE method

is a process within and not a substitute for vocational education: This review

iricluded vocational education programs in agriculture, marketing, business and
Since the literature has characteristically applied the term CVE prograi;

the authors have referred throughout this paper to CVE programs. However; the



or convey all of the dynamics involved in a CVE program; the following
definicion is proposed as a useful one for conveying the essence of the EVE
method:

Cooperative vocational education is a method of instruction

within a Vécatibhé1,éducatiog,ptogramﬁwherébyra student receives
career rélated knowledge, skills and experience in an actual

employmient setting. The three unique characteristics of the CVE
method are: 1) class room instruction is directly related to the
studerts choosen vocational area and training needs; 2) written
on-the-job training plans and agreements are cooperatively ,
developed by the school and employer; 3) formal supervision and

student evaluations are a cooperative effort on the part of the

school and employer.
Statement of the Problem
its subsequent clarifications; few if any cooperative vocational programs
have developed an effective evaluation system for monitering program outcomes:
There i¢ a jack of both normative and criterion based standards for vocational
education programs. Without sich standards it is impossible to determine if
a progran is meeting federal objectives or even if a program is meeting its

Sirce public education, training, and employment programs are

jmportant vehicles for helping ycuth-particularly minority and
disadvantaged youth develop needed work related skills, it is
especially important that a viable and recognized assurance system

be developed for such programs. If public programs are not ,
considered creditable their graduates will lack credibility; and
any credentiais or recommendation issued by the program will lack
suthority. The real skill gains made by the individuals will not
be recognized as gualifications_for entry into primary employment
opportunities. (CEE, 1981, p. 5)

The goal of the research project of which this review is a part is to
8
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develop and demonstrate a management information system for vocational education
programs utilizing the CVE method of instruction: This system will incorporate
local input to establish outcomes and to target desired outcome measure levels.
[astruments and procedures necessary for monitoring overall program quality will
be developed. As data accrues from the sites where this system will be tested;
‘t should eventualiy become possible to establish appropriate standards and
outcomes for CVE programs, and to relate these to various levels of program pro-
cesses and inputs.

It is intended that this system will also be used in the local program
fsriiative evaluation and structuring of public information regarding the effec-
tiveness of CVE programs: A key goal is to be able to demonstrate to school
Sfficials, local advisory committees and the general public. the advantages of
the CVE method.

Organization of the Review

The model of CVE which guided the literature review for this project

derives from a model of vocational education developed by Copa (1981), (see

Figure 1). Essentially this model depicts vocational education as an interac-
Copa's (1981) model was originally proposed for planning vocational educa-
tion but was judged as an appropriate framework for this review since it focuses
on the interrelationships between a number of variables which must be considered
it order to realistically portray the CVE process. Efforts to evaluate CVE
programs must be grounded firmly on a model of CVE which accurately and realis-
tically portrays both the method and the relationship of its various elements.

9
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the voecitional edication process, the outcomes generated by the influences on
the individual and the feedback mechanisms linking the various components. For
our EVE model, the vocaticia: education process was modified to include both the
addition of a work setting cumponent and the linkage necessary to provide the
insures that the work experience component is functionally related to the
students ongoing educational instruction. Without this relatedness the CVE
process would not exist:

Thie organization of this review is based on the dynamics implicit in the
Copa (1§81) and revised CVE model. Section oné (contextual issues) focuses on
evaluation of CVE programs:. The issies examined in this section primarily
address goal setting and functional problems with evaluating goals.

The difficulty that education systems have with developing appropria;é
program goals and the standards for measuring these goals may be deduced from a
briaf examination of Figure 2. The society with a work function; the individual
wilh a work role and the educational system are in a relationship wherein
outcome goals may or may not be compatible. In addition, the values of a
democratic society are ofter at odds with the equity concerns of individuals.
Furthermore, the potential for any of these parties to dchieve their goals is
mitigated by the efficiency, distribution and availability of critical resource
elements.

The five major subsections in the review of context issues reflect some of
the tensions evident in our model. Efforts to address these problems as well
3¢ Some alternatives to viewing the problem are considered. The Tatter concerns
some cogent arguments against having high school CVE programs. It is the
viewpoint of the authors that educational reviews should be Willing to examine

11
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the arguments of critics as well as proponents.
Section two, outcomé measures, examines literature concerned with the

vocational édUCétiOhi local vocational education programs hQVv continued to
reach beyond this narrow set of objectives in an effort to achieve goals that
are exploratory and beyond the work role:

In section two, components of the model that will be examined include:
sctual berefits versus potential benefits and the changed individual with & work
role versus the society with a work functicn (see Figure 2). Out of these
dynamics there evolves a pragmatic concern with developing and evaluating
specific measures for determining the impact of the CVE method vis a vis
outcomes and changed relationships. The focus in section two is on the
potential benefits and liabilities associated with the use of certain outcome
measures:

Secticn “hree reviews research related to the inputs; processes; anc
linkage components of our model (see Figure 2): Inputsérefer to thé human and
material resources needed for efficient program operation as well as the time
and money available for program needs. Process refers to the manner in which
program inputs are allocated and utilized and to the interaction of the inputs
within both the school and employment component. The lirnkage component includes
411 of those elements, resources and plans which are applied in an effort to.

coord1nate school and work act1v1t1es.

The focus in section three is on examining the relationship of these e1ements
to both intended and unintended program outcomes. In addition; various claims
that certain elements are moré conducive to program quality will be investigated

With respect to.the available research.

~
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.

Throughout Lhe review, literature which addresses related issues in voca-
tional education programs without a GVE component as well as those with a CVE
component will be cited:

The effort has been made to provide a broad coverage of the literature con-
cerning ttie CVE method: A major risk 1ies in assuming that programs without a
CVE component are conceptually similar to programs with a CVL component. This
risk appears less critical than the risk of not considering research derived

froin the more substantial vocatiunal education literature:

Wi
t
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CHAPTER II.

CONTEXT ISSUES

Wangum and Walsh (1980) in reviewing the effectiveness of cooperative
vocational education (CVE) programs stated:

the bottom line of the evaluations was a crushing conclusion.

Though tre attitudes of high school work education participants

were much more positive than those of non-participants whil~ thay

were in school; two years later, there was relatively little dif-

ference betwecn the two groups in attitudes; current employment

status; employment stability; wage levels and job satisfaction.

The participants had enjoyed the coop program but it had ,

apna-ently made little difference 1n their subscquent emjloyment

experience. (p. 124)

L great deal of re-earch has been undertaken with the latent purpose of
disproving Mangum and Walsh's (1980) findings. However, as long a° the research
inte EVE continues to igrore the undarlying social and economics forces
influencing CVE, Mangum and Walsh's (1980) essertion may remain valid.

This is triue vacause edunational outcomes are severely constrained by the needs
of the larger scciety as well ar the overall context in which the program func-
ticns. 1In fact there are some researchers who feel that this influence is so

strong that it renders evaluation research worthless; ~
as a discipline within the applied sacial sciences, evaluation
research survives despite mourting evidence that it is frequentiy

periphe~al and sometimes even damaging to efforts aimed at =
improvemerits in public policies and programs. (Dunn, Mitroff and

Deutsch; p. 207; 1981)
Several major issues must be considered before CVE programs can be validly
assessed. Some of these issues are reflected in tne following questions:
1. Does vocational education belong in the secundary schooi today?
2. How can acceptable goals for CVE programs be developed?
3. Doss Federal irvolvement in vocational education programs create sub-
stantial negativé effects?

4. Can CVE and vocational education programs be effectively evaluated?
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Each of these questions comprises a domain of criticisms and problems which have
hampered educational programs in general.

The First question reflects the values of those whe believe that vocational
education has no place in the secondery school. In their view, the work function
of society woild e better served by a aifferent or alternative educational .
fodel. This question chailenges both the legitimacy and role of vocational
odiication itse1f. This is not a naive question since the school is only one
componant in the model (Figure 2): It may in fact be naive to expect as much
out of our srhoolz as some do:

Nue-tion two addresses the problem cf defining appropriate goals for CVE

pwograms.- Setting goals involves both exp11cat1ng and pr1or1t121ng values
concerning who are to penefit from the program and what are the benefits that
can be expe_ted by participants. A1l too often; actual benefits bear no
relationship to potential or expected benefits. A thorough understanding of the
values and expectations of program participants should help-to clarify
differences in goals that may hinder program operations. There is a need for
expecta:ions to be explicit so that it can be determined if the values we expect

from our education and programs are both realistic and atta1nab]e.y

Question three reviews some of the unintended but neverthe]es aversive

effacts which Federal involvement has had on vocational education grogrars. The

critcréa.' These criteria are influenced by the democrat1c role envisioned for
tax do]]ars, and by the equity issues generated from both majority and minority
constituents. Some of the impact of Federal involvement in setting program
goals will be briefly considered. '
The final question and pérhaps the most important one from a research
16
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program. iré evaluations worthwhile or are théy simply a waste of time and
ioney? There are many who believe that the latter proposition is true. Critics
of evaliation research have pointed out the futility of attempting to assess
whether or ngt a program does make a differefice. There is considerable evidence
that our methodology is still not sufficient to determine cause and effect
relationships between school programs and desired social outcomes:

It 1¢ not the purpose of this review to propose solutions to these problems
nor is this éEEémbEéa: Rather, these issues are explored because they seem to |
comprise at least one set of contexts which CVE programs must address: Two
questions that need continuing study are whether or not,these problems actually
embrace the ﬁéjb% issues affecting CVE; and whether or not aﬁ attempt to resolve

them is worth the effort.

Does Vocational- Education Belong in the Secondary Schools Today?

The first issue examined is the question of whether or not vocationa
education belongs in the high school. Swanson (1982) identifigd three types of
arguments that critics of secondary vocational education usually express:

1. Vocational and/or occupational education is a stigmatiz%ng activity.

2. Tifie spent at the secondary level. could be better used than for voca-

tional education. | \ ‘

tion should be delayed until the post-secondary level.
Reubens (1974) cited several specific criticisms of CVE and vocational edu-
cational programs. Among these are the following:
1. The career education movement views young entrants to the labor market
as full of deficiencies; but it accepts or even ignores unfavorable
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1abor market conditioens. )

2. Only a fraction of entry level jobs require specific high & shigis
‘yocational training:

3. Vocational education courses are often offered for some low level jobs
that do not even require pre-entry school training.

4. Enroliment in many high school vocational courses is so far in excess
of the average number of jdb openings that a regular over=supply would
result if many errollees did not drop out befure graduation or did not

.  take jobs outside their field of training:

5. The labér market situation of the young suggests that in. fact there is
5 limited demand for high school graduates and that the type of

skilled, well pared work extolled by Vocatioral educators is not avail-

O

sb1e to most high school graduates, whatever their curriculum.

6. Some courses are preparing students for jobs requiring specific skills
i+ Gften the jobs pay o poorly that students will take unskilled jobs
with higher pay:

7 The vocational courses may be so poorly designed that they fail to meet
industry needs: ;

8. Although courses are often offered at the high school level; the actual
jobs which the students are p%epariﬁg for are only open to those With
additional education.

Arguments such as Reubens (1974) are considerably more problematic to the

CVE process than sore of the other criticisms which CVE and vocational educatign

programs must face. For this reason, it isiimbéktaht to examine some of the

“ssumptions upon which her arguments are based. The problems which have been

Cited above can be summarized into two arguments. First, labor market con-

ditions are often uncontroilable and thus preempt intended outcomes of the voca-

8
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tional education system: Second, training is often insufficient; inadequate or

even useless as it relates tc industry needs:

The above arguments ignore several important facts. First, whether or not
vocational education is restructured or even taken out of the high school
setting; the need will still exist to better understand the impact of labor
market dynamics on training and education program outcomes. Since vocational’
education programs are more job specific than general education programs, rapid
changes in téchhdiogy and the structure of the labor force impact strongly on

these programs. The need for relevant vocational programs rests on the ab111ty

L]

to foresee such changes in the job market. THis is a highly complex problem, one

which is not going to be solved by-vocational education alone.

Second, Reubens (1974) faults vocational education on its ability and record

o% prépérihg stidents for well paying, high career potentiéi jobs. In this she

collar work.

Typically, white collar work is more socially prestigious: Social prestige
is often related to the potential earnings of an occupation or to the number of
years of education required for entry into the occupation: Talented people will
nost often seek those positions where the financial rewards are greatest and the
compet1t1on for such jobs is keen:

A college eduuat1on becomes a mechan1sm that has both preparat1on and sélec-
tion functions for many fields: Over time these who cannot compete or who do
not value the social or economic rewards attached to such highly competitive
fields are often forced to pursue jobs that may have less "social desirability".
Although there are numerous exceptions, frequently such jobs have both lower pay
and lower career potential. This is also a very complex problem which is not
going to be solved by vocational education alone.
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Third, the assumption that training is useless because it is offered for
recognize the fact that in a highly competitive job market (all other factors
considered equal) an employer usually will select the trained individual par-
ticularly if he/she pércéiVés that this will rasult in a cost savings. Thus;
the person with previous training has a definite advantage.

" Considering the disadvantages which many vocational education students have
to overcome in the labor market; this is at least one area where they can
~eceive assistance. If the vocational education student has some prior
experience or training in a career field; theoretically this should enhance
eriployability and enable them to compete more efficiently for a job. If all too
often the jobs that'fhééé ctudents are competing for are entry level; Tow paying
and require little training; these are often the only jobs that these students
_can Gbtain. The fact that stch jobs lack career potentiai should be derided
bt the responsibility rests with the society and not solely with vocational
education.

Much of the criticism which is directed at vocational eéduction programs
ctems from the inconclusive and often negative reports (Mangum and Walsh,

1980) regarding the effectiveness of CVE programs. Such criticism can lead to
the premature conclusion that if CVE doesn't work then it can just be replaced
with a more effective and efficient program. This argument not only overlooks
the cost of other alternatives, which as Welch (1980 mentioned are seldom exa-
mined; but it also overlooks the fact that it will probably not be any easier to
svaluate or determine the costs and benefits of these other programs (Shugo11
and Relms; 1982).

The above arguments are not meant to deny that there is a need for the
consideration of alternative programs, particularly since 5Fébééﬁbati6h With
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research into existing educational programs often inhibits efforts at
investigating other alternatives. Fuller (1982) in an article sensitive to the
problem of evaluating vocational educational programs stated that "we should
carefully examine new human development strategies" (page 567). The central
element of Fuller's argument is that it is important for program evaluaters to
dcquire breidar theoretical understandings so that they can then see beyona the

confines of the immediate program which they are evaluating.
How Can Acceptable Goals for CVE Programs Be Established?

Perhaps the most difficult problem facing CVE lies in reconciling
conflicting outcomes and goals fSF programs. Local programs are caught between
trying to meet outcomes mandated by the Federal government an
zation that there must often be a trade-off between goals. Cohen and Solmon
(1976) noted that "the question of conflicting goals must be reconciled" (p:

XiX); and a decision made as to who is going to be served by the program (students,
administrators or employers) so that objectives may be matched accordingly: .
The problem with finding acceptable outcome measures for CVE programs is

compounded by the fact that as Copa and Forsberg (1980) noted Wocational
education may have many outcomes, both intended and unintended" (p. 1).

In an era of increasing cost consciousness, portions of edicational programs
which are not quantifiable in dollars and cents are in jeopardy.

Hendrickson (1981) pointed out that the strong emphasis given to placement
rates and employment objectives arises from a legislative uesire that vocational
educational programs train their participants for labor force participation.

He indicated that both state and local vocational education directors objected

to the Federal education requirements because: first, these reguirements were

considered too narrow for vocaticnal edication programs and second, job place-
21 ’
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ment was viewed as an unfair standard of accountability for schools: It was
emphasized that if funding was keyed to the Federal standards it could have a
deiriinental effect on vocational educatien programs; since other goals would be
forfeit in order to meet the Federal guidelines.

I4 3 democratic system, the plurality of goals seems to present an insur=
slintaple obstacle. The school; as depicted in our model, fis Titerally caught
in the middle. The challenge becomes one of clarifying goals and of makifig
soiie highly value laden decisions corncerning which goals will guide the system
And which will be ignored: A1l too often educators bypass this broblem by
issuming that every goal can be met; and thus ignore that certain goals are not
compatible or attainable.

