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I. INTRODUCTION

In.1972, Educational Testing Service under contract with the Office of
0

Naval Research,\Personnel and Training Research Program, began work on

the first phase
/ of a concerted series to study and improve theory and

practice of gaining /education program evaluation. The first phase,

culminated in a book, published by Jossey-Bass entitled Encyclopedia of

Educational Evaluation.' This book presented in relatively. non- technical

language major concepts and practices in the evaluation of training or

educational programs. Its intended audienceS. included naval personnel who.

commissioned or condlekted such evaluations. In the first six months

following its publication, more than 6,000 copies of the book were sold. It

is now in its third printing.

Two more phases of the project were subsequently carried out after

the completion of phase one The second phase of the project is reported

here. It is a survey of actual evaluation practices iri various kinds of

settings involving adult education/training programs; and its rationale,

methodology, results, and conclusions will be reported.in detail below.

*

The third phase of the project, presented as a separate report, is a

codification of evaluation principles and.a framework for appropriate

evaluation practices. That is, among other purposes, the third phase

provides, for evaluators and those commissioning evaluations, checklists' and

tabular presentations enabling a systematic approach to evaluation to be taken.

*
See Ball, S. and Anderson, S.
education/training programs.

N00014-72-C-9433, NR 154-357.

B.*, Professional issues in the evaluation of
Technical Report No. 3 for Contract No.

October, 1975.
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'However, the topics addressed in phase three,. while partly based on the

opinionsexpressed by a distinguished panel brought together at Educational
o

Testing Service, were also based on.problems exposed by this survey.

While the rationale for this survey included providing data for the

third phase of the project, other importanl functions were also served in

their own right. One was to obtain new knowledge. Th4Ve has never.been a

'survey of evaluation practices across a broad spectrum of adult education/

training programs; and the state of the evaluation art as presented in the

Encyclopedia of Educational Evaluation is of little consequence if it is

not in fact practiced in that form.

By analogy*We might look at the field of medicine. We would conclude

that there is a missing gap in the application of our medical knowledge if

patients suffering a particular disease typically succumb to it even though

professors of medicine know how to treat it successfully. Perhaps these

professbrs are not communicating their knowledge properly.; perhap's the

"front lind" medical doctors are not alert to new ideas; or perhaps there
. ,

are problems of a contextual kind (administrative arrangements, financial

difficulties) that preclude the applitation of what known to what is done.

II proiram-evaluation we have accumulated expertise, techniques, and

insights, that ought to be useful if properly applied. Program evaluators

should be'able to do so if they are adequately trained and the environment

in which they work is conducive to their carrying out their professional

mission. But do they?

A related question is whether in evaluating programs, a wide spectrum

of evalUation models is employed or whether the-rather traditional

summative-typieevaluation is primarily involved.

10



The major qUestiop for this survey remains: What are the actual

practices in program evaluation in different settings? This was the

question that motivated the activities tg be reported.

To answer this question two related research activities were
4

undertaken. First a survey of some 200 adult education/training programs

was carried out. Then 15 of them were chosen as exemplary and became

the subject of a site visit and case study. The procedures, results,

and conclusions are presented in the following-sec.tions of this report.



II., PROCEDURES

In this section of the report the sampling, the instrumentation, and

the data collection, procedure will be described in detail.

A. Sampling Procedures

A sampling procedure cannot be rationally determined without some

prior consideration of the population about which, we wish to

.genetalice.. The proposal for this study had stipulated adult,

technical education/training programs as the area of interest and the

evaluations of 'these programs as the focus of investigation.

'Preliminary efforts to obtain a census of these\programs from which

to draw a called for sample of 200 programs not only proved to be

fruitless but also pointed -LIT the need for further elaborations of the

population. 'The major problem was that different degrees of technical

sophistication and syst'matization existed among different adult

technical training programs depending largely on their source of

funding and author'ity.

Four-Major groupings of adult technical.etaining programs were

' discerned-

a) Those provided by.the-Department of Defense through. the Army,

Navy, Air Force, and7Marines-

b) Those provided by federal government departments and, agencies

other than the Department of Defense.
9

c) Those provided by state'and local government agencies, usually,

as we found out, through_junior/community colleges.

d) Those provided by the private sector of the etonomy by ,

industrial/commercial organizations for employees and potential

employees.

12
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FOr only one of these Tour categories, were we able to obtain a

complete program listing. It was possible to obtain a listing of all

technical programs provided by the Department of Defense. The listing

ias voluminovs running in all to thousandsof specific courses.

