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FOREWORD

!

* -
h ~

L The concern for evaluatidn of vocational education
. »

programs. wad evidenced in the 1963 Vocational Education’

L] Y . . ~ .
Act, Which suggested a five-year plan for evaluation of

-

all programs. In 1971, the'Tennessee State Advisory‘

Counc11 relterated the concern 1n a rechmendatlon whlch .

v

called for a ‘more comprehensive plan for evaluation of

vocatlonal education programs in Tennessee. *

-

3" Most methodologles used in evaluating vocatlonal
®

education programs have, in the past, involved ,on-site

visits bY a team of consultants in addition to self-

evaluation. These procedures, used by the Tennessee

:State Division of Vocatlonal-Technlcal Educatlon, have
4

proven - %o be tlme-consumlng and flnanclally burdensome“

Thus, the ‘need for an -in-depth study ‘on eﬁéluation

procedures soon became obvious.

'

The purpose of thls'monograph is to present tﬁéx\
findings of a study which compare 1) the.evaluatlon
1
procedure ut111z1ng on-site wisits. by a team of con-

sultants and 2) the Ray Self-Checkllst of Quallty

Vocatlonal-Technlcal Programs developed by Dr. John .

Y

Ray at-.The Unlverslty of Tennessee“

A glossary of terms and‘a blbllography of relevant

3

sources have been prov1ded for those 1nterested in

-

‘e
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- additional reading. 1In an effort to give the. reader

N

¢ . ’ o, S ’ ‘ . * ! ,
smore in-depth information on the two evaluation systems

1

comparedh'the\féllowing have been 4included in the appen-

-
o .

dices: 1) a list of components which comprige quality
. ) . - .
vocational-technical programs, %0 Ray's %elf—checklist,

and 3) a map\indicgtingfthe geographic¢ Tocation of °

A

N .

school systems involved in the study. -

<> - A ‘ - v

The .intent of the monograph is ‘to 6ffer pertinent
N 4 ‘. .
info tion and facts on the‘evaluatiOn of ,vocational

educatiog\programs; Tt is hoped that the findings pre-

sented w111 prov1de those lnterested in quallty programs

i -

with a more comprehensive vieWw of evaluation proce@ures.

. s Q)
L Y ” v - , L4
. .

Garry R. Bice, Director

v 3 Tennessee yResearch Codrdinating Unit
4 ; Universi of Tennessee, Knoxv111e
College of, Education =
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'abllltles, prepare him for successful entry~1eve1 employ- .

-lors, and other- teachers have jointly agreed he should

The task of the panel of experts waiix>convert the sum- i
mary, of the state evaluation instruments to the Ray o ’
"Self-Checklist evaluation. , : . - I

) 7 ] - ‘ - 'o§ ' ... -

',' ’ o . R ¢

. ax -
s . .
" GLOSSARY, OF TERMS .’
- 'i . - .
The folldwing terms were- used in the study ;and are
~ .
deflned here for clarlflcatlon. . :

,Quality vocational—technical program. .This is-a_

~

program whlch will' provide currezf occdpatlonal informa- "'
w

B

tlon, enroll an 1nterested quallfled student (regardless

of hls mental or phys1@a1 potentlal), assess hlS needs and .1;

ment and place.him in the occupatlonal "cluster"‘for which -

he, his parents, the. vocatlonal teacher, guldance counse-

train.. "Quality" programs will always strlve to satlsfy
% Ry

bas1c needs and to develop’ Job~gett1ng, job-keeplng and'f R
job-advanc1ng skllls (Ray, 1973).

gg~s1te JVisiting.team. The team isma pa;el of *
experlepced vocational educators who v1s1t and evaluate o T

a. local school vocational educatlon program.

Panel of experts. Thls\refers to personé from the ‘
N N .

field of vocational educatiOn,<state division personnel,
) . -
Le

teacper educators, and local difector&lof vocational

i

programs, who have served on -at least two site visits .
L] ‘4 Kl

and have at least three years of teaching.experience. " e
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. s, 3
Professionals.. -Professionals 1is a term used to
;- - - ' ) ¥ L

represgent the'teacher,vguidance counselor, and principal

V “. , , Al ’ . . .
fe in each of the participating local schools involved in R .
' . < :‘ M "
5 the study. The’three above named persofs individually
. ) I . . .
compieted the-ng*Self—Checklist on tﬁ%’specified vocCar ¥

.. tional program in his séhool.'

» .

" . .. | . Components. Components are those factors which are - .
’ K o ! [ '
necessary in a quality vocatiomal edycational program and : '

.
[

~

are lisfédﬁin Appendix A.