Does Federal InveImeent |n the yQpatlonal Edueational Program
The final report of the National Vocational Education study (1981) stated

the required statutory evaluations of the p]acement of vocational

education students in entry- level jobs related _to training has

led to the;generation and collection of data of dubious validity

and reliability. Moreover, even if these data were valid and

reliable; they would have 511ght utility for _the purpose of

improving programs and deciding on pragram offerings. (p: [V/22)

Numez and Russell (1982) in a study of State legislatures found that 69
sercent of the 209 National Conferences of State Legislature members selected
for participation, disagreed cubstantially with having the Federal goverrment
set goals for vocational education at all levels. McKinney; Gray; and Abram
(1978), in a study designed to assess the differences in job placement rates
reported by states (a statutory requirement), found that Within the five states
studied, personnel viewed the data collection primarily as an ifiposition by the
Federal government. Furthermore, they were relatively urenthusiastic about its
collection since they perceived little possibility that the data would be used
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for program improvement.

Since both state and local educators are under a great deal of pressure to
demonstrate compliance with the Feder:z]l requircments; evaluation research is
often blind to other outcomes: Fuller (1982) stated that all too often policy

issues predetermine the questions asked and the outcomes which will be looked
for in the evaluation process. Shea (1977) reviewed 200 program evaluations and
found only 17 that investigated outcomes other than employment and earning

rates. Raizen and Rossi (1982) declared that Federal efforts at encouraging
uniformity of measurement may sven prematurely inhibit advances in program

from the methods used by the Federal government to evaluate educational programs.

Thus, while there is clear evidence (Numez & Russell, 1982) that there is a
demand for Federal involvement in evaluating CVE and vocational education
programs, such involvement would also appear to have a number of undesirable
consequences which must be resolved:

- Can CVE Programs Be Effectively Evaluated?

Dunni; Mitroff and Deutsch (1981) stated "an adequate theoretical basis for
evaluation research is still fundamentally lacking" (p: 208) and that the
obsolescence of evaluation research is a result of its preoccupation with
technique at the expense of examining the concepts and philosophy supporting the
researchs

Raizen and Rossi (1981) were also critical of evaluation research but have

They noted that “"current procedures constrain the quality and the use of eva-
luation, but how these processes operate is poorly understood; therefore it is

difficult to design effective remedies" (page 43). Raizen and Rossi (1981)
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believe that evaluation research suffers as a pivocess because it is being widely
used without being fully understood.

Two major points stand out in the research literature regarding the effec-
tive evaluation of CVE and vocational education programs. First, the research
is replete with methodological problems and inexamined biases: In a national
assescment of coopérative education research in which more théhlz;eee documents

pertaining to CVE and vocational education wevre reviewed, Cohen and Solmon
(1976) identified the following as recurring limitations in vocational education
research:

1. Impartiality of the research was often questionable:

5. Insufficient samples:

3. Failure to account for non-response bias.

4. Inadequate validation of sirvey instruments:

5. Unwarranted conclisions.

6. Inadequate information an aefinitions regarding goals, outcomes and

objectives.

7. Inadequacy of control groups used for comparison.

One response to some of the problems mentioned above has been cost benefit
analysis which emerged during the 1970's. As Shugoll and Helms (1982) noted it

was often considered a “"magic formula". In an examiination of some of the short-

the methodological limitations jnherent in the technique are too

great to base such decisions (allocation of funds) solely on the

résults of cost benefits; particularly if the alternative programs

serve different purposes and have dissimilar outputs: ({p. 42)

The final report of the National Institute of Education (1981) cited
several other problems with respect to the validity of educational research.

Ationg the difficulties noted were the variability among procedures used to
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cecure data and the lack of comparability between state and local data: Lee
(1979) states "lack of standardized definitions, the uneven guality of data
reporting, fragmentation of sources, and the almost complete absence of some
Cinds of data make the entire data base far from adequate as well as difficult
to use" (p. 73). The result; as far as evalucion research efforts are
concerned is to generate confusion and ambiquity in the decisien making process.
lifiitations other than methodological ones and that these are sometimes beyond
the control of the researcher.

The second major point concerning the validity of EVE research was very
Well put by Feldman's (1$71) comment that “the investigator must navigate be=
tween the Scylla and Charybdis of hypercriticalness and hypocriticalness....total
rejection, or anything approaching it (hypercriticalness); may unjustly under-
mine the research efforts and knowledge of a field" (p. 94). Garcia and Kapes
(1982} contended that:

if the researchers applied the strictest research standards to

the acceptance of any evidence that vocational educatiofi had a
positive effect the 1ikelihood was that nc-evidence of dan effect
could be found. In this case, the researchers would be condemned .
by their fellow vocational educators for failing to find the
benefits we all know exist. On the other hand; should the
researchers give the benefit of the doubt to methodological
oroblems encountered in all of the studies reviewed and conclude
that many effects of vocational education had been discovered

they stood to be condemned by the research community for

accepting shoddy research methods. (p- 6)
Many of the issuas discussed lead us back to the question of whether it is
in fact possible to evaluate a CVE program: Advocating a broader range of

measureable criteria i not an answer to this problem because, while proposed

) . i A AP e
criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of vocational education programs may
ippear deceptively simple; in reality they often turn out to be extremely
complex and almost impossible to measure. For example the issue of relatedness
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of training to subsequent employment has necessitated some very sophisticated
strategies: (Rossmann; 1978).

The problem of the suspect reliability and validity of a good portion of the
existing vocational education research also impacts on the question of whether
and how CVE programs can be evaluated; as was previously noted; at least some of
the reason for inconclusive research results is beyond the control of the
ecmarcher. This means that even increasing the standards and quality of eval=

The Corisortium On Education For Employment (1981) stated "Obtaining quality
in programns is more of an art than a science...the most critical eélements .for
judging guality are iost when one concentrates too heavily on €asily measurable,
<hort term indicators of success" (p: 6): In addition, they noted that many
indicators used to measure program impacts are poor indicators of long term
objectives and "Measuring either participant student or program success only %5
by individuals within programs and by the programs..."(p. 18).

The Consortiun report, While critical of the present ctate of evaluation in
sducational Federal employment programs listed the following strategies to deal

porating this information into the planning processes.
2. Development of adequate assessment instruments for measuring par-
tié%pant gairs. '
3. Implementation of statewide testing and profiency standards.
4. ' An external peer review system.
The primary éﬁé?f&éﬁihg-éf the Consortium plan lies in the measurement of
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specific outcomes. While it may be possible to measure certain competencies
with a proficiency test or some sort of assessment instrument, there are a number

of outcomes in the affective and social domain which are a great deal more dif-

ficult to measure (Henriot,; 1972): The task though difficult is not impossible:
Copa and Salem (1981) conducted a study to find a set of social indicators
for vocational evaluation in Minnesota. They described social indicators as
being quantitative in nature and hence measireable. They suggested that while
the measurement of Social indicators is probably in its infancy the following
Criteria are important characteristics of useful indicators: 1) they reflect
major ends and/or means; 2) they serve as good proxy measures for several other
measures: 3) they are easily understood; 4) they are generally accepted as valid
expertise available (p. 55).
Cenelusion
The foregoing questions were reviewed with the intent to better understand

the diversity and complexity of issues impacting on CVE programs. In the ini-

tial stages of this review, many such questions presented themselves. As the
review progressed it became obvious that a process for resolving these questions
of the CVE model guiding this research.

Steers (1976) outlined a method for evaluating effectiveness in organiza-
tions which may have some relevence for CVE éh& educational programs in general.
Steers (1976) contended that effectiveness must be measured by a "process model”
which will give equal weight to the concepts of goal optimization, systenms
analysis; and emphasis on human behavior.

Four specific advantages of goal optimization over ccnventional assessment



which Steers (1976) cites are:
1. The explicit recognition of multiple and even conflicting goals.
2. The recognition of differential weights for different goals.
3. The explicit recognition of internal and external constraints limiting
goal attainment: =
4. The allowance for increased flexibility of evaluation criteria.
Combining the framawork outlined above with the systems model developed by
Copa (1980) for vocational education adds an important dimension with which to
view CVE programs. If the process and model combined accurately depict the CVE
method; then it;mggwké the start towards a viable solution to the problem of

program evaluation.




- CHAPTER M.
OUTCOME MEASURES
This review has already examined some of the issues concerning the develop-
ment of appropriate outcome measures for CVE programs. This portion of the
review éxaiines & number of specific outcomes which have been used as criteria
programs. These outcomes are reviewed in five categories: economic, ecuca-

tional, personal, social and equity: These categories were developed by the

(Moss, Smith, Copa, 1972 and Darcy, 1979). Since none of these systems were
conceptually pure it was decided that a simple, if inelegant set of five cate-
garies would be utilized. It certainly must be admitted that this classifica-
tion system is not perféct nor does it permit easy discrimination in every

conceivable case. Its major advantages appear to be that most if not all out-

comes can be classified in at least one category and the categories are defined
in relatively distinct and easy to understand terms.
Economic Outcomes

The category of ecenomic outcomeés had the largest number of measures for
evaluating CVE pro:-ams: The research review found 23 measures which were used
tg reflect various economic -outcomes. These are grouped into three. sub-
categories: wage/earnings, employment, and unemployment.
Wage/Earnings

Outcome measures in the literature related to wages and earnings included:

ecarnings stream data, monthly earnings, earnings on first job, wage rates
approximately two years later, and wage rates approximately four years later
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(after graduation):

Wage rates can be defined as earnings divided by hours worked while ear-
nings are a gross measure of salary calculated either on a weekly, monthly or
yearly basis: Each of these two measures offers cértain advantages for the
researcher. Shugoll and Relms (1982) stated that "Earnings are a superior
in the probability of being unemployed" (p. 42). The advantage of wage rates
lies in their relative ease of computation and collection: It is clearly less

_Abfébiémmatic to obtain a workers hourly wage rate than his/her 1ife time ear-

nings stream data. Several researchers have attempted to circumvent the limi-
tations of the above measures either by combining them or using one or. more
meas ures .

Hernstadt, Horowitz and Sum (1979) compared junior and senior high school
students from several different programs: ;éddbéiatiVé vocational; regiular
vocational, work study and general academic. They Used four measures: average

hourly wage, beginning hourly wage; final wage earned on last job and the wage
progression. Stromsdorfer and Fackler {1973) uséd monthly éarﬁihgssjgarhingé-bn

P S e Y
first job and wage on last joh in their analysis of the CVE prPgram in Dayton,

Ohio. The rationale for their indicators was that a time earnings profile is a
‘ ! 2

more valid measire of program efféctiveness even if it indicaTes unly one aspect

of economic effect.
Mertens (1981), Meyer and Wise (1980) and Lewis, Glyde, ﬁékéé and Kozak
(1976) used multiple economic measures to evaluate é&dééE%éﬁii outcomes: Meyer

and Wise (1980) used wage rates one year after graduation and wage rates four
years after graduation. Their data were taken from the 1972 [Natioial K
Longitudinal Study of High School Seniors. Mertens (1981) réviewed 117 local,
state and national studies on the effects of participating i# vocational
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education: She found thdt while vocational education students make more

initially over time they enjoyed io significant advantage over general students.

Her dafa was based on an analysis of average hourly wages over time:

Lewis et al. (1976) used hourly wages on longest job, current job and first
job over a two year periods; to examine the cost effectiveness of CVE programs at
the secondary level. They used a random sample of 33 high schools in 15
districts east of the Mississippi river. Data for CVE students was compared
With data on students who had non-' chool supervised jobs and with students who
had no jobs. They found no significant differences between the wages of CVE
students and the comparison groups.

Frazier (1981) using wages one year after graduation found average hourly
Wwages to be lower for cooperative graduates than for noncooperativée graduates
while Slick and Welch (1974) using weekly earnings (before deductions) and earn-
Angs eighteen months after graduation, found higher salaries for co-op graduates
/han for the total in-school vocational education graduates.

The éaﬁ?1ietihg’fésuits G6f the studies cited above should not be surprising

;since most of the data collected suffers from the effects of aggregating all

, vocational students Without respect for curr1cu1um or number of credits obtained

in their respect1ve vocat1ona1 irei. This is a problem which has been addressed

" by Campbell, Gardner, Seitz, Chukwamn, Cox and Orth (1981).

Campbell st al. (1981) divided vocational edication Students into five pat=
tern groups based on their ‘participation in a vocational education program.
These patterns were operationally derived from the ?0513w1ng cdhhépté: |
"Intensity of training, continuity of training; proximity of training to time of
graduation, diversity cf program areas in which training was received, and the
sddition of logically related study outside the main area of specialization" (p-
IX). The five categories in assending order of participation were:
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" incidental/personal, explorer; concentrator/explorer, limited concentrator and
concentrator. Campbell et al: (1981) found that in terms of total effect, women
and minority women concentrators tended to have significantly higher weekly earnings
:éhan womeh With no vocational education. For malés, both in terms of total
ﬂahd direct effect, concentration was weakly associated witn lower weekly earn-
ings: Looking at hourly earnings, they found that with the exception of minority
females (who had a significant positive correlation) and white male con-
centrators, "participation in vocational education does not appear to have a
significant impact--positively or negatively--on the hourly earnings of most
employed peoplée" (p. 62). This finding is éubbafiéa by the research of Grasso
and Shea (1979);: Copa, Irwin and Maurice (1976) and Walsh and Breglio (1976).
. Employment
The' large number of employment measures found was expected because
employment is a federally mandated evaluation c*iteria. These measures included:
1. Placement rate: \
2. Labor force participation rate.
5. Duration of employment.
4: Number Of weeks worked.
5. Hours worked per week.
6. Full versus part time employment.
7. Self employment.
8. Military employment.
9. Number of full time jobs held since high school:

- 10. Rates of job advancement:

12. Occupational level and status:

d vocational
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education program effectiveness: Despite the apparent quantitativeness of this
measure, it is not without limitations: The National Institute of Education's
(NIE) final report (1981) listed the following conceptual difficulties stemming
from the use of placement data in program evaluations:
1. Determining when program compléters are employed in "related"
occupations.
2. UDeciding whether or riot rat€s should take into account only those
individuals looking for full-time employmant.
3. Calculating placement rates.
4. Determining the relative importance of placemert rates in progran
evaluations.
5. DéVéiéﬁ%ﬁé a base against which placement rates can be measured:
cohnson (1921), McKinney, Franchak, Héiééi-Séié%éF; Morrison and McElwain
(1981), Hernstadt et al. (1979), Frankel (1373) and Cushman, Hill and Miller (1968)
used rates of employment as one measure for evaluating employment. Frankel (1973)
reviewed 30 GVE programs and while crediting them for a high rate of job related
placements also acctised them of "creaming", i.e., selecting the most highly
motivateéd students. Hernstadt &t al. {1979) looked at the amployiient experien-
ceés of CVk; ragular vocatioral education,; work study and academic stidents

during ti2ir junior and serior years in high school and for/a follow-up period

Examining specific trades; he found that students from several of the CVE

prugrams had a significantly higher rate of béFtﬁéibé%ﬁbﬁ in the 1556F force

than students from the gensral acadeiic curricdliis: CVE graduates wers signi-

ficant.y more likely to werk full-time; 35 hours é%fméré per week; then grad-
33
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uates from the other three programs.

McK ifiney et al. (1981) examined a number of program input variables and
their offect on placement rates for secondary vocational education students.
The six major classes of variables which they used were:

1. Employment. '

2. Size of community.

3. Education level.

4. Extent of community change:

5. Enrollment composition of the Vocational education progran.

6. Services and activities related to the school program:

They reported that agriculture had higher placement rates in rural areas while
distributive education had higher placement rates in urban areas. Size of
community was negatively related to placement rates while che miedian level of
education in the community was pésitiVéiy related to biatéméht rates. These
findings illustrate that factors influencing 51&Eéméht ~ates are often beyond
the program operators influence.