However, the.other three grbupings had no such listing. It seemed

possible that their offerings were as vast, as that of the Department.

of Defenseespecially those provided by state and local governments

and agencies [see c) above]. Unfortunately, there was no single\locus

of information. Each agency, each junior college, each commercial\

)oranization had its own listing but the number of agencies,

organizations, and colleges, was so great as to preclude our establishing

an overall population frame.
. ,

As well as the problem of establishing a population frame, there

was the technical problem of deciding on a sampling technique-. We

bad already indicated that a cluster sampling approach was used; and

50 prograMs from each of the four groupings _of programs listed above,

were-selected.

.

Because there was no popttiatiOn frame in three of the four groupings

and-because the -survey was essentially exploratory, it was neither*.

essential nor possible to obtain a fully randomized sample. The

decision was td develop within each cluster a large pool of programs

that had preferred characteristics. Then we would randomly sample

4,1

50 programs within each of those four pools.

See), for example: 1. Catalog of Navy Training Courses (CANTRAC), NAVTRA

i-10500, 'Naval Training Command. duly, 1973.

2. U. S. Army Formal Schools Catalog, D.A.' Pamphlet 350-10.

'Variously dated from February, 1965 to February, 1973.

13
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The major criteria for placement of a program into a pool was that

it be currently offered to adults, that it be technical in content

(enrichment, cultural, and general educational courses did not qualify),

**
and that it be first available within the past five years (if dates,

could be ascertained). Where vast numbers of programs were readily

available for selection there was no problem in getting a cross-section.

Thus, in the.case-of Department of Defense programs, a cross-section of

the four forces was called for. Also in the case of the Department

of Defense, programs involving security qualifications were not included.

The obtaining of a pool of programs from federal government departments

and agencies was carried .:out by calling departments and agencies randomly

selected from a full listing until the requisite number of programs was

obtained. For obtaining a pool of state and local government initiated

programs, ten states were randomly selected. Then county and/or local

government agencies were contacted as well as state departments and agencies

within those states,until the requisite number of programs was obtained.

Industrial/commerical programs were obtained by randomly selecting from

within the top,500 corporations and making enquiries until the requisite.

number of programs was obtained (no more than one per corporation).

To save time and cost, all initial contacts were made by telephone.

Each pool contained 200 programs from which an initial 50 were randomly

selected. A second group of 50 was also selected to serve as replacements.

Thus, at the end of the sampling process there was a listing for each of

* * *

the four prograth categoVs (Department of Defense, etc.). of 50 programs

and aback -up listing of -0 programs.

*
Persons over 17 years of age was the definition of adult.

**
The preference was for recently developed programs because they would more
likely have had some form of evaluation and we were interested in obtaining
a current picture of evaluation practices.

* * *
There was subsequently a follow-up letter. (See Appendix B)

1.1



The actual data gathering process is.desciibed below in Section C.

The sampling process described here and used in this survey ensured that

a wide range and variety of programs were selected encompassing all major

.geographic areas of the United States and encompassing all major sources

of adult technical training outside the conventional university and college

baccalaureate and higher degree programs.

A second part of the study called for a closer investigation of

15 exemplary program evaluations to take place after the initial survey.

The 15 were chosen by a subjective process after the project staff had

4
scrutinized the survey responses. Again, selection was broken downto

insure that each of our four major categories of programs had at least

three case study visits and to make sure adequate geographic representation

was maintained overall.

B. Instrumentation

In order to focus on what we deemed specific areas of importance,

we queried responsible program personnel using the questionnaire which

appears in Appendix A. -Its first part sought inforMation about the

program. There were 18 questions concerning the Trogram's goals,

target audience, length, level, instructional methodology, and student

evaluation practices. The second part of the questionnaire contained

questions seeking detailed data on program evaluation activities. -There

were 30 questions concerning formal or informal, formative or summative

evaluation activities including questiona on the source of the evaluation'

funding, the extent and depth of the evaluation, the measures and

evaluation design, the kinds of analyses used, and the type of reporting

'carried out.

Ckt

7

ri



As well, for the 15 program evaluations chosen for more intensive

study,an open-ended set of 14 topics to be covered was developed. These

1. What is the program like? (Audience size, initiator, student body,

serving population, length, goals, how students are evaluated.)

2. What kind of evaluation(s) were carried.out? (What model, what

were the evaluation's goals? What were its values?)

3. Who carried it out? (Why the evaluator was selected, qualifications,

experience, in- or out - house, etc.)

4. Who paid for the evaluation? (How, under what circumstances, etc.)

5. Who were the audiences of the evaluation? (Program funders,

developers, potential Students, etc.)

6. What were-the expected outcomes and benefits of the evaluation? (If

you can find out directly or by inference.)