-

[}

Elements. Elements are %?ose'items which measure

R

» more specifically the Components and are liéted in Appen-

s ' *
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- in all of eaucetion also added to the emphasis on evalua- -

‘recommended the establijshment .and implementation, of a DO

°
.- tion to a self-study or self-evaluation, were deficient

‘23.1 i

&
by

' 3
*~I. INTRODUCTION v 2

- ! . . 1

!
Evalyation of .vocational-technical programs' has . ’

' R . v . .l * . .
become a necessity for vocational education leaders since -
. ’D

the passage of the Vocational Education Act of 1963 and

the ensuing Amendments ‘of 1968. The 1963.Act. suggested

evaluation of all programs on a ‘five-year planTan d:the ' oLt

1968 Amendments mandated it: Concerp gbout accountability’

"
tiOl’l [ N A I

. . !
t
' > , . R v

In Tennessee during 1971, the State Advisory Council -
)

N 7
comprehen81ve plan to evaluate programs on the basis, of -
\

quality *nd process, - Researe% had revealed that methdd- i

of & M . ; ‘é k

ologies used to evaluate Vocational education programs :

. ' ] ‘ f H .
were inadequate. Most of those methodologies, which

required on-site visits by a team of consultants in aqdi— . M

. v
L -

A

in providing input for planning.and-improving programs N

(Ray, 1973). The on-site visits had péoven to be time

consuming’ and costly in terms of human and finapcial = - * -

resources. The Tennessee State Division of Vocatioﬁai— PR -
Technlcal Education utilized thls type of evaluatrng “
- .’ x
Al ) ‘ «
procedure. ) 5 . ;

In okder to effectively plan and/or redirect voca- o

.

tional programs, a thorzbgh, systematic.and continuous

‘needed (Starr, 1970). Thus, tﬁe

L]
.

evaluation procedure-wa
e
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R . o+
néed for;: more efficient way to evaluaxe vocatlonal pro- .

..

grams in. Q%nnessee was 'the ba51s ‘for this study. x

1 56 e :l
~A%Qa résult of the_direction and prlorLty given to’

evaluaqlon of vocat10na1-techn1ca1 educatlon prOgrams, ;
* John Ray (1973) 1n1t1ated a stu \through the TInnessee
‘a «
Research Coqrdlkatlng Un1t at The Unlverslty of Tennessee ’

~ b

to develop an evaluatlon model for vocatlonal programs at 7A s

the secondary: school .level in ‘Tennessee. - Thereforeﬁ the

e ~

two methods compared in the study were the method used by

4
the Tennessee State Division of Vmcatlonal Technlcal Educa—

v

" “tion and the self- evaluatlon method using Ray's Self-Check-

L

@

-

-

\
list of Qual;tyGVocational—Technical Programs.

“
»

s

+ ' II." THE PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

. .
f With the emphasis on acdountability there was an
1ncreas1ng eoncern for prOgram outputs and the 1mportance ;
Q . > &

of prov1d1ng prOgrams at the least possibie cost to’_

socaety \Thls concerﬂ along with the mandates of 1943

e

‘and 1968, 111ustrated the need for the development and "

utlfizatlon of the most efflclent and effect1Ve systém of

evaluatlon. In the 1971 recommendatlon, the Tennessee.

“ s .

‘State Adv1sory Council 'focused attention on that need
' Ray concluded in h1s research that the procedure

used for evaluatlon must, not be complldatfd Or consume

'?

. EEN

excessive amounts of human or flnanclal-fesources. The

e

pPrimary cause of the deficiency found in most popslar

[

.
» . . . 5

v



.. evaluatron methods w.as the lack of 1dent1f1catlon and
oL N Lo e
.. verification of Quallty program‘lndlcators” <

¢
»

> In the study, Ray developed énd establlshed ‘a con- .

-

.

/sensus deflnltlon of quallty vocatlonal educatlon prOgramsg3

«

. . - 4
and 1dent1f1ed a list of tWenty eésential components whlch
vy s

yere expanded to form a sixty element checkllst 'Thlsy

became the Ray Self-Checkllst. ‘The model w&s designed .

be eas1ly understpod by 1ts users wrth attentlon glven

o

the tlme requured for use of thetlhstrumenta

*

Slnce the problem of the study was to find a mbre.