Cushiian et al. (1968) in a study conducted of secondary vocational agricul-
ture students in off farm occupational specialties selected nine scnools
preparing students for work in ornamental horticulture and seven in agricultural
sicchanization. Following student graduation, they investigated the number of
graduates who ertered into curriculum related employment. Students in directed
work experience; Try Out Centers, were compared with students enrolled in a
similar course of study but without the directed work experience; comparison
centerc: Data were collected six months after graduation.

Try Out Center students were found to have obtained a significantly higher
percentage of job related placements than the comparison center students:

A shortcoming of this study was that there was no procedure offered to
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acknowledge how "relatedness" was determined:

As an alternativc to regular employment, several studies acknowledged the
need to measure self employment as a positive outcome. Woods and Haney (1981)
reanalyzed the National tongitudinal Studies (NLS) 1972 data sets for self-
employment rates, as well as labor force participation rates, hours worked per
week, number of weeks worked during the fiscal year, occupational level and sta-
tus, full-time employment and relatedness of work to training and wages earned.
Comparing vorational education graduates to general program graduates; they noted
no specific differences in self-employment except that there was a tendency for

blacks to be self-employed 1ess often than whites. The NIE final report (1981)

also noted rio significant differences in self-employment between vocational
curriculum graduates and general curriculum graduates. Using the NLS data they
found that approximately five to seven percent of all white male graduates were
seif-empioyed. However, these data were inconsistent with the 1abor market

employment data which showed zero percent males self-employed after four years.

In examining occupational level and status, Woods and Haney (1981) observed
a slight tendency for males in trade and industry and business vocational
programs to be employed in occupations with a higher social economic index-
(SEI) than general program graduates: For female graduates; there was a signifi-
cantly higher percentage of commercial graduates than for general curriculum
graduates in occupations with a higher SEI. While Woods and Raney (1981) roted
that this difference did tend to decrease in years; it demonstrates the need to
differentiate vocational education programs by individual program areas as we!l
as by race and sex. In so doing, there is a greater likelihood that positive
effects will be discovered. 7

Several outcome variables, including duration bf'empioyment, time needed to
find a first job, rate of job advancement and number of full-time jobs since
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high school were not as common as placement rates. Marvin, Hartog and Copa
{1970) selected five schools in Minnesota for a project to demonstrate the
general feasibility of a system for svaluating local vocational education
programs and included one question pertaining to jeb advancement after gfaa-
uation in their follow-up survey form, in addition “o several traditional
measures of employment success. Molnar, Pesut and Mihalka (1973) examined the
cost effectiveness of CVE programs versus onventional vocational education
srograis in 12 school districts drawn from Minnesota, North Carolina and Ohio.
Using the time needed to find the first full-time job, duration of longest
Fuli-time employment and the number of different employers after graduation
4s outcome measures; they found no practical differences between graduates of
CVE programs versus non-CVE programs.

S1ick aid Welch (1974) in their evaluation of CVE programs in Pennsylvania
\1so used time needed to find the first job after graduation and the number of
Fill-time jobs since high school. They observed that only 24 percent of CVE
graduates needed more than eight weeks to find their first full-time employment
as compared to 36 to 40 percent for the conventional vocational education program
graduates: With respect to the number of full-time jobs since graduating £ o
high school, they noted no significant difference between the cooperative and
conventional education programs.

It is interesting that both of the programs cited above excluded part=time
employment as a measure of employment suctégs. Raelin (19515 examined the issue

of whether or not young workers whose first jobs were part-time 1ost either sta-
tus or wages as a result: He Lcod NLS data on young men from 1966 to 1975. His
conelusion was that "part-time employment is an excellent garly labor market
alterriative" (page 321) and that employment policies i this country should more
throughly examine the idea of part-time employment experiences for youth:
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In assessing employment related outcome variables, it becomes questionable
what significance scme of them have for CVE programs. Are the number of jobs
since high school an accurate measure of success? What constitutes an

lTongevity? What defines acceptable job advancement? Unless the standards for

“evaluating these issues are clarified; the number of valid inferences which
can be drawn from such data is iimited:
Unemployment.

THe three most comfon outcome measures for unemployment were rate of

Unemployment; nuiber of spells of unemployient during the previous year and

(perhaps the most common indicator) was used by Woods and Haney (1981), Mertens
(1981), Welch (1980), Meyer and Wise (1980), Hernstadt et al. (1979), Lewis et
al. (1976), Walsh and Breglio (1976), Slick and Welch (1974), and Molnar et al.
(1973). Several of these researchers also examined the number of weeks
unemployed as well as spells of unemployment during the previous year. While
some of the studies éhéwed.fhéi CVE students may initially experience lower
unemployment; no evidence was found that CVE students experience any long term
differences in unemployment as compared to students from other program areas:

Harrell and Wirtz (1979) using data from the NLS survey of the €lass of
1972 reviewed the amount of unemployment from 1972 through 1976 for students
who did not eontinue full-time education after high school. As indicators,
they used average unemployment compensation rates as well as number of weeks
triemployed each year. Amnunts of unemployment varied significantly by race and
sex. A number of their findings support the emphasis which CVE programs have
placed on work experience. Most riotable were the following: |

1. The more a student worked during the serior year of high school the
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lower his/her unemployment compensation was during the sngéqUént four
years. This effect was less pronounced for female graduates than for
males graduates.

5. Unemployment rates tended to be persistent and recurring based on
the experience of each previous year.

3. The type of employment was an importent predictor of unemp1oyment for
sach subseguent year:

4. Students who had participated in some type of job program during high
school (such as cooperative vocatioral education or work study) nad
significantly lower uriemp loyment rates:

Since unemployment rates represent the reverse side of employment rates;
cevera] of the criticisms directed at the use of employment rates as indicators
of program effectiveness also apply to unemployment rates. Furthermore; during
recessionary periods; and periods of uneven econoiic growth, the utility of such
measures as biacéméht rates and unemployment rates is severely diminished. As
Walsh and Breglio (1976) noted,

| The relatively low placement rates for programs located in

cities with above average unemployment indicates that even
though it may not have bezn difficult to find part-time work

ctations for students...it was quite another matter for

otudents to find full-time employment after graduation. (p. 12)
Despite the limitations set by economic conditions, employment and unemployment
rates whe broken down by program area, race, sex; and sacibiéCUhomic'sféEU§ can
sti11 yield valuable information. Such information can lead to impravements in

the areas of educational and equity outcomes.
Summary

Twenty-three outcome measures, based on economic data were grouped into
three subcategories: wages/earnings, employment, and unemployment.

The evidence comparing the wages/earnings of CVE students to 6théh»$tudéh£§
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Was soiewhat irconclusive. The major positive finding appears to be that
females in vocational education tend to have some advantage in earnings over
female students in general program areas.

The employment data consisted of a set of measures of varying relationship.
The basic concern with this data appeared to be whether or not the student was
actually employed after high school, a secondary concern was with the quality of
the employment experience. The evidence here tends to support the importance of
examining individual fields and not aggregating all programs into one general
category. In the few studies where this was done, several specific program
areas dbbéé?éd to result in greater employment for CVE students as compared to
5éhé?é1 graduates and graduates in other program areas:

The findings with respect to the other employment measures reviewed
generally found ric difference between CVE students and students from other
curricula. Several of the measures reviewed lacked any type of consistent
operatiocnal definition; thus severely limiting their validity. This was par-
ticularly true of attempts to look at the quality of the employment experience
rather than merely whether the student was employed or not. This may account
for the fact that no study showed any evidence that the rate of job advancement
was superior for CVE students, or that CVE students enjoyed any long term advan-

The data on unemployment for CVE students supports that in general local
unemployment rates play a greater role in determining whether or not a CVE
student will be employed than does high school curriculum. The imﬁéftéﬁt peint
that emerges from this research is that the amount of work during high schoo
does seem to be subsequently related to lower unemployment rates. Although the
specific source of employment was an unimportant factor, the evidence supports
providing either work or job prograis for high school youth as a viable means of
reducing future unemployment. 39
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Education Outcomes

Educatjonal outcomes are primarily related to the implicit goals of the
oducational institution itself. The measures most commonly reported were:
percentage of students graduating, cost comparison within program areas,
percentage of graduates enrolled in further education, school attendance rates;
relatedness of training to subsequent employment, and drbpout rates:

A special word must be said about the conspicuous absence of saeﬁ critéria
as grades, basic skills, achievements tests and tests of technical or applied
chowledge. This review found little evidence of any recent utilization of such
data as a measure of difference between CVE and other academic programs.
Mertens (1981) reporféa incufficient evidence to measure the effect of voca-
tioral education ovn the attainment of basic academic skills. Stromsdorfer and
Fackler (1973) cited several older studies comparing the GPA of CVE students to
studerits in other proarams. They found no significant svidence to support that
CVE students had either higher or lower GPA's than students in other curricula.

In their own research, Stromsdorfer and Fackler (1973) found that CVE
ctudents had lower GPA'S than non-CVE students. But, the CVE student earned
more credits and spent more time working; thus decreasing the amount of time
available for study. Furthermore; they caution against the use of GPA as an
UhéduiV6ca1 measure of success for two reasons: (1) because students may make
c3tional trade offs between formal knowledge (reflected in school GPA) and on-

the-job learning (reflected in performance evaluations); and (2) bécause as an
indice of educational effect; GPA's are a measure of intermediate and not final
program output. They stated that wideally, we want to measure final outputs”
(Stromsdorfer and Fackler, 1973, p. 157).
\ith -espect to research utlizing achievement tests as a comparison basis
o \.S
40

48



for EVE and other curricula; again, no recent national Studies were found which
attempted such a comparison. Stromsdorfer and Fackler (1973) cited several
local studies which did attempt a comparison and found no Strong evidence

that high school curricula was an important determinant.

Cushman et al. (1968) compared students in the Try Out Centers (CVE
program) with students in the regular vocational centers, on an achievement
scored significantly higher than students in the conventional vocational educa-
tion programs. No Subsequent studies were found to Support or refute Cushman's
et al. (1968) findings.

The lack of utilization of systematic standardized tests to discern
of educators in general with standardized performance tests ard summative tests
of academic achievement. Several educators have pointed out that these types

of tests are costly, time consuming; and quickly outdated.
Stromsdorfer and Fackler ~(1973) and Molnar et al. (1973) reported lower
high schoo] drproUt rates for CVE enrollees; a fact which the NIE_Repoft (1981)
has also tentatively accepted. Welch {1980) using student self-reports from 193
CVE graduates in Pennsylvania found that 10 percent of those surveyed reported
that they would have dropped out of high school if a CVE program had not been
available. Hernstadt et al. (1979) note that 24 percent of CVE students viewed
the program as having an influence on their decision to remain in school as
compared to 16:5 percent for students in regular vocational education programs
and seven percent for those in general programs.
make any conclusions regarding differences in dropout rates. Cushman et al.
(1968) and Mangum and Walsh (1980) did riot find any eviderce that CVE prograns
led to reduced dropout rates. i
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School Attendance Rates

Lewis et al. (1976) found that students in CVE programs were significantly
less likely to skip school than students not working. Stromsdorfer and Fackler
(1973) comparing .time absert for senior students in CVE, regular vocational
education and general prograins gave the following respective figures: CVE
three percent; regular vocational education six percent and generdl six percent.

" Molnar et al. (1973) Tooking at the number of days absent, found regular
vocational edication students (X = 7.4 per year) to average less days absent
than CVE studeits (% = 10.1 per year): Hernstadt et al. (1979) found no signi-

humber of days absent during their senior year biit found a noticeable difference

i CVE (X = 18.6 ) versus general curriculum (X = 29.6).

Percentage of Students Graduating

Onie would expect that if the evidence that CVE prevented. students from
dropping out of school was mixed; that tne same pattern would hold for differ-
ences in the number of students in CVE programs graduating as compared to other
programs: This proved to be true. Stromsdorfer and Fackler (1973) indicated
that CVE Students had a higher probability of graduating than either regular
vocational education students or general curriculum students. However, Cushiian
et al. (1968) and Molnar (1973) found no important differences in graduation
ates For GVE students versus regular vocational edication students.

Cost of EVE Versus Other Programs.

One impdrtéht icsue which became the subject of some research was whether
or not CVE'programs cost less per student than other programs. This particular
line of ressarch proved to be very complex and involved so many variables that
it was impossibie to conclusively determine the overall costs per students in
various programs.
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Stromsdorfer and Fackler (1973) in a very extensive analysis could not
determine if CVE cost more, less or the same as other programs: Molnar et al:
(1973) found no difference in the cost of providing CVE programs versus regular
vocational education programs. Lewis et c¢1. (1976) concluded that overall costs
per work experience student were approximately 125 dollars more per year than
for a student in regular vocational education programs:

. Graduates Enrolled in Further Education

The number of students who go on to further education is ranked as one
of the most important goals of CVE programs by many secondary school teachers.
Given the complexities of modern industry many coordinators do nct see high
school as a terminal program but merely as a preparation for more advanced
i?aihihg; For students in vocational programs; it is anticipated that further
education will usually be at a post-secondary vocational technical institute of
aither public or private financing. In some cases, the military might be
considered as post-secondary training.

Cushman et al. (1968) was the only study to find positive results for CVE
programs on this criteria. CVE students demonstrated a significantly higher
rate of entry into related higher education programs than students in regular

vocational education programs. Stromsdorfer and Fackler (1973) reported no

T S T
further education; it seems reasonable to conclude that many students in CVE
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programs view their curriculum; not.as a departure poinq for more training but
as an entry point for work.
1

The ReaatednessgaffTra1n1ng to uubsequent Emp]oyment

From a 1og1ca1 point of view it seems worti.hile fo examine whether or not

rke subsequent employment of CVE students is related Jo their training. In the
first place, one may argue what is the point of an é;sﬁaiaté training program if
it is not used or does not result in the student asﬁéiﬁihg a ré]dtéd job.
determine what constitutes a "training related p]fcement". In addition, many
arque that the nature of the job which a student/obtains is irrelevant since
there are many éxtraneous factors involved in 535 selection.

Cushman et al. (1968), Lewis et al. 1975  Stromsdorfer and Fackler (1973)
and Welch (1980) all found either high 1eve}s of training related placements for
CVE students or significantly more CVE S§§déhts in training related jobs than
students in regular vocationral éaacatioﬁ/programs.

Woods and Haney (1981) and the Nié study (1981) both noted that employment
in jobs related to training variéd/é%hsidérabiy from one occupational field to
another. No attempt was made to;éomparé the placement rates of EVE students
against those of students in other curricuTums.

the following éatégoriés;/'sihg]e or~ nation, general occupation clustér prograin
and diversified prograny//The single occupation category qualified as a true CVE
program since in this frogram, student jobs were closely related to their
classroom tra1n1ng ahd occupational area. In the ééhérai occupation cluster -
program, JObS were/1cosely re]ated Within occupational clusters. In the diver-
sified program there was no specific occupat1ona1 tra1n1ng and students were

p1aced in a var}ety of jobs not necessar11y related to their major: When data
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on dropouts and traihingnreiated placements were calculated, there was signifi-

cant di%ferénces within CVE groups. Training related placements for the éihgié;

occupational programs were 42 percent higher than for the diversified programs.
The average completion rate for the diversified program was between 21 and

le or general occupa-
tional programs: The fact that each of the programs describad classified
themselves as CVE programs highlights the need for educaticnal researchers to
carefully define the type of program they are evaluating in order to avoid
inappropriate generalizations pertaining to program effectiveness.

Summary

Most of the data for the six critéeria reviewed were either inconclusive or
mixed. The two strongest trends seem to be that fewer CVE students planned
students in the regular vocational education curriculum: The data suggests that
many CVE students are not planning to pursue further education and enter their
CVE curriculum with the intention that it will lead to full-time employment
immediately after high school:

Social Outcomes

The outcome measures included in this category are divided into two sub-
categories: employer related outcomes and civic outcomes. The employer related
satisfaction with the worker.

A review oﬁ,gmpﬁoyér follow-up studies conducted by Asche and Vogler (1980)
fFound that fiost employers were asked to rate the performance of the former
student while the "Vocational Education Data System” (VEDS) asked employers to
rate the workers training and preparation rather than performance: This review
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also found that most studies tended to evaluate the worker rather than
attempting to evaluate the effectiveness or employer satisfaction with the
school program.