7. What did the evaluation(s) comprise of? (Describe the evaluation(s)

briefly. Processes and conclusions.)

8. Was the evaluation carried out with technical competence? If not,

what went *wrong? (Look especially at variables, measures, design.)

9. Did the evaluation(s) accomplish the evaluation goals? (In whose

opinion?

10. Did the evaluation seem to help the audience for'whom it was intended?

Were any changes made as a result of the evaluation?

11.' Did the evaluation look for unintended outcomes (program side effects)?

'12. What was good about the evaluation(s)? Was there anything quite

noteworthy?

8
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13. What were problems with the How could they have

been overcome? (In whose opinion? Try to get different viewpoints.)

14.. Are there special lessons to be learned fron studying this

evaluation? (Be general.)

C. Data Collection Procedure

In the first section of this chapter (Section A) the sampling

procedure was described in detail. The' data collection began with a

sample of 200 programs divided equally, among our four categories. There

was, as well, a similar backup set of 200 programs, The reason for

this second set of programs can be understood by reference to the focus

of the,survey. While adult, technical training programs was the area

of concern, their evaluations were the focus of- -the survey. A program

which had no formal or informal evaluation of any kind (broadly defined)

was not used in the actual survey, and a replaCement from the backup

set was obtained.

The data collection process began-with a letter to the director or

person in charge of the program Xsee Appendix C). A week after the

letter was sent, a telephone call was made to determine whether the progralii--

had been the subject of any kind of.evaluation (formal or informal, past

or present). If the program director indicated that no evaluation

existed, the program was dropped from the study and a program from

the backup list was substituted. In this manner, 200 programs with

some form of evaluation were available for further use in the survey.

A first'empirical indication of the heterogeneity. nf the four categories

can be seen from their acceptance rates:

. .Almost all (90 percent) Department of Defense and private sector

programs were reported to have some form of evaluation.

9
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. .It was difficult to obtain this information for other federal

government programs because with many there was a heavy degree of

decentralization. An adult, technical training program, ostensibly

administered by a Washington, D.C. project monitor might actually

be run in a number of centers each having some autonomy with

0

respect to such questions as evaluation. An acceptance rate of

72 percent probably provides an underestimate of the amount of

evaluation Occurring with federal government adult technical

training programs.

. .State and local governments and agencies represented the. lowest \

\ --

acceptance level. Less than half of the initial... listing (46 pernt)

indicated the presence of some form of evaluation andall but two

of the back-up listing of programs had to be-used to obtain the

required number of 50 programs with some form of evaluation.

Given, the final listing of X200 programs with evaluations ,(50 per

category), it was now possible to go ahead with the major data collection.

The original intention for the data collection was that it be

carried out by telephone interview. .However, pre-survey, pilot work

in the data collection procedure indicated that this would not prove -

satisfactory. Some of the programs had multiple staffing, so that while

one member of the staff was best -qualified to answer questions about

the prOgram, other members of staff were best qualified to answer

questions about the program's evaluation. As well, at least some of

the questions required searching of records or tine for consideration

of the best response. Therefore,_a-different approach was taken, the

telephone; interview technique being dropped and a mailed questionnaire

substituted. Two telephone follow-1F calls were used, if needed:

10
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The case studies were conducted after the questionnaire survey

was completed. As was indicated above under Sampling, the programs

selected for further study were subjectively chosen for their exemplary

evaluations. Some objective criteria based on the questionnaire

responses were used'in reaching that judgment. A program's evaluation

was deemed exemplary if it was formally conducted, had some level of

statistical analysis performed on data generated by the evaluation,

and had been instrumental in improving programs. In two instances

exceptions were made. In one instance, the questionnaire response

seemed to suggest an innovative evaluation had been performed and,

in the other instance, an evaluation (while informal and pedestrian)

was representative of others in that category of programs.

19
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III. RESULTS

A. The questionnaire Survey

In the first two chapters of this report the rationale and procedures

of this study were presented. In order to'find out what practices are

occurring with respect to the evaluation of adult, technical education/

training programs, 200 programs (50 in each of four categories) were

surveyed using a mailed questionnaire.- It had already been established

that.these programs had been subject to some form of evaluation.

An overall response rate to the mailed questionnaires of 70 percent

was achieved. After two telephone call-backs, 142 of the questionnaires

had been returned. The response rate for each of the four categories

of programs was:

.Department of Defense (84 peicent return)

.Other federal government departments and agencies (66 percent return)
45,

.Private business and industry (80 percent return)

.State and local government departments and agencies (54 percent-return

This response rate corresponds rather closely to data presented_earlier

in this report on the presence of evaluationaI-pocesses in adult,

technical training-programs; It was seen in the data on the presence

of some form of evaluation (Section dof Chapter III) that Departmert of

Defense programs had the highest proportion of programs with'evaluations

and State and local_ government departments and agencies the lowest. It

may be seen that responses to mailed questionnaires were also similarly

ranked. A possible reason for this is that the former grouping being

more likely to have evaluated their programs was also-more inclined to

answer questions about them.