2 Cad s - ¢
comprehen51ve plan for‘evaluatlnP~vocatlonal ‘education
N '

- 4

programs in the State of Tennessee, it was necessary to:

L4 ‘ .

determlne whether a checkllst system of. evaluatmon obtalned

comparable results as a system us1ng team vislts ﬁor eyal-‘

. “. ol

uating VOcational programs. In comparing the two methods

of eval&atlon, two objectlves were set forth.
‘ . T ]
© . 1l. To détermlne if the State on-site team evaluataon

A\ [

- instrument ylelded the same evaluatlve results, in terms

ot

of quallty 1nd1cators, as the Ray Self-Checkilﬁt ytelded;

> 3

.2. To determine if there were ite 1ncluded in %he
> :
, )

Ray Self-Checkllst that were not includeg in the on—31te

, .
team instruments.
N

L . : o
III. . SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS OF .THE ,STUDY ° :

< R ‘.-\ - .? 7 Mﬁ

>

The study encompaSSed those vocat;onal programdfln

H

. o

o l d

the thlrteen county and one city school systems which were

'




4

- \=Self-CheckI1st GValuatlon 1nstrument. ' Co- J" 9(”-

Y 3 ' r - ‘
i evaluatéd/?y the Tennessee State DlVlSlon of: Vocatlonal- 4 .

*

~ T ¥ ~ ot
Technlcal Educatlon system in 197%r73 The study 1ncluded &
P .mh s, .
programs’iq blstrlbutlve Educatlon, Offlce Occupat&gns,
a » ‘~ M ¥
Agrlculture Educatron -Trade and Industrial Edudatlon, and

» !

Home Economlcs Occupatlons Educatlonu The sample conslsted

= of those systems which requested a state vocatlonal evalua~

tlon durmg. the schOol year 1972 73 I

»

a" = -3y

j-j;. Cbnsumer anchomemaklng Educatlon and Health Educatlon,

programs we re notvlncluded as part of the study. The study“

was further limited. to the evaluatlon system and procedures .

1ncluded in the- .State D1v1slon of Vocat10nal~Techn1cal . ”:f

o ~.
Educatlon v1s1t1ng Lteam evaluatlon pfocess and the Ray I
» : Loy

« )

s, av., .METH,ODS AND PROCEDURES o

A ¢ « . . OIS

Inxthe lattex part of March, l973 the’ elghteen sum-

.

, mary evaiuat;on forms completed by the State evaluatlon

teams were obtalned from the gtate Division of Vocational-

TEchnlcal Eddcation. The efghteen schools,represente P dﬁ
K *

thirteen county school sthems and one city school 8ystem._‘

4.

e gt

These evaluatlon reports were from schools Whlch had been S
kN o

evaluated by ualng official. evaluatlon 1nstruments approved

1972—73. Thé instrument used hy'the sta‘é for the on-site
) /_‘ _'.,".' . . .
Tvisit was developed by a’spggial task force.in the Program

ol , :
:Planning Division of the State Division of Vocaticnal-

by the State DlVlSlon of Vocatlonal-Technlcal Educatlon 1n T s s

+

-

-

,Technical Educationi' Ten areas of vocational instruction

i/
’



\weLanluded for reaction of thelevaluators with respect

to cotpmendatlons . suggestions, and recommendat:.ons which .

'

were of a more subjectlve nature than the Ray Self-Checkllst

(,

The Ray Self-Checkllst rated s1xty quallty 1nd1qators on” a

/

>

- A
0 to 5 bas1§ with > representing the highest pos31ble value. !

In Apnl 1973, support and endozsement for m\nolye-

7
.’ s

ment 1n the study were sollc1ted ‘and obtained from local:

/

admlnlstrators 1n thlrteen of the fourteen systemwhlch

' ’

lhad part1c1pated in the state{:ev,hluatlons., The thirteen

/ P i~

systems prov1ded a total of §1fteen schools for the study'\

‘The one school systém whlch did not choose to part1c1$ate
>y

in. the study 1ncluded three -locdl’ schools. Dunng the N

flrst two weeks 'of May, 1973, the Ray Self-Checli.at J.ns\tru-‘ ‘ AR

rotebei ai/ A
ment was’ adm1n1stered to .each of the professg.on 'S (terh@fs’

;L /\\
pr1nc1pals, and guldance counselors) J.n—ff,he flfteen qucal\ \' :