Employer Related

Nuiiez and Russell (1982) randomly seiected 2;006 Natioﬁé&rAééﬁéiétibﬁ of
Manufacturing employers to obtain their views about the efféé%%Véﬁééé oF voca-
_ tional education: They found that overall; manufacturers most frequently gave
secondary vocational edication a "c" score (on a scale of a; b; ¢; d and £),
with the exception of those companies currently involved with vocational educa-

cation programs graded vocational education higher than companies not involved.
Lewis et al. (1976) mailed questionnaires to 250 CVE employers. In addition to
workers; employers were asked to rank seven béSSibié advantages of participation
in a CVE program. Of the 68 firms returning questionnaires, most indicated that
the ability to hire CVE students was the major advantage of participation in a
CVE pro-ran.

of these employers had participated in CVE programs while 50 had not. Forty-
iine of the CVE employers responded while only 24 of the non-CVE employers
responded: Stromsdorfer (1973) found that while it was impossible to derive a

net cost Genefit to EVE employers; a sjgnificant number of them egreed that CVE

Iy
~

programs were “"acceptable to them" (p. 237).

“Aithough employer satisfaction with the cooperative student is one outcome

(1981) cited several problems with the validity of this critéria. The foremost
probleéms are.the freguently low return rate and the buiTt in response bias.
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Bias ifay result for several reasons: CVE employers are often selected by the
ctudents themselves for follow=up; differences exist in individual standards
of prepavedness for students and finally, employers are unlikely to risk negative

opinions.

programs to graduates of totally in-house programs (i.e., o dek‘éxpériéhCé
component). Both Asche and Vogler (1980) and Numez and Russell (1982) found
that employers tended to be quite dissatisfied with the basic skills, reading,
writing and math of younger workers in EVE as well as non-CVE programs. Frazier

available only for the years 1978 to 1979, and only .or students employed in
training related jobs. The numbér of subjects was 4,668 former students. Based
on measures of job preparédness; quality of work, technical knowledge and work
attitudes: employer's rated CVE students higher in every category than regular
vocational students.

“The esults of the remaining studies reviewed generally tended to show
either very high ratings for CVE employees or else rated them Higher or equal to
other groups. In no case were CVE students rated lower in job performance.
Although Lewis et al. (1976) found that employers rated CVE graduates low on cor=
muiiication skills, they qualified this by stating that it could possibly be a
raflection of the low regard among employers for the basic academic skills of
young workers in general.

Civic Related

in the subcategory titled civic related, two measures were found or
suggested as possible program indicators: avoidance of trouble with authority
47
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and citizenship. These indicators are very broad and imply value based
judgments which are hard to defend: Nevertheless; if CVE programs are having
any impact on these broad goals, a researcher must be aware of them.

Conflict with authority. Passmore (1980) analyzed data elements for the

1977, 1978, and 1979 annual demographic files of the Current Population Survey
(CPS) to examine the characteristics of jobless youth in the United States. He
stated that "Juvenile crime and youth unemployment are related.::although
whether crime or unemployment are cause or effect or are simultaneously deter-
mined, is unknown" (p. 3).

school suffer less unemployment subsequently than youth who do not and that
thers e a statistically significant correlation between youth unemployment and
youth arrest for a variety of crimez. Johnson (1981) found a consistent but
negative relationstip between job satisfacticn and job performance and reports of
getting into trouble in his study of four youth groups. Lewis (1976) attempted
ts determine if holding a job while in school had any effect on student disci-
plinary problems. He noted relatively high levels of disciplinary problems

both for students who worked as well as students not working. The only measure
where ha found a difference was for truancy. Students nct working were signifi-
cantly more likely to skip school than students who were Working.

A study related to the issue of civic indicators was conducted by Freeberg
(1976). His subjects ccnsisted of 184 male and 215 females who had completed a
worker training proqram for out of school youth. He surveyed them after gra-
duztion; then approximately six to eight months later: Freeman's purpose was to
ascertain the relationsnip between a number of short-term program completion
criteria and subsequent post-program criterion measures. Some of the variables
in the skort=term grbuping were quite specific and included Such ineasires as
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actual police contacts, peer ratings, number of people giving the worker a hard

time, and family feelings about the trainee. Freeberg's (1976) findings show a
pattern of significantly consistent correlations between the short term and
longer term outcomes. His findings suggest that specific criteria can be deve=
Toped which will permit an effective evaluation of he impact of education and
training orograms on youth socialization.

Citizenship. Several researchers attempted to assess citizenship th-ough
such means as voter registration and voting patterns. Stromsdorfer and Fackler
(1973) looked at voter registration ane found né relation<'iip between proba-
bility of voter registration and types of curriculum: The NIE report (1981)

also found no difference in voting behavior between vucational education

students and general curriculum students: Woods and Haney (1981) suggest that
both voter registration and voting itself are poor proxies for citizenship.

Summary

CVE programs generally appear to receive favorable marks from cooperating
employers. 1In several cases CVE students were rated higher than stidents in
reqular vocational education programs. It remains unclear which businesses
provide an economic benefit for employers.

The evidence that CVE programs lead to civic benefits, i.e., reduced crime,
higher voting patterns is far from conclusive and only suggests that working
While in school may deter soiie forms of delinguency. Citizenship behavior as
reflected in voting behavior did not seem to be influenced by type of high

school curriculum.
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Personal Outcomes

For purposes of this review, personal outcomes are broadly defined as any
outcome which is related to the personal, social, attitudinal, knowledge or
skill development of the individual. Many of these outcomes are not explicitly
mandatad for evaluation by Fzderal legislation. However, iost educators
acknowledge the importance of such outcomes in contributing to subsequent labor
arket siccess. The following measures were most prevalent in the literature:
job satisfaction; affective work competencies; occupational krowledge,
catisfaction With school program, basic academic skills, communication skills,
job seeking skills and occupational competencies.
siubcategories that provide a measure of "vocational competency:"

[. Technical Competencies: mastery of occupational duties and

responsibilities.

Gccupationai competencies or skills:

Basic academic skills.

!

!

Job seeking skills.
- Communication skills.

1. Occupationai adjustment competencies: personal adjustment to the work

environment.
- uup satisfaction.
- Affective work competencies:

[11. Career development competency: understanding ones self and then

Falating to specific career goals.
- QOccupational knowledge:

-~ Satisfaction with =chool programs.
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Technical Competencies

Considering the importance of technical proficiency, it is surprising that
few researchers have used this measure as an outcome variable. This may reflect
the difficulties in collecting the data to measure this outcome. In many cases,
measuring occupational skills would require batteries of tests, most of which
have not even been developed. The NIE (1981) report stated "there is a major
practical probler With occupational proficiency measures and criterion referenced
testing. The first do not yet exist for most occupations and criterion refer-
enced testing is still in its developmental stage" (p. IV-20). Since develop-
ing these tests would entail a considerable expense, it is no surprise that the
NIE (1981) study found only 14 states assessing student performance and these
were described as using tests of gquestionable reliability and validity.

Cushman et al. (1968) in their study of EVE students devissd multiple
choice achievement tests to assess "the impact of work experience on vocational
student acquisition of technical, occupationally relevant knowledge" (p. 28).

In an ornamental horticultural prografm, dué to the heterogenenity of curriculum
content from school to school they were forced to devise six subtests to use in
measuring occupational competéncé. In the agriculture mechanization area,
program homogeneity allowed the use of a single instrument. Comparing CVE

that CVE students scored significantly higher on the achievement tests.

With respeci to basic academic skills, several studies have used grade
point average (GPA) as a proxy measure. However, no major studies of CVE
programs were found which directly assessed basic academic skills; job skills or
communication ability. Some evidence supports the importance of assessing these
abilities.

The Research for Better Schools Study (RBS, Richards 1981) of regional
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employers 1n Delaware; New Jersey and Eastern Pennsylvania used a questionnaire
to survey 178 employers on the importance of 9 transition skills {school to
work). The guestionnaire included basic academic skills and communication

skills: THe categories were derived from 11 earlier stidies of employer atti-

tudes towards young workers. The RBS survey found cemmunication skills to rank
ber three in importanice to emplovers while basic academic skills ranked
Fourth in importance to employers. The NIE (1981) veport also listed basic
academic skills, as well as abilicy to cope with job change as major goals for
Joeational education. It suggested that these goals are implicit in the Federal
Vocational education legislation.

Occupat ional Adjustment Eompetencies

The two outcome criteria in this catégory are affective work competencies
and job satisfaction. Beach and Kazanas (1981) defined affective work competen-
cies as "social psychological characteristics inciuding habits which are mani-
Festations of preferable work behaviors that persons demonstrate" (p. 51).

Their research indicated that proper work habits are critical for entering the
job market as well as maintaining a successful employment récord. They noted
that despite the evidence supporting the importance of affective work competen-
cies; it is an area which is often overlooked by many educators.

A substaitial amount of research attempted to evalua®e outcomes that could
be classified under Beach and Kazanas's (1981) definition. The only personal
outcome category which was found more frequently in the literature was jeb
c3tisfaction. Perhaps a reason for the large amount of research in this area is
that it is an extremely broad classification. In Beach and Kazanas's (1981) AWCI
inventory, it included 59 individual characteristics grouped into 15 clusters.

Luft and Suzuki (1981) described affective characteristics as ron-technical
employment competencies and icentified 59 non-technical competencies from which
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a list consisting of 31 items was developed. This list was sent to coordinators,
counselors and employers who had worked with CVE students. They were asked to
indicate the level of importance of each compétency on a five point scale. Tne
results showed that coordinators, counsélors and employers tended to agree on
the importance of these competencies. The similarities in the competencies
identified by Luft and Suzuki (1981) and those in the Kazinas inventory (1981)
are striking.

Two studies of CVE programs which used selected affective work competencies
35 outcome criteria (Slick and Welch, 1974 and Lewis et al: 1976) found no
di“ference between CVE students and non-CVE students: Johnson (3981) fcund that
CVE studerits scored lower on work attitudes and ability to get along with co-
workers than regular vocational education students:

One of the most ambitious studies in the area of affective competencies was
conducted by Dunn, Ridley, and Welker (1982). Their study used regular voca-
tional education students as subjects and drew on 25 of the £l secondary level

in New York to collect data on 7,@# studeits including 3,842 graduating seniors
enrolled in 75 different occupational areas. They compared the students from
occupational high schools with stidents from home feeder schools on nine atti-

tide scales which included a broad grouping of affective competencies as outcome

strictly in terms of affective competencies since tney also measured attitudes
toward school as well as job finding competency:

A major purpose of the Dunn et al. (1982) project was to develop a
Feliable and valid instrument for measuring Students' school and related Social
sttitudes as well as to compare the attitude of students in occupational
prograiis with students in other high school programs. They found that occupa-
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tional seniors clearly exceeded home school seniors in four of the rine measures
used: 1) positiveness towards their school experience, 2) positiveness toward
their classmates, 3) confidence in their career goals; and 4) confidence in
their job keeping skills. *

In examining the results for post high school graduation job satisfaction,
eight CVE stugiss used job satisfaction as a criteria while one study compared
stiidents satisfaction with in-school work education jobs to student satisfaction
With a part-time job held while attending high school. Of the eight studies
reviewing post-high school job satisfaction, six found little cr no difference
betwean CVE studenis and non-CVE students. Stromsdorfer and Fackler {(197%)
stiudenis and Welch (1980) who did not use a comparison group, reports that 66
percent of CVE students were satisfied with their jobs.

Silberman (1974) compared data from 1,016 students in 50 work education pro-
grams with data from 696 students rnot in a formal woik education program but who
were holding part-time jobs. Students in formal work education programs were sig-
nificantly more satisfied with their jobs than students not sarticipating in a

the meaningfdlness attached to a job which is closely related to their career goals.

Career Developrent Competencies

Tuo cutcomie criteria are listed in this category: occupational knowledge

and satisfaction with the school program. Occupational knowledge can be defined

sc af individuals general knowledge of the skills, requirements, duties, and
vocational education in Minnesota is the exploration of occupations with the
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intention of providing the student with information needed to make realistic

1.000811). Edin (1979) in a study of 155 teachers in 19 secondary vocatioral
Centers in Minnesota asked them tc rate thrée goals in terms of importance:

occupational explorction, preparation for further training and job placement.
Sixty six percent rated occupational exploration & the most important goal:

oo

consisting of 17 items to current CVE students. Each item included a job
title and three job descriptions, one of which was a match for the job title:
Wnen students holding stnonl supervised jéBé were compared with students
found that male job holders scored significantly higher than nor job holders.
However, the difference in scores; approximately one percentage point is pro-
bably of no practical significance.

Examining students' satisfaction with their school programs was a par-

(1980) both hbtéd‘é very high level of program satisfaction on the part of CVE
students, while Hernstadt et al. (1979), Lewis et al. (1976), Slick and Welch
(1974), and Frankel (1973) each conciuded that students in CVL programs were
fiore satisfied with their school programs than were students in a variety of
other comparison groups, ﬁnciuding work study programs, regular vocational edu-

cation programs and gereral education curriculums.

(82l
ol
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Summary -

In Tooking across the studies reporting on the job satisfaction of CVE
students versus those in other orugrams; there appears to be no strong eviderice
that CVE sfudents are any more satisfied with their jobs than are other students.
in the development of afféctive work competencies, the evidence was mixed. One
study reported a negative effect for CVE students; one a primarily positive

tfoct Lased 6n self-reports; and others found no difference in either self-

[¢oh]

scteen or relation.tip skills between CVE students and students in other.
programs. Occupational knowledge was a critaria which only one study uttempted
to measure and this study did not find many practical differences between CVE
students and the working students: No research was found that CVE programs
v6sult in the development of greater sccupational skills, job skills or other
kinds of abiiities categorized as technical competencies. This finding pri-
marily reflects the lack of attention directed to this area as well as the dif-
ficulty of measuring such skills.

The most positive findings for CVE programs was in the area of overall stus

dent satisfaction with their :chool programs. All six studies reviewed found
CVE students to be either more satisfied or significantly more satisfied with
their program than stiderts in selected comparison groups.

Although personal outcomes are consistently viewed by educators as a pri-
mary goal of schooling, it appears that standardized, systematic efforts to
measure such outcomes are still only in the developwent stage. The task ramains
For edicators to develop effective mea-ures of these oltcomes.

Equity and Equal Opportunity Outcomes

THe philosophical arguments over what equity and equal opportunity mean

would extend well beyond the scope of this review. The fact that the defini-
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tional problems seem-to be far from settled (Burbules, Lord and Sherman 1982)
presents a dilemma for educators since evaiuating the results of the services
tions for evaluation. The five critéria in this category are: (1) services to
women. (2) services to members of minority groups, (3) services to handiczpped
persons, (4) services to disabled persons and (5) services to persons of limited
English speaking ability.

Hendrickson (1981) noted that less attention has been given to evaluating
these requirements than for any other federal requirement: The NIE report (1981)
stated that some of the reason for this may be do to inadequate program
resolurces as well as inadequate Federal guidelines provided for program deli-
verers. The NIE (1981) report ﬁbiéa that for a state to evaluate services to
special needs populations in terms of planning and operational processes as wellwm..
as avaiiéB%iﬁfgra? services and acress to programs would call for a "battery of
sophisticated and costly evaluations" (page IV=XXI).