A follow-up to determine causes of failures to respond was conducted.

Twenty -one of the 58 non-respondents (36.2 percent) were telephoned and

2
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reasons for non-response requested. The reasons provided were:

. .Overlooked- -will return it soon (4)

. .Never received it (3)

.Did return it--must have been lost in mail (3)

.Been too busy (3)

. .Sent it on to colleague/assistant to fill in--didn't get it back (2)

. .Questionnaire too general or too awesome (2)

. .Been ill or on maternity leave (2)

. .Cannot recall what happened (1)

. .
.Person to whom sent no longer employed there (1)

It would seem that the 29 percent non-response rate was not caused by

systematic factors related to the nature or style of the questionnaire.

The data from the 142 questionnaires were processed. The major

analyses called for were'frequency counts and percentages for each response

category in each of the questionnaire items. These analyses were

conducted for all 142 respondent questionnaires overall and separately by

each of the four program categories -- Department of Defense (D.O.D.),

Other Fedelal Government Departments and Agencies (0.F.D.), State and

Local Governmeht Departments and Agencies (S.& L.), and Private Business,,

ComMerce, and Industrial Organizations (Industry). The results are so

presentedn Tables 1-5 at the end of this chapter.

When studying these tables it is important to bear in mind the

nature of the respon'dnt sample. The programs that are described (see
NN

Table 1) are adult, techn'i al training programs that initial enquiries

indicated had been subjected to evaluation. Therefore, the results in this

Many of these programs are conducted by junior d community. colleges.

21
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study refer to such programs and not to adult training programs in

general. 'Furthermore, in considering the information about evaluation

practices, it should be noted that there are many programs that do

not have any form of evaluation. Evaluated training programs in

relation to all programs probably range from a minority in the case

of state and local governthent departments and agencies to about

90._percent in the case of Department of Defense programs. (See Chapter'

II, Section C.)

With this understanding of the nature of the sample in mind, it

is appropriate to consider Tables 1-5.

Table 1 provides a description of the 142 programs from.which the

evaluation data in succeeding tables are based: It may be noted that:

. .The majority of the programs)as called for in the sampling;were

initiated since 1968 (72.4 percent). The major source of variance

was with the state and local gropu (mainly the junior/community

. college programs) where 38.7 percent-of respondent.programs had

begun before 1969.

. .The median number of students trained in these programs wasbetween

150 and 199. The arithmetic mean was considerably higher because

of the :skewed distribution: About 20 percent of the programs had

each trained over a thousand students.

. .tThe successful completion rate for trainees is typically over

80 percent.' However, 17 of the 142:programs reported that less

than 50 percent of the trainees complete the program successfully.

State and local and private commercial and industrial programs

accounted for 14 of these 17 programs. Heavy attrition rates seem

to be ,very 'rare with Federal Government (including Department of

Defense) programs.

22
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. .Repeating of programs (QA2b. and tA2b2.) is possible in about a

quarter of the programs. But it seems that few students avail

themselves of this opportunity.

. .A third of the'programs are offered in more than one location.

Of that third, almost three quarters were in many (more than

four) centers. The exception was 'in state and local government

prograMs (mainly in junior/community colleges) where the large

majority of programs were presented at a single site.

. . .Most of the state and local programs (56.7 percent) are accredited

by some board or agency. However, only half the Department of

. Defense, 25 percent of the private', commercial/industrial and

18 percent of the other federal department programs are accredited.

.There is, similarly, considerable variation with respect to the

payment of fees by students - -from less than five percent with

Department of Defense programs to 73.1 percent with state and

local government and agency programs.

. .Almost all of the programs (94.4 percent) have a wkitten statement

of goals. Most (76.6 percent) haVe goals written in behavioral

terms':

. .Formal prerequisites for trainees (QA9.) are not usually required

for federal government programs but are for most-of the other

programs. Only with state and local government programs does the

prerequisite involve some educational level of attainment (probably

the junior/community college influence).. (See QA10.) For the

other three categories of programs the prerequisite involved some

preyious course orskill acqUisition.
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. .Most programs are of less than four month's duration,(QA11.).