P
4 ..,,~

-u..séhool‘s J.ncluded in he study. g ;f

'.. . .
- o~

Onp vocatlonal prdgram per school.'-w$s se

M 1

selectlng the p:og;am ﬁith:u} the_ sch?ol the on&y

//// s

was to e}:nve _for. eq/il represent*at}fon from the t}!iree
l A 1'

reglops ‘of the/state and ffo;n the f.(J.ve vocathna.l se/z‘j(

S . Arar v f‘

, ,aé'eas. , The/brlg;maI elghteen sqzhools clu?ed asa.x s’d‘h
, PR i X A
i

'///, "/- . - ;"u. v-"- oot f—.-
“in edch’ of the t:hree ffegx.ons of . the state' ['The vo@twnal .
. f'.; .’ »‘ nd ' «*iu..§‘x': ‘.
. ‘ LSRR ..-.. . S ¢
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L Tennessee regrpn was represented by a bus1ness teacher ",;,,

; - eduqator and a local teacher of -trade and 1ndustr1a} edu-

.\, StUdY ] 4",‘ . ' .':“\ R o \

N ~ \ k4 h i

L ,

% A panel of experts was selected with consrderatronve. Ln

glven to equal representatlon of geographrc locatlon,‘ - ébl
. A ’!‘

ERTE 2 -~ o

vocatlonal serv1ce area, and.representatlon from vocatlona;
-{/_u

7 ‘. ¢
v ’ '
. 9 ~

2 n-,

dlrectors of<vocatlonal educatlon. “In the East Eennessee/ ';ﬂy.

» PN
- w by . ,- i h

LI

'regxon dlstrlbutlve educatloﬁ and - home economlcs educatlon VARSI

. . / R .. s
’ were represented by a local dlrector of vocatlonal éduca— e ;

- o, <

vl tlonuand a, teacher educator, respectlvely. The- Mlddle g L/

: 7

‘ . Ve ., e

- .

;f‘L' / PE
> EA ,‘ s _/ i;:,/“".. ” ." e
cathn.— A local teacher of agrlculture ana'a re9i9“§l .

. e .’ . G esent
., a/

superV1sor of bus%hess edupatlon from tgeystate/department o~

‘\ \

r
"l. ”; ",’3’,/\

. e Tar af ,

\\ \

represented the.West Tennessee reglon. o "3' e

';r

;/. ’ In June, L973,v€he members of the paJLl offexpertsfﬁ: ,

L were-lnybted to the Un1versrty of Tennessee at KnoXV1lle

% 2

for two days., ‘At the time of that VlSlt the,experts were

5

N

/6%‘. -

. requested to—convert the’ summary data from the State Divi-
s;on,evaluatlon summary report forms to the Ray Self-Check-

t
llst Lnstrument. Only data;supplred by four panellsts who

{ had fhe greatest degree of agreement were 1ncluded in. the

. --;;x(

e ., -,./‘ ST - - o ~

X R

N

s ‘ >~ . 1In usrné the panelqﬂlntra-rater rellablllty Was estab- - .

S 2 ’

;'llshed l\TElS was, accom llshed by hav;ng each panellst con-
“nx‘vert the summary data to the Ray*SeI‘—Checkllst on all T

schools anDlEed.ln\the study. and then by computlng Kendawﬂ' o

. -

N . ».
N A RN

Coeff1c1ent of Concordance "W” (Slegelc 1956) to determdne -

intra-rater reliabilitYL

. v .
F e v NE I

teacher educators, state department personnel and Iocal S ﬂ.[,f
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" The on-site evaluation daﬁé converted to numerical
-ratlngs on the .Ray Self-Checkllst 1nstrument by the panel
of experts were compared, element by eleégnt to numerlcal

ratlngs on the Ray Self-dheckllst completed by the lotal

school profess1onals
The intervals between means of the conyerted on~site

evaluation data and means of the Self~checkllst daé% were
determined and presented grabhlcally by s1xty elements. A

.. ’

chart was used to plot the mean ratlﬁgs. .

4
\

‘Student's "t" tests (Slegel 1966) were used to deter-t

L 3

mine the dlfferences between panel and local school person~‘.

nel ratings .on each elemen&.f The* "t" values were tested

“for s1gn1flcance beyond the .05 level. ‘ 1 v

V. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE ~

~

1
i

The body of literature related to evaluation of voca-

tional programs contafned many references identifying andu-
¢

establlshlng the need for evaluatlon and accountability in

.

vocatlonal-educatlon programs Program evaluatlon was
identified as a continuous process of gathering valid and
reliable data for the purpose of assessing the extent to
which predetermined objectives and leyels~of\performance

have been attained. The major purpose identified for con;

‘ducting an evaluation was to provide information for making

sound, ratlonal cholces and dec1slons about vocatlonal

‘

education programs S N

»
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A -

.