There are others who see a dif%éréhtlréasoh for the low emphasis on eva-

luating services to special populations. Barton and Frazier (1980) stated that
schools tend to encourage destructive societal stereotyping through restrictive
Course offerings; curriculum materials, and biases on the part of teachers;
counselors, and administrators. They noted that vocational school programs in
particular havé tended to restrict the roie of women in Eﬁé labor market.
Reubens (1974) echoes Bartun and Frazer (1980) in her statement that " A
significant aspect of vocational courses is their sex rcle stereotyping and par-
ticularly, the relegation of girls to the occupations that lead to less
favorable labor market outcomes or have no connection to werk at all" {p. 301j.
McClure (1979) stated that "Vocational schools prepare minerites and women for
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that this is s true today as it was in the last century.

ffé;p*ojéct on National Vocational Education Resources of the National
Instituts at Berkeley conducted a random Survey of 1 200 local agenc1es pro-
viding vocational education in ten states during 1980 to 1981. Benson (1982)
compared the percentage of districts hiring or reassigning staff to promote sex
equity between the years 1978 to 1980. Only five percent of the secondary |
district programs as compared to 20 percent of the postsecondary districts
reported hiring or reassigning staff to promote sex equity:

'Béhsah (1982) also used this data to compare the percentages of secondary
and post-secondary agencies incurring excess costs for handicapped and
disadvantaged students. In five service areas, the percentage of agencies
incunring special costs at the secondary level ranged from four to 23 percent
while at the post-secondary level, the range was 20 to 42 percent. Hamilton
(1979) reportéa that 60 percéhf of the handicapped bééb]é between the ages of 16

tréihihg necessary to prepare them for émb16yméht. The research suggests that

requireinents.
Another explanation for the low briority assigned to equity issues stems

~

Lecht (1974) suggested that economic and eF11L1ency criteria can sometimes
conflict with equity concerns. Hé noted sSomewhat Facet1ously that if effec-.
tiveness and efficiency are to be the primary goals for vocational education

than it would make sense to invest resources in the most capable people ang to
ignore the special needs population. Numez and Russell (1982} in their survey of
manuf acturers found that they assigned a low priority to estab11sh1ng speC1a1

opportun1t1es for m1nor1t1es and for pr0v1d1ng nontrad1t1ona| occupat1ona1
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trainiig by sex. Scmewhat paradoxicly the NIE (1981) report showed that while
most State vocational education directors support the federal evaluation
requirements for special needs population; only one State favored using “serving
special needs" as an indicator of program quality.

Looking riore specifically at research concerned with CVE programs, Walsh
aiid Bireglio's (1976) study on urban CVE programs indicated that since 1968 there
has been a substantial increase in the number of programs for disadvantaged and
they Ffound that the range of occupations was narcower for minorities than non-
minorities and that high school minorities were slightly less satisfied with
their cooperative experience than their non-minority counterparts. Considering
the outcomes for women, Walsh and Breglio (1978) found that they were lower than

for men: Women had a more restricted occupational range and when they entered

sroportionally more disadvantaged students than noncooperative programs in the
junior year, but that there was no difference in the senior years for proportion
of disadvantaged students served by programs. The pertenfage'6F handicapped
students in all programs, cooperative as well as non-cooperative was low. Also,
there was no difference found Ly type of training. They noted that more CVE
graduates were females. Non-cooperative graduates tended to be male and the
percentage of graduates who were non-white was greater for cooperative programs _
Lloyd (1981) used a panel of axperts to select five states for a study of
quality indicators for CVE programs: State directors in these five states recon-
mended 80 high schools of which 67 were included in the study. One hundred
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responded to questionnaires and survey instruments. iLioya found that 73 percent
of the teachers had special programs for special needs students including han-
dicapped and disadvantaged students: Forty-nine percent had programs for high
school dropouts. The percentage of disadvantaged students enrolled in the CVE
programs ranged from 2 low of four percent to a high of 16 percent within the
five states. The mean for all five states was eight percent. The percentage
of handicapped students served ranged from six tenths of a percent to three
percent with a mean of one percent. A rather surprising finding was that 14 of
the 75 teacher coordinators dzalt with all of the handicapped students. With
respect to sex equity; Lloyd found that the majority of males and famales were
orimarily enrolled in the traditional male and female occupations. “Ethnic
groups appeared to be adequately represented in the study grodp; however , some
confusion with respect to the number of responses on this issue rendered the
#indings suspect. |

Summar y

Altholugh there has been some significant gains made in services to women
and minorities giar th. last decade; the evidence suggests that the work to
establish an equitable distribution of services and opportunities to women;
disadvantaged, minor i¥ias and special needs students is far from completed.
More troubling is the.fact that the evidence shows a mixed commitment to the

goals of equity in education.

CVE programs by definition are dependent upon local employers for jobs an

‘ training stations. Perhaps because of this fact they appear to reflect the

current equity status of the world of work.
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Conclusion

A number ¢7 outcome measures were examined which have been used by those
assessing vocational education programs. Tlese measures are assumed to Feflect
what are both implicit and explicit goals for vocational education and EVE
programs. None of the theoretical frameworks reviewed provided a system wherein
goals, criteria and outcome measuras were easily distinguished and conceptually
distinct. s

The literature reviewed suggested the fwo major limitations of criterion
Sutcofie measures stemmed from: 1) philosophical differences corcerning the
goais of vocational education and 2) measurement problems within & dynamic
social system. A major philosophical issue contributing to some of the goal
conflict in vocational education derives from the 1ack of & concensus concerning
the purpose of vocational education in the public secondary school system.

This latter issue highlights the need for careful and continuing examin-
ation of the goals established for vocational education programs. Without
a3 concensus on goals, decisions cannot be effectively made regarding the
program outcomas be selected and evaluated.

The outcomes reviewed derive from a social system which includes a shared
cilture, cultural values, roles, role expectations; and institutions or groups
wherein members conform tu snared standards of behavior (Moss, Smith, Copa,
1972). Every society is an organized network of smaller groups. The culture of
each group providing a way of life shared by its members. Groups and institu-=
tisns connote roles (some assigned and some veluntary) in which members are
expected to behave in prescribed ways: These group expectations induce a set
of standardized behaviors which denote "erpected roles". Both groups and
individuals share an expectation of derived benefits from this organized
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collaboration (Mass; Smith, Copa, 1972).

" Beriefits are assessed by measuring outcomes which should reflect the
perceived goals and mission of each group: In a socio-edicational nexus; goals
and outcomes, are intertwined so that outcomes are not always distinguishable
fiom goals. Gutcomes may be categor ccd within a schema which portrays various
aspocts of the individuals role #s impacted by the demands of influence groups
or stakeholders in the larger sccia! structure. In our CVE model these include,
the individual, the family, tne s:hool. tie employer and the immediate
community. The individual is r« 1317y vicJed as the hub of e-ch o t55iu
subsystems. Figure 3 illustrate these relationships.

The Figure 3 sociai system mudel suggests that five seis Gf goals can be
derived from an analysis of the rJlé expectations imoiicit in.the individual's
_perfor. ©c& within each of the constituent groups in the ivamework: Thus, there
would be a set of goals for the individual within a school context, within a
Work context, within a family context, within a community content and a more
general set of goals deriving from the individuals perspective of him/herself.
In general, one would expect that outcome criteria or benefit indicators could
be developed which wouis adequately measure the extent of goal attainment.

In the review of literature, the outcomes foind corresporided to the
sxpected roles and behaviors prescribed for the individual in the contoxt of the
CVE program.

Figure 4 presents the outcomes reviewed; abstracted and organized by
berieficiary categorie :: The argument can be made that a11 of so~iety benefits
from the education of the individual, and that several outcomes cul across
certain classifications: However, it is maintained that outcomes ¢ an be viewed
as primary (direct) and secondary (indirect) benefits: The effort in Figure q
was to categorize items by assigning outcomes to the primary beneficiary groups
reflected in the literature reviewed: __

62

i



Employer

Figure 3. CVE Social System Model.

& 73




o Cos.-effective school prograas

e Decrecased high school drop - .,
out rates -/

\. & Reduced crime and

. delinguericy

\ ® Reduced sex role

\ ihquitics

» Rediuced descrimi-
ratian ard soclal/

Family disadvantage for School
minarities and
_handicapped

& lrcredsed earrings s % of étyaéhté
a aduating
~ ¢ Placemont of CVE
\\\\ graduates
e Higher GPA
e Relatedness of - '\
training to enploy~
ment ) <
e Abil.:ty of students\
to pursie further
edacation

7

Individual

Wigs and earnings

Jeb advancement

s Sclino' 3 tendance

[re—

Job skills

Job satisfaction
Affective work competencies
Occupational knowledge
School satisfaction

® ® @ e @ O e

‘Job seeking skilis

Basic skills

Employer

Quaiity Imblnyﬂéé 7
Reduced cost or training new employees
Technicaliy competent workers

Satisfactoriness of CVE employees

® & ®

Figure 4. CVE Social System Model with Benefits.

: 64

&

"N

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Figure 4 reflects outcomes which have been studied. It does not endorse
valués assigned to outcomes, although it is hoped that outcomes with a higher
social priority are indeed those that are being studied. The lack of studies
addressing outcomes pertaining to family benefits and conversely to the families

If local goals for CVE programs in secondary school are to be established,
it is important that local community value priorities underlying these goals
be examined: This should be done in concert with an examination of the values
priorities underlying the goals set for CVE programs by both Federal and State

Tegislation:
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_ CHAPTER IV.

INPUTS AND PROCESSES

This section of the review examines research literature pertaining to
the inputs and procecs components of the CVE model proposed. The 1iteratire was
reviewed to find those program characteristics which had scme empir:-al basis
for being considered as an indicator of program siccess. Such indicators

program: he charecteristics referred to in this section as quality indicators
are divided into the following catégories: school components, job components,
and coordination activities.

Referrring again to our revised model of vocational education (Figure 2);
the school components and employment component consist of both inputs and pro-

cesses. School inputs includes such items as students, staff, textbooks;
classrooms, materials, payroll, budget, and any other resuurces which in
t+emselves could not be construed as a process: Similarly employment inputs
denote the job site, supervisors, equipm2nt, payrs11l and all other resources
used in the training of the student:

Scho 1 processes consists of any systematic series of actions directed
towards the attainmert of one o- more program goals. A numbéer of these cutcomes

were described in the previous section. These activities could be placed in a
heirarchy, from the most mpertant to the least important. One of the problems
With this heirarchy would be that often & higher rated prrcess could not be
implemented were it not for the presence of a lower rated procesi: For this
reason nio such scaling was attemptrd, although it seems reasonable to assume
tha'. some processes are more importint than others.

Employment processes includes training activities; work activities and
sipervisory activities. The major difference between employment processes snd
67
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SChoo! processes is that the primary focus of the school processes is the indi-
vidual while in the employment process the individual is secondary to the goals

of productivity and profitability. The school exists to serve the individual
While the viorker exists to serve the company: This is a consideration that many
individuals who are not in the private sector ignore.

Ths coordination between the school componert and the employment component

via advisory councils into the curriculum and joint evaluations of both students
and progrars.
Several caveats should be mintioned regarding the indicators in this

which differed considerably in ¢cope and quality: Third; the research does ot
enable us to determine which are the critical indicators and which are essential
5ut not critical. 'ih theory, this-could be dccomplished if a common measure of
siyn‘ficance existed which would permit weighing the value of one indicator
against another.

Firnally, considerable latitude was taker, i restating some of the charac-
ceristics used as quality indicators in this study. Whenever it seemed apparent
lar processes, they were combined. Most characteristics are not phrased
exactly as in théir original stucy. It is hoped that the aéséikbtiehs are not
<o Lroad that the essence of the original charactaristic is lost. Since tnere
was no boay of ‘terature d¢fining key quality indicators; the researchers had
to judge which indicators merited special consideration die to their ability to
positively inflUncé program : uiLComes .
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This porition of the review is characterized by two important features.

First; each of the studies reviewed attempted to make an association hetween a
program input or process and some objective measure of program success, i.e.,

a program outcome. Second, the literature considered included studies drawn
from research on youth employment and training programs, youth work experience
programs; experiental education programs ard CVE programs. Since the outiiomes
of these programs are similar, it was reasoned that factors which distinguished
good programs would be generalizeadle across program areas. This is an assump-

tion which may be challenged.
School C: ripeents

This section of the inputs and processes intludes the many diverse elements

of the educational piocess itself (see Table 1). A great deal of CVE research
has been dire~ted at exsmining the impact of these elements on student goals and
Motivaticr: Given the Aferican 3ducational philosuphy, it is usually the school
which receives the credit when these aoals are met and the blame when they cre

not: THis situdation exists despite the fact that the school is but a partner in

the eulcational process and in a CVE program, industry and the economy are
additiona’ partrers. Nevertheless, it seems likely that the school will continue
to carry the ma; :r share of re<ponsibility for the success or failure of <uch
programs as CVE.

The basic criteria for enrolling students in CVE programs has been that
they are motivated and can henefit from the program. Many schocls, ' swever,
place a grade level and age (Lloyd; 1976) requirement on entry into the CVE
program: With respec: to "metivation" (a rather difficult guality to measure),
it appears that many ccordinators attempt to control this by working ciosely
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Table 1
QUALTTY INDICATORS FOR A COOPERATIVE VOUITIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM:
‘ SCHOOL COMPONEN'>S

*2.

w.No
AN

oy
iy

15.
16:

17:
18.

~- OO0~ OO

Students

Progreams should be balanced in enrollment with respect to age, sex, race,
and socio-economic status. } } ,
Students selected for the program should be highly motivated.

Administration

The administration is responsive to the needs of the program, individuals
and businesses connected with the program. ,
The administration takes responsibility for program placement.

Staff
School staff should resemble racial balence of the community.
Teacher-cocrdinator is provided with extended time when and if needed.
Teacher-coorr inator teaches the related class.

Flexible silary scales Yor vocational education teachers.
Approoriate coordinator and student ratio and coordinator work load:.
A11 siaff have valid teaching licenses in theiv specific vocational area.

Each staff member meets the vocational education® work experience require-
ments of the state. o S ]
The coordinator is implementing the guals of the total educational_program.
Staff members obtain help from other teachers in recruiting and selecting
students . e
Coordinator has a rapport with youth:

Facilities
A private area exists for tne coordinator to counsel with students.
Adequate space, equipment and instructional materials are provided for the
coordinator to carry out their responsivilities

Transpbortation to jobs is available.

The cooperative staff has adequate control of facility and equipment
utiljzation.

Tastruction and Training Materials
Class schedules allow students fl-xibility to participate in directed work
experience.

Reading level of materials i acches student's reading level.

Competencies; objectives and nuiber o hours oi instruction are appropriate
for the learning of the specific occupat:cis.

[nstrJaction and training materials are current and meet prevailing business
necds. : -

Students are proviced with meaningful laburatory and project experiences

which allow them to apply knowledge and skills learncd in the classroom.

Competencies cxist to insure acguisition of basic educition skils.
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Table 1 (continued)
Instruction and Training Materials (continued)

affectave work competencies is available:

career exploration and decision making is

25. Instruction and training in

26. Instruction and training in

N available.

27 . Student youth organizations are available and utilized:
SbétiéT Programs

29. Job p]acement serv .- are ava1lab1é.
Program Planning and Evaluation

20. A comprehens1ve tra1n1ng p]an is used to direct the achievement of 1earn1ng

. experiences and to determine 1earn1ng performance.

31. Students are kept informed of their skills and kricwledge achieveient via a
comprehensive training plan directed by tv¢ cooperative coordinator.

»Indicates an item where there is some disagreemeant in the literature

with school counselors or other teachers who will refer “motivited" students
for CVE enrollments (Lloyd, 1976).

A few researchers suggested that there should be stricter entry require-
ments for CVE students: McKinney et al. (1981) suggested that student admission
to CVE programs be restricted to students with interest and potential -- the
traditional vocationai education legislation positiens. Mangum and Garth (igféj
advocated restricting the numbers of "unmotivated youth" placeéd in work
experienced programs.

fékihq 4 stand quité oppréd to scrictei program entry requ1rements,
(Franxel,; 1977; condemned CVC programs for their use of “proper student
ittituds" as i selection criteria. F-ankel (1973) concluded that pregram coor-
dinators should not exclude students on the basis of attitudes (since these are
often discriminatory) apd that guidelincs should be establishad for CVE programs
with respect to their exclusion of students for eitlier behnavioral or attitudinal
reasons. _
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The iscie uf whether or not there should be special entrance qualifications
I B . S , ,
for CVE programs reflects a basic difference in educational philosophy regarding
both the role of a CVE pragram as well as its potential ability ta deal with a

heterogeneous population: ;

Administration

' coveral studies emphasized the need for the school adminiitration to be
~esnansible for the overill needs of the CVE progran. Benson (1982) stated that
WThe swignd factor Which deter~ines quality in vocational education is admini-
strative Teadership™ (¢ o7). tu imp’ied wnat vocctional education has often
been plicad in the role of the ugly steochild by principals who have had little
interest o~ background in the trades or privaic biusiness. Lloyd (1976) found

tionship -ith the school administration was vital to coordinating a success<ul
CVE program.

wubbena's (1986) tinding. also indicated the need 7oi an administration which
con assume a supportive role in thie operatiun of a CVE program. Wubbena {1980)
conducted an investigation on the purceived importance of 288 selected program
characteristics: The poruiation of his study consisted of all secondary distri-
Sutive education teachiérs within the central region (13 states). From this
ponpulation; a rar.dom sample of 450 teachers was selected. To avoid any possi-
bility of bias. these 450 teachers were Further divided into 6 subgroups. Three
jroUps were used to rate the import.ice of each item, while the other three
groups completed a fulfillment reting for éach item. The respense rate was
approximately 57 percent for the mail questionnaive. The respondents were asked
t5 select from 6 statements regarding the perceived importance of an iten.
These statemerts ranged fror very high importance to no importance.