Again the exception of the state and local governments category

of programs is due to theirileing adMinistered through junior/

community colleges. The number of hours of outside classroom

work (0.13.) varies greatly from less than' 10 hours (31.9 percent)

to more than 160 hours (23.9 percent).

. .Methods of instruction are varied and many (014.). Most frequently

I -

mentioned were formal classroom teaching, practical laboratory/
7.

workshop experience, and multimedia usage.' However, the question

asking the respondent to indicate the most important method of ,.

instruction achieved consensus with only formal classroom teaching

and practical laboratory/workshop experience receiving' more than

ten percent endorsement.

The final series of questions concerning the programs themselves

enquired about student evaluation.. In the majority of programs

(78.0 percent) students are formally evaluated (QA16.). As one

might hope with adult, tecfinical training programs, the kinC of

formal student evaluation carried out (QA18.) frequently includes

performance (practical proficiency) examinations (54.2 percent)

and instructor ratings of performance or products (46:5 percent).

Performance (practical proficiency) examinations Were most

frequently reported as the "most important element'! in the student

evaluation.

In general, Table 1 provides a clear illustration of the quite

large diversity among groups of adult, technical training programs,

depending in part upon_their source of funding and authority. F

example, most Department of Defense programs are formally 'evaluated,

21
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have low attrition rates, and do.not charge student fees. However,

state and locally sponsored programs often have no evaluation component,

frequently charge student fees, are usually available at only one site,

and m involve heavy student attrition rates. A more comprehensive

feel ng for the diversity of the programs being considered here is

prove ed in Section B of this chapter when in-depth case studies of

prog ame-are presented.

0
Of course, the reason for describing the programs is primarily

to provide a backdrop against which to understand wht is occurring on

the stage of program evaluation. Table 2 presents information on the

number and percentage of the respondent programs that have been subject

to formal evaluations (Fofmal was defined as some conscious, planned

effort to provide.an evaluation. Level of evaluation sophisitication

;----was.not a factor in this definition. )

Overall, 69.0 percent of the programs had been formally evaluated

for the purpose'of improving the program (18.3 percent), assess the

impact of the program (2.1 percent), or for both these reasons

(48.6 percent). Note that program improvement predominated over

program impact_ ssessment as a justification for the evaluation.,

Table 3 provides information'on the formal evaluations of the

respondent programs. The descriptive statistics are presented

separately for the improvement and the impact elements of the

evaluations. From Table 3 it can be seen that:.

. .Program administration and the program's. educational staff were

primarily responsible for calling for the evaluation. 'Outside

agencies and other factors have little influence ekcept in the case

2)
17



of the Department of Defense programs where, as we .shall see later

in the case studies (Section B of this chapter), there i 'likely

to be an eva6.ation process mandated by regulations.

. .The evaluation is usually carried out by J'insiders"--program

administrators,'developers, or educational staff. Again an

exception is the begartment of Defense where specializations and

division of labor not infrequently. provides for external

evaluation.

. .Internal funding of evaluations (see QB5.) is tlie rule across all

categories.

. .Almost all the evaluations reported quite recent evaluations past

two -years). The length of the evaluation ranges widely from

less than a week to over one year. Note that 41.9 percent indicated

a continual evaluation process. The continual process.is,

0

especially'apparent with Department of Defense and other federal

government programs. Olt is also more likely to be adopted for

improvement than for impact purposes.

. focus of.measurement was most frequently the students and the

Curriculum .(QB10.) and the measurement techniques used were most,.

frequently interviews and questionnaires or observation scale's

(QB11.). Program evaluation using standardized or teacher made.

tests was relatively infrequent. This sugglests.that formal

program evaluations, as currently performed, are relatively

unlikely to be concerned with program effects on trainees assessed

by the trainees' performance on paper and pendil tests.

The reliability and validity of ffhe measures does not seem to be

a major concern overall. In less than 50 percent of the cases were

they assessed.

a



If

.The measures that were used in the evaluations primarily assessed,

program goal areas and only secondarily assessed potential side-°

effects. A slight difference concerning side-effects measures

can be noted between improvement studies (39.1 percent included

such measures) and impact studies (50.7 percent included such

studies),

.Moet ci the. evaluation designs eschewed the use of the true

experiment or' 'quasi- experiment. The picture that emerges is that

the Lypical prograth evaluation is an observational (survey),study

using, questicinnaires and interviews but not using statistical

analyses (see QB18.).

.- .About half the evaluations prodUaed-a written, report (QB20.) but

when we asked could we have a:copy only ten positive rtsponses
9

were received (improvement studies) and nine positive responses

(impact studies). 'Even assuming that,.for'some programs,

confidentiality -requirements precluded our being offered a copy .

k

Of the evaluation report, their relative unavailability evokes

some suspicion about their ,finished quality.