' The literature-stressed the need, for empirical evi- -

. . . ,
dence relating to need for quality vocational education -

- programs in reiation'to expenditdres for theSe'programs

*

7,

Increased concern by the public and educatOrs not only for?

-

quality vocational programs but also for .4 enditnres

.o .
1nvolved has ‘made accounta%gllty a neceSS1ty »Federal and
< K2 o,
- L)
‘- ’state governments have’ recognized the need for evaluation
\ Y K3 ‘.. :
and accountabllltgbby enacting leglslatlon whlch/mandates,

' funds, and provides for evaluation of vocational education
programs, o '
The rev1ew of llterature ;evealed a scarcity of formab
e
;gesearch to substantlate the de51gn, valldlty, -or use of
; .
,evaluatlon methods or 1nstruments. iMany ‘research studlesA

e z

recommended a comblnatlon of visiting-team evaluation and -

.self-evaluation methods, but the} provided no empirical. _:1
levidence~to sﬁppqrt the need'for'i’cluding both methods ;n{:

< .- . Y

the‘process.~ No studles were found whlch compared ‘“the o
.\ . M —-.’
v151t1ng team method or evaluatlon Wlth the self-evaluatlon
. .“ . [
method;g .. .
," . .', Do Lo M
.l The llterature 1nd1cated the complex1ty of the instru-

<

ments belng used in, evaluatlng vocatlonal educatlon programs.

- ') ‘s

The time- conédmlng nature and costllness of the proceduresf

<

.was frequently.stressed?throughout the llterature.

° . . /35' .
: . )
VI. 'SUMMARY OF FINDINGS' .

@Y g

. A
i .7+ 1. 'The professionals and the. panel of experts indi-

cated basic. agreement on' anly three -6f the 60;e13ménts, o

\ . . . -




2. *On ‘three of the elements, the panel of experts

" ( - ’ s
t reports to make any kind of judgment. T

{ v

, was unable to obtain enough information from on-site visit

=3, Of a p0551b1e 900" observatlons, counselors were
1 1
unable to make observations on the 60 elements 155 tlmes

y *

(17.28). < A

Y
s ¥
= : N

4. Of a possible 900 observations, teachers were

unable to make observations on the 60 elements 28 times

(3.1%).

5.  Of a possible 900 observations, principals were

unable to make observations on the 60 elements 56 times

(6.2%), ‘ ' ’ , . .

-

6. Of a possible 900 observations, the panél of

experti.ﬁas unaale to make obserfvations on the 60 elements

¢ o
?
t

. 347 time5'138.5%); ‘ o

»

o

7. ‘The panel of experts and profe551onals agreed only

on eLements related to phy81cal fac111t1es. , {

- 2

“
8. The méan scores of all'profeselonals on each ele-
"ment were con51stent1y higher, and in most cases consider-

'ably hlgher, than the mean scores glven those elements by

the panel of expertst

'9. Thﬁ range and mean value of scores glVen on each
¥ s

“_t element %Fried;iénsiderably more on the pan 1 of expert
-‘\. *

scores than it did with the profe551ogll sfores.

-

;&- 10. All of the professionals were. able to make obser- |
‘_i." CoN -,
‘Vations on 19 (31.5%) of the 60 elements.

N | -
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il

less response from the panelists.

/7 .
. ] - y
1ll. Forty-five percent of the time there were 20% or .
* i ¢
Q‘l ) ‘
.12. Seventy-five percent of the time there was 50% or
less response from the panelists, ‘ o

1
Q . o

13. Elements 22-27 hadlthe lowest response rate from
the professionals, speeificeily from the counselors.
. :

VII. CONCLUSIONS
i

L}
)

l. Information obtained from currently used instru-

M ! . . . . . -‘ v ’
ments for on-site evaluations by Visiting teams was not

-

adequate'to be able ‘to determine‘relative guality of voca-
tionalftechnical programs

2.‘ Currently used state evaluatlon 1nstruments‘were
‘not deflnltlve or specf¥1c enough to identify the same
‘quality’ aspects of vocatlonalr%EChnlcal progr}gs‘as-drdc '
the Ray Self—Checkllst evaluatlon ;pstrument. . ‘

3. Pneféssional vocatlonal technlcaI educators could

not analyze team visit reports and adequately deterﬁine e

the quallty qﬁ selected voca: onéT‘technlcal programs. - :;

LS

State evaluatlon procedures n .to 1nc;ude checklists

T
where ﬁwre observatrons could be made. .-

"4, Guldance counselors were less able to 1dent1fy

\

+ ')

-

elements of quality VOcatlonal—technlcal programs than :;f
\ “~

were teachers or. principals. -

5. Some of tﬁe\\lements on the Ray Se1f~Checkllst

overlapped in their 1nterpretatlon.

o ‘ .
" . . cL

10 -

’

LN

‘“




7y

A

3

-

-2

’ 3 PR

* . N 2 3

6. A panel of expérts, unfamiliar witb each ﬂﬁdi—
vidual situation and trying ta glean infofmation érpm<aﬁ
On;site team feport,‘was not able to identify o&tétanding
elementsﬁof quallty vocational programs as easilyas the

profe551onals who ‘'were closest to the situation.

VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS

- . . . EY

The recommendations of the study were divided into

,,VzGO”categories--thOSe rela&ed specifically to the Ray

Sefl f-Checklist anﬁ,those related to the sfudy in'general.

- *
¢

Recommendatlons Relatedepec1f1ca11y to. the Ray Sel f- .

Checklist i

ta

~The folloWwing recommendations were listed as a result

>,

of the cgpments and guestions most consistently madevby tﬁé_

-

professionals and members of the panel of experts.- These.
recon"ndatlons we re not: based on specific data. Rather
v N ‘3 . - . '

they were suggested as a result of the researcher's involve-
. .o . . ;

~

ment and as

ment. - ’ ' R v "

. / § ]

1. The "0" |rating needed to be better defined or ¢
omitted.

2. Element 6 needed to be reflned so that it didsnot

confuse respod/ants w1th ElemeH?s 16, 17, and 18 (See

.

Appendix B). * ' )
B

- “
« N "

either in,tﬁe positive or thel?egative form, specifica;;y'

LN _

’-. a / T . v

1A11 elements\Peaded to be stated cdnsistently

iation with those, who responded to .the instru- -

-




b ! ¢
[ l - J : -~

4‘ bt \ejéf ments appeared to ’be stated in therositive fﬂo;rm..
' 2 ' n

s . LR “ . o
v, i" 4. The instrument needed to be ar;anged so that,a,_r B ’

Pl ‘ . .‘ e
tatéd in the negative. TQe*other 7

total score could be determined on each component in order

that the c0mp0nent scores could be compared injterms of a

S " quality profile. o . - "

" .

o, - . v . . ) >’ .
o gecomkendations Re'lated to the Study in-General | : 2/
B - . . . — . . E “ - ]
A ) : * 'l. Thése persons responsible for conducting evalua- - B L
"+, ' tions of vokationdl-technical programs need to consider <
¢ R . ° . A .

. the results of this study for.the development of evalua-

-

> . tive instruments. , N . ol
S = _ . _ ‘ . - - L
oo, 2, If team visi};processes 3re to be u;ed for eval- - {
Co .y ’ .
ot . . .
% uation, instruments should be revised to include more

&

quality indicators, such as'those included in the Ra}’F < T
L4 ;z?’ N Q

i Self—Checklist and should be more objective in nature.

. ~ i

3. Ray's Self-Checklist should be subjecked to fur-= '

N

! . ther validation by checking with former students ¥nd . | L
employers of graduates of vocational technical ograms . .
* 4, Ray's Self—Checklis; should be further validated
.by'hévin@ VlSItlng teams use the checklist in a school and” .
. :comparing the results of the team with those of the teacher,
;guidance counselor, and~princ1pal -in. the same school }

5. An in-serViCe training program for gu1dance coun-

selors should,be{provided to prepare_tneﬁ/to respond.more

. adeqpaiély to the evaluation checklist.




.
v N
124

6. Since the 'state evaluation .instrument and Ray

o

Self-Checklist do not identify;the same quality indicators
it -is recommended that additional sthdies beocompleted to\
further valldate the Ray instrument. This further valida> ~

tlon would 1n'turn prov1de a.more firm basis for the con-
. ) . o -
clu51ons and other recommendatlons for this study.

r N

'
.
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'} s t " " APPENDIX A - C e S : .o
. . . ] ' . v “
ai; L ; . ’ ' i h. .
. . COMPONENTS FOR ”QU@LITY" VOCATIONAL-TECHNIC#&\PROGRAMS* .
s 7 N . . N . . > .
1, Complement, not conflict with thé objectives of the total educa e R
tional program. o s L N

»

¢ 2, Have Verbal, visible support of administ}ation,'guidancé counselors;
r nd othet;teachers (as much as academic programs)/. . .
3[‘(§rovide broad-based testing program and vocatidnal’ guidanOe ' ®
_ se%&ices so that each student can select a proper vocational . ~ ., ° .
Wiy R “ program. ] . - e "y -
.‘ ' . : ’ - o‘ N . ’ C Y
. N Arrange paren\—student teacher conference‘when student is enrolled .
and throaghout his praqgrdm, if feasible, % v © e