The study selected as high importance items; all those which had been rated
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either very I :h or high. Fifty-seven of the items met this criteria and were
identified as important eements for an effective CVE program.
Two of the items wirich supported the involvement of the administration in the
"operation of a CVE program were:
- The administrative structure s flexible enough to serve the diversified
needs of individuals and distributive businesses.
- The administration is respansive to serving the diversified nescs of indi-
viduals and of distributive businesses. (p. 156)
~The issue of administrative responsibility for job placement was also
raised by the McKinney et al. (1981) study of thc factors related to the job
olacement of former secondary education students in ticiring related jobs:
They found that high placement existed in schools where ati’inistrators,
principaie, counselors and teachers viewed placement in employmeric relatea
training as the primary purpose of the vocational zducation program and where
principals in particular were committed to the placement of rormer Vbcatiihui‘
edii~: tion ‘students in jobs related tc their tFaihihg; High placement. sites we.e
P (r‘iaéteriiéa by the responsibility for job placement being spriad among
tiny schoelpersonnel: |
Indicatqrs for a quality staff include the sersonal characteristics of the
" CVE coordinators as well as extérnal conditions which may impact on the coordin-
‘experience, accreditation and zquity. Of thiese conditions, the issue of salary
;fOk CVE coordinators was often overlooked. In the 288 items listed by Wubbene
if{igéoj not one concerned salaries for CVE coordinators.
2 Benson (1982) stated that the principles of tenure and equal pay "make it
; virtually impossible for comprehensive high schools to keep their vscatjehai
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brograis up to date and compétently staffed” (p. 55): Benson (1982) lists the
ability to iespond to local labor market conditions 3 an important attribute of
a4 quality program. Since vocational salaries are highly effected by prevailing
ihAuStry wages, the characteristics or flexible salary scales has been included
as a quality indicator despite the fact that no empirical evidence exists to
support its value in.a CVE program.

McKinncy et al. (1981) also addressed the issue of equity as an indicator |
of quality programs: He found that higher job placement existed at sites “‘efé/
the school staff had a racial balance similar to the community served. This

criteria was stated as an "impression" derived from his integrating both the

tements pertaining to the issue of equity as it applied to program charac-
teristics, but none of these were rated as high importance items.

The 1s¢1> of staff time as a quality indicator was raised by several
Ciudies. Both W.ibbena (1981) and Lloyd (1981) found that EVE coordinators need
S considerable anount of extra time to devote to coordinating the overall acti-

vites of the programs as well as to teach the related instrictional class.
Additionally, Wubbena (1981) and Lloyd (1981) stre  « the importance of an
appropriate coordinator to student ratio: Lloyd (1981) found that 34 of 75 CVE
coordinators rated student-teacher ratio as a primary réason for program suc-
655, while 37 out of 75 rated sufficient tipe for coordination as a primary

second most important item:
the need for staff licensure, experience and accreditation are also Supported
by the literature as essential elements of a quality CVE program: Wubbena's (1981)
Fespondents considered the need for the CVE coordinator to have a valid teaching
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certificate in distributive education as a high importance item; while Lloyd

(1981) stated that a CVE coordinator should be certified in at least one vocat: -al
area as defined by the United States Department of Education: dJohnson (198%)

found that c ©vied, qualified staff were one of the five categories of program
qualities which we;é significantly related to positive program outcomes. Qualified
Staff included teachers who had more work experience, were more involved in "
orofessional organizations; and frequently attended inservice meetings.

MSéVéréi of the items in this category appear tu be self-evident, in par-
ticular the need for space; equipment and matériaTS. Wubbena (1981) was very
explicit on this issue and goes so far as to specify that a telephone be
iVailable in the CVE coordinator's office, as well as that a private area exist
need for adequate facilities and equipment in a guality programs:--

The need for adequate transportaticn was addressed by both McKinney et al:
(1981) and Walsh and Breglio (1976): McKinney et al. (1981) cited it as a signi-
ficant barrier to high ﬁ1éééﬁéﬁt while Walsh and Breglio (1976) note that in
several cities the inadequacy of public transportation coupled with the distance
students were expected to drive to work stations limited the enrollment in CVE
programs to those students who had the luxury oF use of a private automobile.

Instruction And Training Materials

Harris (1971) surveyed employers and teacher coordinators working with
distribitive-education programs in a fivé state area. Four hundred and ninety
six (72%) of the teacher courdinators and 544 (50.1%) of the employers
- responded. One of thé major objectives was to determine how important certain
program procedures and operations were to the success of a cooperative plan
distributive education program.
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Employers and coordinators were asked o rdte the importance of nine
selected items on a three point scale including: very important, important, and
un important . A1l hine iteins were rated as very 1mportant or 1mpor_1nt 0f the

9 items; ”tra1n1ng ifiaterials for the student to study in schiool which are
velated to his training station experience" received the second highest ranking
Jhile "the roed for the classroom instruction to be related to the work

e Jnce of the student” received the highest rating.

“ha inportance of training related instriction is evident in the research
literature. Benson (1982) cited comprshensiveness and depth of instruction as
one of the three m factors of a quality program: Mckinney et al. (1981)
found that high placement existed where vocational education curriculum was
oriented tu the neads of local employers. Cushmian et al. (1988) noted the neer
to coordinate "ihe content and stgquence of instruction with job requirements”

(0. 36). Jofnson (1981) fouid that a realistic; competency based curriculum was
one: of five program characteristics which had a significant 1mpact on program
outébmes Wubbenaa (1981) reported the need te have related laboratory and-
project experiences. He also identified the need for the reading level of
training materials to match the students reading lcvel. Lloyd (1981) adds *o
this 11st the need for programs to develop stidents' basic educational skilis as
well as vocational skills: Lloyd (1981) fFourid that 64 percent of the %ﬂﬁ'hihg
sponsors surveyed thought that the intellectual level of the students in their
programs needed provement:

Affective work coupetences: A substantial aount of research indicated a need

for instruction and training in developing affective work competencizs (Beach
and Kazanas, 198%1) and that ciich comoetencies must address the beha ioral,
cognitive and attitudina’ hééég of students:. (n practice, thi. transla.is #ifto
4 neod To build employability skills, good work akti*udes, appropriate work
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tangum and Waish (1980) in the: - uf "do's and ion'ts" for work
experience programs stated that programs must include the following skills:
"working With others, controlling impulses, processing and “nterpreting infor-
mation; communcating, problem sulving, and work..ig wilh an authority structure”
(pa. 74). Lloyd (1981) noted that the CYE coordinators whe “acvght the related
class placed a high priority on teaching commini ations s & <. attitudes and
eiiployer/employee relationships: This emphazis seems well placed since training
sponsors most frequently stated that the reason they - ~cted certain students

relations and ihe ability to commumicata™ {1 loyd. 1981, p. 128). Lloyd (196.1)
ranked attitudes, employer/employee relacionships a=< communications skills as
the three most important items of instruction for the CVE -elated clas:.

Harris (I . stated that instruction shouid se desicned so that students
develop the .lic: ng competencies ai a Hightr leve! thar oresently possessed:

ifollowing directions; w rking with pegy dnc. acceptance unu adherance to
Company policies and procedures" (p. 38). McKinney et al. (1981) found that
sites with high placement rates provided students with training in job recdiress
skills.

Carcsr exploration. Wubbena's (1981) 1ist of essential itcws for a G'E quality
prog-am included both instruction in human relations ind occupational adjust-
meat. Cie of Cushman's et al. (1968) high prioricy items for CvE programs was
the aiiity of the program to help clarify a studenc's occupatioral choice.
Mangum and Walsh (1980) emphasized th- need to allow youth tu sample a variety
of occurational areas and stated that special classes should be coordinated for
thHe nuriose of enhancing career axploraticn.

b R S - o
Vouth orgamizations: McKinney et al: (1981) noted that whére there “s high
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

level of pldceiichit, tiere is also a high level of student prirticipation in youth
organizations. i Joonson's (1981) study; 50 state dircctors of vocational edu-
however, he did not find a significant Jssociation between this criteria and
srograin outcomes: Lloyd (t981) found that an active student vocatinnal organiza-
tion was one of the prinxy reasons for LVE program success and recommendad that
an idesl CVE program include a strong vocational! student organization.
Sprecial Pragrams

Seveiral Of the studies reported a need for quality activities to sup,. rt
the cbirctives of a CVE program. Mangum and Walsh (1980) stat— 1.

.. .the experience of tho past seems to indicate that the . er

provision of jobs to youth, without program enrichment; . not

¢ffectivée in reducing school drop-vuts; eucouraging youtil to returi
to school, ir in iiproving the emplorability of youth. {(p. 77)

Followind are same of the iindings with respect to two di“ferent sevvices
Counsisling. Jonnson (1981) found chat counscling BRVices tad 4 significari
iipact on program outcomes: This finding is supported Ly thie work nf Manaum and
Wateh (19v0). Benson (1982); and Lloyd (1981) ang Walsh ind 8reglio (1976).
Mangum and aalsh {1980) noted some negative findings oii the value of courselirg
i a suppurted wo:k experience program, but concluded thac it would te inad-
vicable to cither curtail or expanu existing ¢ .nseling services oun the basis oF
the present research,

The CVE coordinators in Lloyd's (1981) study listed the need for more coun-
seling support as the numbar one prob’em which musi be addressed in order to
improve their CVE ~rograms. Benson (1982) noted that the role of the counselor
15 an éSpéCiaTiy important Jne in vorational programs; since he/she can auvice
<+ ents about skill and job requirements as well as help establish a strong
it witn lacal industry. Walsh ang Breglin (197G) founu that 47 percent of the
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students who had discussed CVE with a ccunselor (62 percent of the participants
indicated they had taked with a ccurscic=) thought that it sas eithoir very
ielpful o somewhat helpful: The opinion of EVE ceordinators towar' their.
schools connseling services was less favorable.

placement services: doinson (1¢81) £ .ud that placement « . another of the five

major characteristics which had a busitive impact on v am outcomes. Mangum
and Walsh (19601 encouraged buiiding in or at least u ing outside placement
services for students, and Lloyd (1981) recommended t .t cach high school provide
3 placement servize for students seeking full=time employment after graduation:
Ui the negative side Mciinney =t al. (1981) found that more low placement

sites nad at least one desiciated iob placement officer than did high placement
Litus. At the high placement sites tedche. s were included 5 placement activi-
tis- ard the placement office providec the coordination for such activities:
They concluded that altrkyuar resourisibility for job placement is impertant; it
st be shared.
Program Svilrations

An iuspo-~tant issue in educaticn zoday is the concern for ~valuation and
f-=1yack. The Tliterature clearly indicates the n- o for students i a CVE
program to be evaluated and kept infeormed of their pregram achieveients th-~ough
some type of formal training plar and ev+ ation instrument.
used training syreenents while 82 nercént us-d trairing plans. Harris (1971)

neted that both coordinators aid emplovers rarnked t.oe need for a training

blan and training agri: b g o Lier very important G- desirgble for @ pioc
Between tne two gro Lo was a difference in terms of perceived import

SLed dihed o juciEd the traiding agreerent as more important than a training

piin, wnile @mpic ors rated ihe training nian higher “nan the training agreemert.
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Cushinan ot al. (1968) found that teacher coordinators ranked the
syst. matic evaluation of program prbgfééé and developient soi-cated prin-
cipaliy froi student- and employers" (p: 35) as a high priority item. Students
ranked program evaluwtion ard feedback as an intermediate priority item but
rated the need to discuss and resolve training v+ " ated problems in the classroom
35 4 high priority item: Employers ranked the need for some kird of agreement
~stablishing ticir responsibility as a high priority item.
important characteristic of a quality arogram, i loyd (1931) noted thav "Taacher
Coordinators do not, in general, share with ctnucits - written mecs.rable
sbjecti.ss that they have deveioped for their CVR programs® (p. 141).

Summar v

4 total of 2! school compeient items were selected from the litérature
hocaiuse ‘hev nave been identified as guality ‘ndicators (Table 1j. They are
4 comosite of both inputs and processes viich ceci to be idportant in the
gverall oporation of a successful CVE program. These irrmie were divide @ into
seven subcategories ror<iderod inclucive of the components functionaliy admin-
istered by ciie schoo: itself: These inciuce. stiudent.. staff, administration;
Fi ilitins. instruction and training materials, spacial programs and progran
5lanning and evaluatl ion:

Many 0° the 1iems listed are problenatic in that fhey lack precise opera-
tion=]l definition: For exampli. sovéral studies indicated that the .VE coor-
din~tor <hould nsve a capport with youth. This item would seen to have at least
coah face validity but very low construct validity: In few cas-~ is "rappor’’
.. a precise défihitfbh. This profilon is TSR cral other indicators.

Gl i s iist is the specification and cange of "guality"
that coold Lew. m iy b2 foand in ceveral of the i-mis. For instanca, iol 5lare-
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ment servi cs have been found by at least one stidy to result in high placement:
a major goal of most CYE nrogram: However, this information does not ,~rmit
determining ahether or not any job placement service is better than none or
service. If this quality must exist, then it is important to detewmire pirecisely
Wh-t distinguishes a quality placement sérvice from & poor pliacerient service.

At some point the ..sessment of quality cdi be so reductioriistic the' it is
overly time consuming and costfy. A very pructical deci:zion must be made
reégarding the trade off between feasibility and validity and between dragmatism
aiid idealisii. It is easy to lose sight of the fact that the ultimete criteria is
a student who is adeguately prepared to enter the work world and thal resources
directed to this end may have to be ailocated despite a lack of conclusive G-
dence establishing a causal relationship between a pregram and its 1oals. This
is particularly true when the iaw of diminishing returns suggests the cost of

"conclusive evidence' is prohibitive:
Job Comy

AR impertant dimension of a quality CVE program includes those tharac-
teristics related to the training site (sée Tablé 2). Twa lite-uture specifies
certain characteris..cs which a Jund nraining site must jcssess in order to be
cenducive to stident growth and development. These elements reportediy can
either Lu developed through apriopriate coordination b *ieen the school and
participating business or else through careful selection and <:cening of
potentii' trair<na sites. The indicators of a guality worksite nave been

cilogorized into four areas: structural characteristics cf a work site; job

characteristics, interpersonal relationsh’ Wil supervisien
51




Tahle 2

QUALITY INDICATURS FUR COOPERATIVE VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM:
JOB COMPONENTS

Strictural Characteristics of the Worksite

Employers are in compliance with Federal; state and Tocal 1aws.
2. Jnb_sites locdted in the private sector and with small coipanie- are
preferrable.

, —s
o

Job €h awacter1st| 'S

Job cont"nt should be meaningfui.