On pleaSant feature of he' esponses was the rather frequent

claim 3 percent) that the evaluation promoted prOgraM changes.,

,Even wi tn impact studies, 60,.6 percent claimed they were change-

inducing.

In:general, Table 3 indicates that formal evaluations of adult, 4t1

technical training education programs typically.invble questionnair

and/or interviews of trainees and teachers. The study mainly intended

goal areas of the program. They are usually called fox, funded; and

carried out by insiders rat, her than agencies external to the program.

Most evaluations seem 'to engender program change; but few seem to result

in an liable written report.

2 7
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The final section-of the questionnaire on program evaluations dealt

with evaluations deethed to be informal. This group of evaluations :

constituted 41 of the 142 program evaluations studied indicating that

even when programs have evaluations, about one-quarter of them are of

the unplanned variety. The specific tallies showing the purpose to

which-these informal evaluations are put'are presented in'Table 4.

Note that;as for formal evaluations, program improvement predominates

over program impact as the major purpose.

Table 5 presents further information about ,the 41 informal

evaluations. Where the purpose was primarily improvement, instructors

and administrators carry out the evaluation. This is also true of

the impact studies except that there a 'higher'proportion of the gases

indicated-.the presence- of some third party. Presumably, impact studies

call for a greater degree of objectivity than improvement, studies,

and this-objectivity is evidenced by the use lof a person or agency

other than the program's instructors or administrators.

e, The other question, put_ to respondents concerning informal evaluations

asked what' information was used to guide subsequent program improvement.

'(Note that only one'"of the 41. informal evaluations did not have

program_improvementaS a purpose.) Of the 40 responses to this

question, almost all (92.5-percent) mentioned instructors' judgments,

70.0p ercent mentioned students' judgments, and 62.5 percent mentioned

the'Sudgments of other observers'-such as administrators. That is,

informal, unplanned evaluations, probably perforce,, rely healf,ily on

the-judgments of the major program participants in effecting program
.

improvement'.

r;
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Questions concerning informal evaluations were yurposely kept-few.

Informal evaluations represent the twilight between the daylight of

planned program evaluation and the darkness of no evaluation. True to

expectation these unplanned, informal evaluations were carried out

mainly by program staff assessing the judgments of program staff

presumably in simple ways. To generalize from our sample, this

.1nsophisticated approach probably represents about a quarter of all

program evaluations.

B. :The Site Visits

As well as the data obtained from the 142 questionnaire respondents,

the study called for a more in-depth investigation of a small group

of 15 programs with exemplary evaluations. The criteria for selecting

these programs haVe been presented in Section C, Chapter II.

The ETS staff who made the site visits were given a set of 14 major

questions to be answered in their site visit reports. These questions

have been presented in Section B, Chapter II.

Fourteen of the 15 site visits were conducted approximately on

schedule. The subsequent reports were edited_ to retain anonymity of

persons and programs and abridged to conserve space. The edited,

abridged versions are presented in Appendix D.

One of the 15 site visits was never completed. An initial visit

thereto set up the "case study" took place. But subsequently, there was a

long ,series of postponements due to illness, vacation, company

reorganization, busy schedules, and eventually, as we understand it,

the termination Of the contact person's employment with that'company.

The decision was Luade at tht late stage not to draw a new'program

site for study.

For example, accompanying reports and forms were excluded.
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Appendix D provides a data base that indicates the variability

of the;14 programs and of their evaluations. (Incidentally, it also

indicates the variability of the site visitors--a factor to be expected

in case study reports.) We shall here provide a summary of the major

results of the site visits by posing the clestions the ETS site visitors

had in mind as they interviewed the program personnel.

What is the program like?

The major impression in looking over the case studies is one of

great program diversity. This can perhaps best be shown by naming and

briefly describing the programs in their order of representation in

Appendix D.
0

1. A drug abuse education specialist course--a sophisticated prOgram

to help solve a complex problem by developing a cadre of specialists

with an intensive understanding of drug problems (and their

etiology) and social skills to work with drug addicts..

2. A digital subscriber terminal equipment repair course provided-

maely for ser icemen other than commissioned officers. Mostly

"hands on" tra ning is involved and 15-20 weeks of intensive work

is typically t e duration.

3. An air traffice controllers training program. Up to 1000 trainees

per year are pr cesSed to meet FAA requirements. A high level

of electronic a titude is required of the enrollees.

4. A radar repair ourse of 25 weeks duration. The course is for

enlisted servicemen. \A very high level of electronic aptitude is

required of the enrol ees.
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5. A management by objectives' course for.second'level supervisors

in a federal government agency. The course is of three days

duration spaced over about a 30-day period.