. /~ 0_‘&'" oo, ‘
i - @

. 5. Provide flexibility for student' to move within program if‘need ”wi_ v

. " _xand/or ability indicatés a move is advisable. - - o \}.

b "

6. Provide physical facilities, equipment and instructiaonal ~ .

mﬁterials appropriate to occupational clusterfffor whigh' student "o ve

o . is being trained. . . et j e N 4

‘ P . . ’ [ » ' ‘ .-_ , ‘. >

7. UsE only teachers who have comp1eted state certification requir

ments for area inm which they teach, who have recent related

occupat ional experience, who are proficient in ‘akills they -
teach, and who.engage in professional growth activit%%

8’ Provide cooperative or directed :ﬁcupational experience'and/or - [

. ‘ simu//&gd occupational expeiienc . & v :'- "

» .
e

‘ff 9. Actively use representative advisory committees in occupational ;.'.
needs assessment, program planntng, and evaluationu Y P

¢ . 10. Conduct periodic follow-up surveys of fbrmer students and keep

-y . ! o up-to—daif records for use in program planning and evaluatior.
N ‘ . \\ 4

‘ o 11. Make periodic ‘surveys of employment bpportunities and use findings .
A . to Keep: curriculum relevant ‘é
12, Have plan of continuing and systematic internal evaluation for

improvement and development of program. e ’ . .

7 g A P
L ) 13, Endorse and implement active 1ea4ership development program through . N
relatEd vocational youth organizations. , R L e

- , a" -‘:’" PR
\ IR . . Ae B

. . . ¢ . .

» [

# -
. *Ray, 1973.
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. 15.
16.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Debelop‘proper attitudes toward work, good employer-employee
relationships, and efficient work habits and create the desire
to continue personal and occupational development. .

o »

Stress each student's total development within his mental and
physical abilities. .

. >

-
»

Provide for satisfactory completion of defined program for at
least 90 percent of students wh\\go not’?ransfer or withdraw
for health reasons. ' _ ] , -
Place students at the’ completion of their\programs in the
occupational "cluster" for which they are trained.

alh'— / ; '

I ~

]
Make an organized scheol placement service- available to graduates.

\

Keep public informed--have "participatory"

°

Use any available means to acquaint students’ at all levels
with vocational-technical career opportunities. .

sqpport of community.
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o RAY SELF—FHECKLIST os' QUAL:ITY VOCA’]}IONAL-—T‘ECHNICAE EDUCAT.T.OM PROGRAﬁS ¢
School =~ DooTe I{rogram Area : R
Teache'r '~. - Principal , ‘::" Guidance Counsélor T
! T R7K
" Please rat:e ranklg your vocationalwt':echnical program usihg :t:he following L
y scaie' , N TEy , L S :
A Cor f R e , 0 ey
LY + - 5" Excellent; very well done : o

. D A Satisfae,fory, adequate T .
o 3 Some Afprovements needed; no crucial weakness(es)

_ e 2,, HAjor improvements néedéd ./ C
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Resources (time Y/ space / money)

sufficient for an effective vocational-

are

technical prbgfan to}be conducted.

students see thair interests and

tions) .in light 'of ‘occupational
choices available. °

vocational counseling services help

- aptitudes (as well as physical limita-

Vocational teachers; guidance coun-
selors, and administrators systemati-
cally examine the testing program for
vocational students and make revisions

where appropriate.

Teachers and students review and -

understand: test results\as occupa-

tignal plans are discussed
o N
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ldhwéaomewyisits are made to every inter-

sted*vocational—technical student

. prior- to enrollment.
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Discussion program objectives enables
the prospective vocational student
and his parents to determine whether
the objectives are in line with the’

‘objectives. ) ~
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StudEnt occupational objectives a
defined in his program are period
cally evaluated-to determine if!.’
adjustments are needed.
Changes~i%)a student's programkéa
enrolled) can be made when consis
with his performance and after a
coerence with the teacher.
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. The teacher belongs to and partici-\_

T

’
\

Administrators and guidance counselors
assist the student in making program
changes when he indicates such a
desire.

Tools, supplies,- machines, and equip-
ment are of sufficient number to con-
duct a quality program.

Instructional materials used in addi-

- tion to the textbooks are well

selected, current, and‘easily

" accessible.