4. Job shotld be challenging enough for the students ability level.
5. Jobs shoulcd Se related tu students course of study.
6. Duratior o: work experience should be iong urnough for the students to per-
) form a \ar1ety cf meaningful tasks. ) .
7. Job act1"1h1gs shou]d foster respon"1b111ty
8. Stud~nts should be cifered the cpporturiiy to explore the work site:
9. Students should indicate satisfaction with their jeko
10. Jobs should provide an adequate amount of work to kecp ctudents busy
Supérvision
11. Adu't encouragement is offerea for * " done at the work site.
12. E vly and tharough orientation of ¢! to inb duties and respon-
, sinilities by the employér.
13. Adequate feedback related to Jjob par el

14. Adequat~= supervision should be provide. 2T the vork site.
Irterpersonal Relationsiips

15. Appropriate adult role models at the work site. .
16. “oand social ralationship between trainee and ¥~1low workers.

Strt”fura7 Characteristics of the Work Site

Wubbena (1981) stated that employer complianceé with redera: Ctate and
local iabor laws is a major indicator of a guali rogrom. His vonclusion is sup-
‘ad by the often noted cc.ment that CYE programs should pey mivimum wage and
provide equitable remunera:ion for services rendered by student workers to an
cnployer (“ushman et al. 1968).
Several Stus'es reported that commircial sites weqe preterable to public
32
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sites and that o 1 . e 10 preferable to large sites. Harris (1971) noted.
that 39 sercsat o . . .e-cier Ascidiba oes believed that firms employing be-
faoen tWo and ten Wore v pi viced ofE benh ¢ oning sites. This belief was
reported more frodquentls iy u +1 courdinators tian by urban coordinators.
Mclinney et al. (19¢1: Found trit post-High school job placement ratés were
positively ccirrelated with sites having more smaller industries and fewer large
industries. He noted that tn.s could be cue to the fact that, for one or more
reasons, vocational education is not serving large industry:

Cushinan et al. (1968) found thet teacher coordinators rated as a high
priority item placing students in a "commercial out-of-school setting” as

opposed to public service settings. Ball and Gerould (1980) noted that in

employed® *ended to be of ~ubstantially lower guaiity than the smallor ork
sites (4 or less youth employed): In addition; the youh who worx=d in the pri-
vate sector perceived more value in their work than youth working at nonprofit
agencies:

Job Characteristics

Owens and Owen {1981} conducted a :tudy of 1103 high schcol students

envolled in 18 Experienced Based Career Educatien (EBCE) Programs in 16 states.
“3E0 i3 a program designed to integrate irdividual learning experiencec ir the
school and in the community. Two of the key duestions asked were: what

happens at specific worx sites which enhance or detract from student learning
and what job site characteristics do yculh believe iiake an excellent learning
experience? Respondents were asked to indicate the degree to which various work
site factors coritributed to an excellent or poor learning exp=: ience: The
results indgicated that four out of the five items most associzted with a good
learning site had to do with specific characteristics of the job. These were
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<tated in order of importance: hands on activities; i.e.; being able *o iry out
the Joil itself, being given chcllenging tasks to wecform, having aduli respon-
sibility and the content of learning was job ssec.fic.
chailenging tasks, the . portunity to do things themselves, instead of merely
observing; a variety of Jork, responsibility, the freedcn to explore personal
interests and ideas; and the feeling that one made some important decisions
Giich could contribute to the companies guals: Silberman /1974) in his study of
cfudents in work education programs found that "meaningfu’ness of the work role"
was one of the iniportant contributing factors to Job satisfaction. Mangum and
Walsh (1980) emvhasized that work training programs should not place students in
jobs which required little supervision or made few demands on ther.

Esiployers in the Cushinan ec 51, (1368) study rated as high priority that
students be involved in tasks wh]ch would . eve]op useful occupat1onal skills
and that the duration of the work exper1ence be 10ug enough to give stLdents the
opportunity to perform a variety of jub tasks. Teacher coordinators rated

students iiaving a "rrii job exnerience closely reiateg to the students course of

study" (p: 35) as a high prior;ty item, while student% rated being prenared for

a particular job as.a nian priors o jiem. e

Mcn1nnﬁy et al. (1981) LoLed that one character1st1§.aﬁ\l ¢t placement
<ites was that Tae vocational education programs placed students in JObS which
Gere ral-ied .o their training programs. In the Harris (1971) study, the need
For classroom training to have & relaticesiip to the student's joo was ranked
Suriber onc in & 1ist of major imnortant progre. variables by teachers, coor-
dinators ana euoloyers. Walsh and Bregiio (167o) found that sirong reia-
Sionships existed between the criteria of succass -nd tiie 4ighly i ated
intagiration a7 classwerk and on ‘he-job trainind.
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The Youth Incentive Entitiement Project was established under thi Youth Act
of 1976 (Public Law 95-93) to provide jobs in 17 communities for disadvantaged
16 to 19 year olds, coaditional on their rétu?hihg to ur remaining in school.
Each youth enrolled in the project was provided with a part-time schiool job
fFull-time sunmer job. Ball, Gerould ard Burstei: ‘.0 studied the project
worksites in order to gain a greater u.dersta .'r - what constitutes a quality

worksite: Ball et al. (19u0) selected & randoim sample of 52C work sites wiich

had spor-ored youth ° i the period of September, 1978 through November,
1979, Nineteen expi . assessors collected data on a variety of job charac-

terict:cs through fie.J visits, where they recorded the perspective of the youth
and ook sponsors as well as their owr persractives. They analyzed statisti-
cally tiose factors which made the greatest contributions to the ratings
reccrded by the youth, their supervisors and the assessors. The follewing job
chiaracteristics were first identified thrcugk a lTiterature review as ind‘cators
of a quality work site:

1. Content of the joo (skill level, perceived value of the job; and

intrinsi~ infarest in :he tasks pe: orm).

Extent to wnich youth were kept foisy.

N

3. Youths' awa eness of .ia.dards an” job duties.
4. VYoutls perception of ithe utility =¥ th vork perr.med (Whethier o- riot
they felt they made a cuiitrioution to the sponsor's mission and if
they falt appreciateéd for tneir work).
5. Youths' overall satisfaction with their jobs.
5311 et al. (1980) developed indexes fer =ach of these areas base: on
a composits of subcharacteristics wh'ch made up each of the major charac-

teristics (1istsd above). An analysis of th2se characteristics indicated that
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were (1) whether the youth wers - sy, (2) whether the yoth were satisf.ad
with their job and (3) whether to¢ joos had relatively high job content (p.
71). Usterminents based on vout: r:tings were related to a preference for joos
which Hia & high skill content, .aricis and internn*ing 4., .onts, an ample
amount of work to do and the same wor: standards fo, ;uuit. - for regular
employees.

Sugérvision

Supervision specifically refers .o the manner in which the student is
advised of his job responsibilities; ;ub progress, and job performance. These
procecses include a necd for feedback; however, fendback is merely one
component of stpervision.

Owens and uwen (1651) found that adult recognition for the student's work and
L2ing given clear direct .ons to foilow were major reasons why ce. tain job sites
eculted in excellent learning. In Conrad and Hedin's (1981) study, students
indicated it was important that they received heip when they needed it wnd that
sdiilts did not criticize them or their work: Mangum and Walsh (1980) stated
that superviscrs should demand good work habits on £t - job without being ovarly
strift, The study by Walsh and Breglio (1976) found that programs where tiie
tra‘ring and supervizion was highly rar.d had higher siccess outcomes in the
£51lowing categories: ;

1. Job satisfaction of students.

5 Student school saticfaction.

(@8]

Overall student rating of programs.

4. The iikelihood students would recommend program.
©. Attiidde towards progUiat.

6. Attitudes toward jobs. (9. 333

SiTberwan (1975) found that feer” Kk was (ie of the major factors which

e
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contribufcd to the job satisfaction of work é;periénté students in hié study:
He note: that -CVE coordinators should assign students to sites either where such
feedback is available or where.the coordinator canm assist the employer in devel-
oping the skills to pruvide such feedback: An emphasis on feedback is also
shown in the Cushman et al. (1968) study where the teacher coordinators rated

as a high priority i“em the "systematic evaluation of program progress and
dove Topent solicited principally from students and employers® (p.35). In the
priority item the need for a thorough orientation of the students to their job
duties either very early oF even ba ¢ beginning work experience. n

Ball et al. (1980) listed anon: the 14 major determinants of a quality job
site five items which support the .&d for good supervision; tnese were: (1)

youth urniderstand dutics, (2) yo:  are informed of attendance and performance

standards, (3) supervisor and yo 1 interact frequently, (4) participant to
supervisory ratio is less than “re to five and (5) the assessar judges the
quality of youth/superviscr interuaction as average or above dverage. [he

z cassor's judgilent was quided by a field instrumeni which encompassed a number
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both general and specific faciors: P
there were 13 characteristics specified which the assessors took into éttdﬁht/ih
their detciminations: These included:

1. Supervisor hid -xperience doing tasks required of youth.
2. Surmzrvisor had experierice teaching tasks required of youth.
3. Supervisor staff works in clcse proximity to youth.
4. Supervisor speaks frequently with youth (géneral statement).

5. Supervisor speaks with youth atout tasks (general starement).

ks with youth informally (general statement).

jot]]

6. Supervisor spe
7. Supervisor states he speaks with youth about tasks.
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8. Supervisor states he speaks with youth informally:

9. uth state they speak with supervisor about tasks:

10 Youth state they speak with supervisor informally:

11: Scaff usually available to answer youth's questions.

12. Youth feel supervisor héipé them do better job:

13. wWorksite assessor judges quality of youth-supervisor interaction
t6 be above average. (Ball et al.; 1980; p. 38)

Owens and Owen (1981) noted that students with higher grade point averages |
and Hispanic students were ~st “ikely to value being closely supervised than
were stidents with gre e point averages. This illustrates a potent al
difference boiween some of the attitudes held by youth. While some students may
want to be free to exﬁioré, take 1 ceponsibility and do things on their own,
otlhiers may place léééréﬁbﬁasis of these characteristics and more on a need for
closer supervision: Individual differences emphasize tre need for careful coor=

dination on the part of the work Supervsor.

{nterpersonal Relatignships

" An important éiéméht of an individuai's job success stems from their ability
to get along with their co_workars. This point was emphas. . ' in the literature
.wich explored yéutﬁzétriuudes and worl adjustment skills.

Gwans afid Owen éigéi) fourd that there was a s§ghi%icaht difference between
excellent and poor iéarning cite< based on the relationship students had with
adults at the worksites. Students at the e:.e lent sites rated their rela-
tionship with adults as significantly = than students at the poor
sites. Siitarman (1§75) found that 2ne « “nrs contributing most to job
catisfaction was thelavailability of acult role mouels. e suggested that coor-
dinators should ?mék;?éf éifé# With "ascessable 24ult modeis": /

In the Harris (i9715 siudy, one of the activities rated bv “ath coondinaters
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and employers as highly important was the assignment of a specific individual
o serve as ah‘Oh—sité iraining sponsnr for the student. Courad and Hedin
(1961) reported that the dévélopmient of a personal relationship with someone
at the work site ranked fifth among the 14 most importani characteristics
contributing to student growth.

Another additicnal interpetéonai characteristic which was hd%éd in tﬁé
literature as being aii indicator of -a quality program was the students' ability
o develop good social relationshi~ with fellow workers within a congéniai work
environment. This is not necessarily the samc as developing good work rela-
Eionsiips with co-workers and supervisers. ©ilbermans (1975, cited group
atmosphere as‘an important variable contributing o joo satisfaction. He
described this as "ths social climate of the work team, tiie availability of
supportive stimulation, and sense of family on the job" (p. 266).

Simmar y h
' The job components catogury of quality indicators included 16 iteis which
were divided into 4 subcategories. These included: structural charac-—ristics
of the work site, job characteristics, supervision éﬁa'iﬁtéfbéF56i§1 relation-
ships. Tie brief examination of some of the research which looked at causal
re! ships between these items and program outputs was far from conclusive.
One major weakness of most of Eﬁééé ‘ndicators is that the judgrient of
their quality" stems from self-ratings: suun measures ars only one potential
method of ésiabiiéhiﬁé the vilidity of a specific treatment. Before it is
possible to determine with more confidence that these items are in fact quality

indizotors, an effort must be made to link these measures witnh specified program

outcomes .
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Coordination Activities

i major difference between €EVE programs and unstrictured work study
srograns derives From the effort in CVE programs to synchronize the students’
piiployment experience with their educational activities. This requires the
wdilion of a number of linkage mechanising to facilitate the interdependences
bulwoon the schonl and the cmployment site. Since the CVE coordinator has the
primary responsibility in this system, his/her role is considered the vital ele-
ment in insuring that the school and work site are in harmony:

Hine specific itoms were identified which summarize the most critical indi=
citors foF coordinating CVE programs (see Table 3): Coordination indicators are
divided into four categories: employer responsibilities; coordinator's respon-
sibilitins, joint evaluation, and third party input. Each of these activities
ire iiendod to insure a functional relationship between the educational and

employment components of a CVE program.

Employer Responsibilities

Buth coordinators and employers in the Cushiman et al. (1968) study rated
allowing the employer the right to interview and select the applicant of his/her
choice as a high priority item. In addition, students rated as a high priority
item “obtaining placement for work experience through the normal hiring process
of application and interview" (p. 36). It seems logical that employers would
have a better attitude towards those programs which respect their right to
select employees.

Coordinator's Responsibilities

institution) can be summarized as: making an adequate number of supervisory

Visits to students and employers; conjointly planning and managing the

emplcoyment experience with the site sponsor; being professionally involved in
90
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the ficld:; and providing the employer “with appropriate input for conjoint
pyvaluations of the student.
Tabie 3
QUALITY [NDICATORS FOR_A_COOPERATIVE VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PRUGRAM:
COORDINATION ACTIVITIES

Employer Responsibilities

1. The enployer has the prerogative to intérview and select the student applica-
tion of his choice.

Coordinator's Responsibilities

Teacher coordinator is professionally involved in the field:

Coordinator has a training agreement to insure training sponsors are aware

of their responsibility and performing appropriately:

Follow-up results are obtained for students completing or ieaving the program.

o B3

=

Joint Evaluations

The employer and coordinator are jointly involved in the evaluation of the
student. S , ,

6. Teacher coordinator makes an adequate number of visits to empioyers of
cooperative students:

w

Third Party Input

An advisory council exists to ensure _community and employer input and
support the cooperative program and for program development.

Program should obtain local union Support. , o
Parents are contacted to help determine student needs when appropriate.

~

oo

Making an adequaté number of supervisory visits to employers has consis-
tently beed noted as oné of the major indicators of a quality program, (Cushman
ot al., 1968; Harris, 1971; Lloyd, 1981; and Wubbena; 1981): The coordinater's

responsibility for developing a training agreement and a training plan with site

sponsors has also been well established, (Cushman et al:; 1968, Harris. 19715
and Wubbena, 1981). The purpose of the training agreement is to insure that the
student and employer are aware of Lheir mutual responsibilities concerring pay,
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lenygth ot service, hours of work, etc. A training pian details what learning is
to take place and what competency levels must be reached by thie student trainee:
Déspite concurrence on the value and need for adequate training plans and
dgrecments there is some evidence that they are not always used.

In the Walsh and Breglio (1976) study of urban CVE programs, 73 percent of
the participating employers interviewed reported that they had not signed any
formal agreements with the schools, while less than one-half of the coordinators
reported developing any fornal training agreements. Walsh and Breglio (1976)
QoLed that "in mest cases; no training plan or contract stipulations were
writton for cmployers to follow" (p. 18). They further reported that since most

enployers participatad in grading students "without specific training plans. ..

aducational objectives" (p. 18).

The most ambiguous of a coordinator's responsibilities concerns his or.her
professional competence as well as dedication and commitment to the profession
and students. Johnson (1981) found greater positive outcomes in programs where
teachers were more involved in bfdféSSiéhai organizations, had more work exper-
ience and attended more inservice workshops to upgrade their job knowledge.
enson (1981) cited as a second major attribute of a guality program a sense of
closeness between school and industry. This meant that teachers and employers
had frequent contact with each other and often visited the others environment as
well as lending equipment and skills when needed. Lloyd (198%) stated that in a
quality E€VE program, the teacher coordinator frequently attends inservice Work-
shops, contacts employers about job openings for students and works with the stu-
dents' vocational organizations: Two of the criteria which McKinney et al. (1981)
job placement and a need for teachers to have regular contact with employers.
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Such hHdirdcluristics of profussionalism as involvement in the ricld; contact
Wwith local industry, and on-going training may requ’re a considerable amount of
a coordinator's time. Since these wre not often the xind of acti.’ ties which
4 coordinator is dircctly contracted to complete, it may be necessary to provide
additional motivition for coordnators.