6. Supervisory training - Phase 1 for a federal government department.

A requirement for,all new supervisors, the course covers two

' 40-hour blocks of time and attempts to teach skills of how to

deal effectively with people.

7.- A course on clear writing for personnel in a special federal

government service. Attendance at the course ranges from 20 to

60.

8. Executive developthent program for professional employees of a

federal government department with low management or supervisory

experience. So far 120 trainees are in this new course.

9. Food and beverage management program for employees of a major

-motel chain. Class size is 35 and the trainees come from

throughout the USA.

10. A sales fundamentals course conducted by the Division of Industrial

Relations of a large corporation. The course is for sales

personnel new to the company. About 75 trainees per year attend

the course.

11. Managing the manufacturing operation is one of five autonomous

units presented each quarter by the Education and Training Division

of a large corporation. The course is for management level

employeeS or those with the potential for Work at this level.

12. Medical laboratory technician program carried out in a community

college. A considerable amount of on-the-job training is involved

in the program.
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13. Environmental aide program run by a county area vocational education'

center to train assistants. The program provides experience so

the trainees can be later employed in such occupational areas as

sewage and water treatment, soil conservation, and air pollution

control.

14. Plastics technology program offered at a technical institute which

is part of a state vocational technical and adult education

network.

Note that the programs range in scope, from machinery repairs to

higher level management, in-lenglh frOin a few days to two years, and
s.

in- extent from a few students in one location to thousands of students

in many locations.

The kind of evaluation? Who carried it out?' Who paid-for it?

The kind of program evaluation, as one might expect for a wide

variety of programs, also varied widely. The first four case studies
3

are of Department of Defense programs. There is a clear sense of, a

systematic approach to the program evaluations with considerable evaluation

expertise being brought in by'contracts,to outside consultay'S as the con-
,

sultants were needed. Note, for example, in Case-Study #2, "Evaluation in the'..-

Army's schools,. . .is part 'of a comprehensive system. . .more formal,

. -

more regular, and institutionalized to a greater extent than efforts

elsewhere described. . . ." 'Note, too, in Case #3,the availability

of a Program Evaluation Division.

The other federal government' program evaluation case studies (15-#8)

reveal a feeling of awareness of the value of evaluation but not the

expertise to carry it out. It seems that in-house. evaluation is typical.
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Note, for, example, in Case Study #7: "Evaluation of training is required

by Civil Service regulations but no guidelines are given fo. the type or

extent. . . .There is no separate budget for evaluation activities."

Or as another example consider the statement.in Case Study #8: "For such

a carefully planned and documented program with a great deal of emphasis

on evaluation feedback to participants, there is surprisingly little planning'

or execution of a program evaluation."

The evaluators for the programs conducted by private corporations

(commerce, business, and industry) imbued us with even less confidence.

In at least one case the7program evaluation was primarily a political

exercise. Consider as _a program evaluation. goal: "To show my boss how

good the prOgram is."

State and local governMent and agency program evaluations seemed to

varydepending on whether the programs were conducted in junior/community

colleges or not. We draw a little upon previous experience and the

questionnaire survey for this statement. However, the, case studies provided

a good illustration. The community college prograM was evaluated in a.

rather traditional college way primarily by self-study. When the programs

were conducted by vocational and technical institutions, a more .sophisticated

approach was used.

Who were'the audiences 61 the evaluation? What were the expected outcomes

and benefits? Technical'Competence? Evaluation goals accomplished? Help

the audience for whom intended?.

It makes sense in providing a'summAry of the case studies to combine

these questions (/5 to W10 in'Section B, Chapter II) for they integrate the

major evaluation processes from planning to dissemination.
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Again the pattern noted before continues to operate. Department of

Defense program evaluations seem to be the most systematically planned and

their results disseminated. Audiences were program staff and officers

in charge; the major benefits expected were improved curriculum and

teaching methods.

These terse remarks hardly mine the rich lode of comments and

descriptions to be found on the four 'Department of Defense case studies.

weve of these remarks are not generalizable across programs.

For example, the fourth case study points to a problem created by a

different staff group working on the evaluation than is involved in, the

program. But the resulting relative lack of coordination in the use of

evaluation results is not a problem noted in the other three case studies.

Other federal government program evaluations, as Presented in their

*
case studies, are less systematically planned and executed. However,

at least in case studies #5 and #6 there was evidence that an unsophistecated

approach to evaluation did not prevent the results beneficially influencing

the programs. 'With case studies #7 and #81, monitoring and staying within

guidelines and regulations seemed to be two major evaluation functions

and these were not conducive to having substantial influence on program

improvement.