« s

Each student ig' provided adequate
working space and storage facilities

The vocational teacher interprets
the program to the school and the
community and-assists in creating
good community.relatioas.

The teacher's skill‘and content pre-~
paration for courses he teaches are

"of the type and quality supported

by the "representative" Advisory
Committee.

pates in local civic or other
similar organizations.
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Occupational experie1c2 programs

(cooperative, directed, or simulated)

are provided for each student in
relation to his occupational objec~
tives.

.Written training plans are developed
-, for each student's occupational

experience program in relation to .
his occupational objectives. ‘

[

.Records are kept and’ su‘marized on‘\\'
the teacher's regulatf visits to

training. stations or on evaluations

of simuiated occupational experiences.-
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An active Advisory Committee rapre-
senting fields in which vocational-
technical students are receiving
training has been organized.

The Adbisory«Committee provides ‘the
teacher(s), administrators, and the
School Board'information on current

~ trends and develdp@ents in the com-

munity as they :elate.to vocational-
technical programd.- °

The ''repregentative" Advisory Com-

‘mittee assistsin providing current

occupational information, helping
place students and graduates,
establishing standards and evaluating
the program.’

An annual follow~up survey of the

'vprevious year's graduates is made

for the.purpose of determining status
regarding employment.

Data collected from follow-up studies

furnish evidence of how well voca-

tional-technical educational objec-..
tives have been met and provide .
a basis for -maintaining and improving
the quality of vocational-technical
services.

Students are encouraged to reply to
follow-up requests when gontacted
after graduation. ///’/Qp

A local occupational survey is com—
pleted annually to determitie employ-"
mentropport*nities available.

Curriculum content is current and in
line with the latest equipment and

practices in the field of employment .
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33. -The skills, knowledge, and attitudes
required £57 employment in specific
jobs are found in classwork; lab,
experience program, and youth

activities. '
) 34. There is an on-going evaluation program
! of objectives, content, methods, out-

. comes, and student performance, B

L ! 35. Studénts, parents, teachers, pusidess *‘
compunity .leaders, and administrators
are involved in the annual program

L-‘/y///evaltt\mtion.

- 36. Findings from program'evaluation
R ("feedback") bring about _changes in
- the curriculum

g - 37. Vocational youth organization,activf»?” -

- ties are an integral part of the
instructional program and the occupa-
tional experience program. °

= 38. Membership and. participation in related

' vocational youth organizations are
available to all students enrolled
RE
a in the %?bgram.

39. The activities of vocational youth
organizations are planned, imple- -
" mented, and evaluated by students. -

40. Each student is evaluated regularly

N on his work attitudes, relationship,
with the employer, work habits, and ,
occupational development. \

41. Students exhibit genuine pride in
quality workmanship. o
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42. Instruction is provided ‘on human
relations. N
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Evaluation is made in.terms of the

-.individual’'s progress -tqward his own

‘performance objectives-—not on the
basis of comparing his performance
with that of other students.

The vocat

affected by the vocational educational
experiences. '

Ethical ﬁraeticee and standards are
.goals of the program.

A program of instruction is tailored
to the needs and abilities of the
individual students.

At least 90 °‘pércent of the students
who do not transfer or withdraw for
health reasons satisfactorily complete
their defined programs.

Factors such as absenteeism, tardi-
ness, behavioral problems, and cost
of supplies prevent students from
completing their defined programs.

An up-to-date file on job’ oppor-
iunities is maintained and madeé
available to students in your
department. K e
- The teacher actively assists graduates
"in securing employment in the occupa-
tional area for 'which they are
trained,

3
A high percentage of .graduates are
placed in the occupation for which *
they are trained.

An‘organized school placement service
is. available to all vocational
graduates.

ional student's self-image and
total school achievement are favorably '
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59.

60.

o vocatiogal—technical educational

Vagcational teachers’ actively ‘seek the,

" employment needs of the community.

Students use sources other than the
teacher and/or school to find,
entry-level jobs.

PN
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Your program has a favorable reputation
in the community and among employers.

T

Yo .. o s

Thqﬂ"average citizen knows about o

=Your program and what it 'has to offer.

8

Employers support the prograt by
recommending it to other,students and
“other employers,\donating equipment,
furnishing consultants, sharing
information and materials,’etc.

Vigorous ‘efforts are made to insure
.that all students are informed of

.

-opportunities arid program requirements. -

Career occupation information has
been developed at the pre—vgtational
grade level. 2

Resource persons from all occupational
areas are invited to assist in -,
acquainting students with career
opportunities.
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