Urie iimportant coordinator vosponsibility is the need to ebtain Follow-up
cosults for students completing or leaving the program: Lloyd (1981) recom-
mended that a quality EVE program condict follow-ups of former students, while
ubbena (1981) <tated that staff members should follow-up all students either
completing the program or leaving the program with a marketable skill. Finally,
Cushman's et al. (1968) study found that although teachers did nu* rate -eriodic
follow-up studies of students as a High griority item, they did rate it as an
item of intermediate importance.

Joint cvaluations

THe two major tasks that must be addressed by jeint evaluations of CVE
programs are: the need for the training sponsor to be involved in the students
on-the-job evaluation and the need for students, coordinators, and sporscrs to
jointly sarticipate in the development of a fraining plan (Wubbena; 1981).

In the Cushman et al. (1968) study, teachers rated as a high priority item
the solicitation of information from employers and stidents that could be used
to evaluate student progress: Students rated the need for employer input into
evaluations as an intermediate priority item; while student evaluatioiis were not
rated as a priority item by employers. This last finding may reflect the Toss
of time which an employer feels is involved with evaluations as well as the
general distaste many employers have for enployee evaluations.

Third person input concerns the need for CVE programs to coordinate
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{heiv dctivilies with other parties who may have an impact on the CVE Progranm.
This includes, not only employers in the local arca; but aisb the community,
local o organizations and the families of studeiits. More effort has been
divected to examining the role of the advisory council in CVE Programs than the
fiond e abor cupport or direct involvement of parénts. Research into the role
ot advisory councetl ois alimost Uiian fdious in gualifying it as one of the major
in !t ators of a quality program.

S Uushmar's ot al. (1988) study buth teachers and students rated an advi-
sory council and employer input into the planning process as a high priority
L surprisingly; enployers rated the functions of an advisory council as a
St al. (1968) noted this inconsistency and stated that "It is pirobably attribi-
bable tu einployers concurrences with specific advisory functions; to which they
Jid not avert ir cvaluating the advisory boards establishment™ p. 39.

Johason (1981) found that 80 percent of the state directors 1isting

Giality ‘ndicators agreed that advisery councils were essential. In his final
ind’ysis, Johnson (1981) noted that advisory councils were one of the five major
determinanls of pousitive program outcomes. Prograis usinj councils generally
obtained information which led to higher leveéls of student satisfaction and
higher placement rates.

1 the Harris (1971} study, the advisory council was ranked fifth by
employers in the list of 1 he most important activities: Wubbena (1981) did not
inciude an advisery council as one of the most important characteristics of a
Guality CVE program, but did irclude the need to "involve or inform employers,
parents; feculty, students, counselors and civic groups" (p. 153) as an impor-
tant characteristic of a quality CVE program. The majority of Wiibbena's (1981)
respondcents rated the functions of an advisory council as at least having some
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Despite the general support for an advisory council, Lloyd (l19s1) ound
thal when OVE Cocrdinators were asked to compare their program to a list of
chvoractorictics which least contributed to prograis success, they Tisted the
foi.owing: active vse of an advisory council, intellectual ability of studenis
advi:o 'y couneil had Farely ar never contributed to procram success while 39
peicon  of the teachers indicated that it had frequently contributed to their
programs Success.

One possible explanation of Lloyd's (1981) findings is that the involvement
or the advisory council determines whether o. not it is seer as a positive fac-
tor. In Lloyd's (1981) study, 28 percent of the coordinators reported that
their advisory council met only once a year while 30 percent reported that their
council met three or more times each year:

In the area of union supiort for €VE Programs, the findings are mixed. The
courdinacors in Lloyd's (19Ct) study did not find unions to be very helpful to

heir progran. Fully 90 percent of the coordinators indicated that the union

gave “no visible assistance". Only one teacher indicated that it had been help-

Ul while <ix teachers (8 percent) indicated that the union had actually ham-
pered their program. Walsh and Breglio (1976) did not find union opposition
Lo be a major constraint, however most of the work stations for their students
wore in non-union areas. They indicated that any adverse influence by unions
has yet to be tested.

Frankel (1973) advocated that coordinators actively encourage unions to
participate in CVE. He noted that administrators and teachers are of tén
Faluctant to pursie jobs or training spots in union organized businesses. He
suggested that by more actively involving unions in an advisory role, employer
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reluctance to empluying non-unjon trainees can be overcome. Fiankel (1973)
found that programs with active union involvement directly berefited their
students in terms of job placement and also because with uiiion participation it
wis wore likely that student training would count towards subsegquent appren-
ticeship requirements.

The final third party indicator is the need for parental cooperation:
This characteristic should be diétinguiéhed from the need to include parent
Fepridsintation on an advisory committee. Parent cooperation refers to the need
for counselors and coordinators to directly solicit the input of parents
%wgdfding hiods or problems affecting their children: The evidence to support
{115 indicator is slight since little research has been done on the role of
bdrunts in the CVD process.

Students in the Conrad and Hedin (1981) study ranked the discussion of

schivol and work experiences with fanily and friends as severith in jmportance out
tunatcly, Conrad and Hedin (1981) did not distinguish between the effccts of
paronial influence and peer influence. Wubbena (1981) listed as a high priority
iten for a CVE program that each imember of the school staff "contact
parents...to help determine students' needs” (p. 167).
Sommary S

The coordination activities category of guality indicators included nine
items. fhésé;itémé were divided into four subcategories: employer respons i-
bilitivs, coordinators responsibilities, joint evaluations and third party
iriput. A close analysis of these items raises the same questions cdn;érhing
definitions, specificity and validity which have already been raised regarding
the indicators in the school and job cambbhééts. Again, since most of the items
wore derived from self reports or ratings, there is little evidence linking
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théir fiipact to program outcomes.

Few studies have attempted to go beyond the use of expert opinion, and
those that have usually attempt to establish a relationship between one or more
indicators and some type of economic outcome (for example a relationship between

coordinator/student rapport and placement rates). While such efforts have

The responsibility remains for proponents of CVE programs to establish a posi-
tion 1ink between their proposec list of quality indicators and targeted program
outcomes.
Conclusion
The term inputs has been used to refer to a brcad category of resource

cndowments which include land, labor, time, capital and é&diﬁﬁéﬁff Educators
have considered the impact of these elements on their programs, and limited
funds make their consideration critical: In the day to day operation of our
aducational programs; it is vital that we not only have quality teachers,
quality instructional materials, and quality facilities, but that there be
enough of these resources for efficient and economically rational program
operation:
| The literature indicates that &lthough there is usudally a cencensus on
which resource endowments are a critical part of a quality program, seldom was
ficiency. ldeally, society will provide resources for all of the students who
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could and want Lo benefit from the advantages of an efficiently operated CVE
program. Thé fecessity to ensure the quality of our inputs must be matched by
an éffort to ensure that sufficient amounts of these inptrts are available.

A substantial portion of the research reviewed in this section was con-
cerned with the processes that are involved in a quality program. Process2s
organize or transform inputs in order that a set of preestablished goals :an b+
ditained. There were three categories to which processas were assigned:
school, job and coordination activities.

i1 the school category, effective instruction. administrative assistance;

coordination with schiool activities and high ca.iber working relationships.

rinally; quaiity coordination pirocesses included: a clear acc:ptance and speci-
fication of responsibilities on the part of the instructor-coordinator and work
of relevant feedback from interested stakeholders and families:

[f all of the above activities are undzrtaken, will this be sufficient to
insure that program goals are accomplished? Although educational programs are
often systematic and directed to some end, they are often inadequctely onitored
to determine if their ends have been met. Often the only indication comes far
too late in the process for any corrective measures to be taken. Tiiz concern
Witn this problem has been a recurring theme throughout this paper and whiie
there are still ro satisfactory answers, one possible solution will be outl®ned

in the following section.
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CHAPTER V.

IMPLICATIONS

The task for vocational educaturs is to create effective programs for
addressing the needs of yéuiﬁ and society: CVE programs appear to be one iMpor-
tanl element in such a strategy: However; EVE programs cannot meet the necds of
111 youli: they ave neither a cure-all for yoﬁth Unemplcyment ror a compléte
solution to such educational problems as high school dropouts. It is important
t) keep in mind that as Sklar; llollis, Byrne & Tollett (1983) caution, no single
program can mect the needs of all youth. Quality CVE programs are, however, a
viable strategy for accommodating the educational and training needs of a signi-
ficant portion of the high School youth population. Actual on-the-job training
and supervision; periodic pérformance evaluafions by both teacher-coordinator
and a work supervisor, coupled with closely related classroom instruction
denions srdte to man§ pecple that CVE is ﬁ valid educational methodology:

Hevertheless, the continuing tension created by different views of the pur-

poses of education demands evidence of the value of educational programs and
methods. CVE prdgeams as a method of instruction must also meet the public's
demand for accountability: Ultimately, professional educators involved in CVE
programs must strive not only to demonstrcte the effectiveness of CVE programs

An information system is an integral part of the éffort to justity and
improve CVE programs. Emphasizing the heed for decision information in planned
ovaluation efforts, necessi.ates in expansion of the original CVE model used to
structure this review. It adds a formative evaluation component which can pro-
vide ongoing program information and A summative evaluation component for
assessing the overall strengths of the program relative to its goals and in com-
parison with thosa of other school systems. Figure 5 débiéié the revised CVE
99
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fodel with these additional components. These components are a necessary part
This review has characterized the major elements of a CVE program in terms

of inputs and processes and outcomes. Outcomes were looked at through a series

for CVE programs. These issues pointed out the need to develop a consensus on
the goals that a school has for its program. Ideally, consensus is a necessary
antecedent for a CVE program and will involve input from the individual stake-
holders in the system: teachers; administrators, employers, parents, students
and concerned taxpayers. Realistically the goal establishment process is
completed in the political arena and compromise may be the best word for the
résults: The challenge is to provide the participants with appropriate alter-

natives:

indicators. A system for monitoring the effectiveness of these indicators must
be discriminating encugh to select items which will lead to desired progra
goals.

Once a set of indicators are selected; the next step will be to periodi-

cally monitor (formative evaluation) whether or not the program is iunctioning
as intended. This can be accomplished thru either formal or informal proce-
dures. Formal procedures should include student and employer surveys, while
informal procedures could include group discussion or meetings with a student
committee established for this purpose. |

Program outcomes measures must consist of items which will enable program
olanners to determine if program goals are being met. Since the goals are the
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heart of tne system, unless effective outcome measures are selected it will be
impossible to know whether or not the system is functioning appropriately. |

Fach of these threc major elements, goals, inputs anhd processes and out=
Come measures can be linked through the use of a procedure that integrates the
fornative and summative evaluation process into a comprehensive system for the
overall guidance and direction of the CV” program. In order to accomplish
this, the process must be more than merely a vehicle for data retrieval.
This new system added to our bfigihalimOdéi may be defined as an instructor-
coordinator information system: Figure 6 is a model of such a system for the
aralysis and improvement of EVE programs. The model suggests that the key
elements of the system are the progéJSés of goal setting, data collection and
summation, analysis of data relative to goals and guidelines, and information
dissemination. In Figure 5, these eleients were simply labeled as summative
evaluation and formative evaluation.

This information system will encompass the following activities:

. Clarification of key CVE program outcomes valued by local leaders.

5 Establishment of local standards for CVE program outcomes.

3. Preparation of instruments to obtain outcome and input indicator data.

4. Establishient of a system for analysis and reporting of information.

5. Analysis of the CVE programs: comparison of resuits and outcome

standards.
6. Specification of possible znanges.
7. Di<semination of local prcgram information.

Clarification of the Key CVE Progrem Outcomes Valued by Local Leaders

The specification of program evaluation criteria for local schools has fre=
quently been only the acceptance of criteria set forth or perceived to be set
forth in Federal and State funding legislation and regulations. While the pro-
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cess suggested for the establishment of local CVE program gcals does not ignore
Jocal “support groups" and their expectations on CVE programs. Since these
groups provide the majority tf the resources ind have the most direct control of
A potential strategy for clarification of "key outcomes" is a modified
doiphi procedure. A 1ist of commonly accepted outcomes for CVE programs
can bé prepared and submitted to individuals who have immediate involvement in
the CVE program. This includes: advisory committee members; instructor-
celected individuals judged to represent key community interests. Each individ-
Uil should be asked to review the 1ist of outcomes to add items which they
belicve are needed and to rate all items on an importance scale. This informa=
tion can be sumnarized to provide raters with the mean ratings by group. They
can then be instructed to eliminate a specific nimber of "least important®
items. Individuais involved in the rating process should be given the oppor-
tunity to present arguments for the retention of items which they believe are
key outcome measures of program quality but would be in their 1ist for elimina-
tion. A Committee of five or six persons should be selected by the advisory
committee to finalize the key outcome list.

Estanlishment of Local Standards of CVE Program Outcomes

Each community will need to select appropriate measures of outcome and
standards for program quality. The effort in this step may be simply an edu-
cated guess because validated external standards are not available or may not be
appropriate for the local situation. Once these targets are set, they will
<erve as benchmarks for decision making and as the basis for communicating
program status to the public:
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The purpose oftﬁhese targets is to assist a local school in developing stan-
dards and to encourage critical analysis of these standards. While satisfaction
of Jocal program goals is a primary concern; one must look at the performance of
others to clarify the reasonableness of local program oltcomes. Consequently; a
coordinated effort should be undertaken to consolidate data from a variety of
schools to provide axternal standards for comparison =- extérnal validity indi-
cators. These standards might be a range of values for each outcome.

Preparation of Instruments to Obtain Outcome and Input Indicator Data

The instriictor-coordinator information system proposed is concerned not only
with data which allows determination of program status but also with information
which allows assessment of key process and resource inputs. The challenge in
resources, etc., that must be satisfied if significant loses in program quality
are to be avoided.

It will be necessary to develop a set of instruments to gather the data for
outcomes and process items from CVE students; instructor-coordinator; on-the-job
supervisors, and building or school administrators. In addition, the instructor-
cocrdinator's CVE program management forms, such as the training plan, student
avaluation reports and student weekly reports can yield much of the data needed.

The outcoie measures will require a follow-up of CVE stidents, probably a
short term follow-up approximately six months after graduation using a standard- .
ized follow-up procedure such as thé Minnesota Secondars Schaol Follow-Up
Siurvey. This procedure can be modified for local CVE completers.

Establishment of a System for Analysis and Reporting-of Information

To aid in the interpretation and use of data, the analysis can be presented
15 a set of tables displaying the summary data for comparison with established
local outcome standards and eventually a target range standard:
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Analysis of CVE Programs:  Comparison of Results and Outcome Standards

Since a signficant amount of data will be accummulated by the end of the
sctiog] year and a follow-up phase is also envisioned, analysis compariscns may
be undertaken at two different times. The process involved will be similar each
time. |

The information gathered to measure attainment of outcomes will be compared
to established standards by the local advisory committee who will decide if
program-goals have been met.

Specification of Possible Changes

1f an outcome goal is not met, possible changes are considered which my
include: (1) revising standards, (2) revising data items, and/or (3) revising
program processes or resource inputs: These changes will be based upon the
analysis and interpretation of data gathered. The instructor-coordinato
information system suggested here assumes that the process/resource inputs are
. causally related to the outcome measures; €.9.; the quality of work site super-
Vvision is expected to affect the growth and development. of a student-learner.
The purpose of studying these relationships is to isolate critical process and
resource inputs and to establish minimum threshold levels for these inputs.

Dissemination of Local Program Information

Greater pubiic awareness of local CVE program outcomes is assumed to be a
need. Consequently; dissemination of the evidence associated with program out-
come goals is arcriticai objective. Not only the advisory group, but the key

support groups and gerieral public should be bFéVidéd appropriate data on program
sucCesses as it is available.

CVE instrictor-coordinators need to continue to demonstrate to the public
that the program is more than "students leaving school to work part-time:”
The proposed instructor-coordinator information System is not a new concept.
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accumulation of information across schools. This effort will Tead to the
establistment of valid standarcs for outcomes; processes; resource inputs and

an analysis of the relationships between these elements.
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