The evaluations of private commercial/business/industrial programs

seemed to be quite varied ranging from something resembling a caricature

of an evaluation to something resembling a wellfinished portrait. The.

reader is invited to find the proper recipient of these labels. The same

wide variation in quality may be noted in the state and local government

This was true from an examination of the survey results too.
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program evaluations. Studies #13 and #14 provide illustrations of

thoUghtful evaluation planning and the establishment by controlling

agencies of sensible guidelines.

What Was noteworthy about the evaluations? Were there problems? Could

they have been overcome? Are there any special lessons to be learned

from studying this evaluation?

It is not possible, though it would literally be fabulous, to pull

together 14 diverse case studies and come up with the moral for program

evaluation. The best we can do in these circumstances is to list what

seem to be the most important lessons and 'comments and then look for some

common elements.

. .InnOvative and developmental programs probably need less restricted

evaluation designs and models.

. .Evaluations, regardless of model or design, constantly interact

withthe nature of the personnel who are being assessed, receive the

reports, or must make decisions.

. .Needs analysis prior to program development continues to be an often

ignored aspect of the evaluation process.

. .The program staff becomes more open and cooperative when the find
.

the evaluatit will be useful to them.

. .Even,:when inferential statistical analyses are missing, very useful

evaluation outcomes occur. (This thodght was repeated more than once.)

lk
. .Training programs lend themselves tb -evaluation that can be

characterized as systematic and where words such as "feedback" and

"performance criteria" apply. Education programs,on the other hand, .

are more general in scope and, therefore, mare difficult to evaldate.,
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.
.When evaluators also know the subject matter of the program their

credibility with program people rises.

.
the audience for whom the evaluation is intended does not feel

that the evaluation is important, little use will be made of the

findings.

.
.Outcomes from learning opportunities for Managers are difficult to

document. Managers return to a great variety of tasks unlike'

people who are being trained, say, to repair dishwashers,

.It is unfortunate that a program that gives such attention to its

training materials-gives such scant attention to its evaluation.

(This thought was also echoed in another case study.)

. .There is some indication that the evaluation efforts are improving.

There is planning for.a system of need assessment.

. .Private sector, commercial organizations usually need professional

help from outside to develop adequate program evaluation procedures.

.
.Adequate program eValuation requires adequate lead time.

. .You cannot properly tell how much skill or knowledge the trainees

gained by asking them to tell you on a questionnaire what their

perceptions were.

.
If the perceptions of program p'articipants are regarded as important,

then all the various groups of participants (trainees, teachers,

administrators, supervisors back on the job) probably should be

questioned.

.
,Long-term follow-ups are rare but impolt.
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. ."The most obvious lesson that can be learned from this evaluation

is the contribution that evaluation can make in helping assure an

effective training program." (See p. below.)

* * * * *,* * * * * * *

Of course, there is much that is professionally rewarding going on

in the evaluations described in the case studies. Programs are being

o
improved, ,trainees and teachers are being helped.,_an.d_a___sense.of_..pu_rpose

j i
'can be seen being generated at least in some of the 14 studies.

...//
What_ is disconcerting in looking over the case studies is that although

they were\chosen as being exemplary illustrations of program evaluation

based on reasonable and objective criteria, the in-depth studies indicate

many major deficiencies. We are not arguing that vast sums. of money or

great professional epertisa should be continually devoted to program

evaluation. But we are arguing that minimal requirements demand some

systematization of the evaluation process, some attention to such details

as planning of the studies and dissemination and utilization of the results.

Department of Defense training programs seem to be closest to this

reasonable requirement. The other three categories' programs seem to be

evaluated.well or poorly depending not on the institution they serve but

on the professional quality of the particular individuals who happen to

be entrusted with the relevant duties. This leads to a haphazard situation

which cannot be recommended.

* * * * * * * * * *
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IV. SUMMARY AND-.CONCLUSIONS

In 1972, Educational Testing Service began work on a series of

studies and theoretical papers in'an attempt to improve the theory and

practice of training program evaluation. This report presents the second

phase of the series--a survey of current evaluation practices across a

broad spectrum of adult technical training programs.

the survey consisted of two parts. First a questionnaire survey
if

of 200 program evaluations divided equally among four categories--Department

of Defense, other federal government departments and agencies, state and

local governments and agencies, including junior /community colleges,

and private sector commercial, industrial, and business organizations.

Obtaining the 200 programs with evaluations was not a simple task.

,
Except for the Department of Defense no broad listings of,programs could

be ,obtained. We generated a large 'pool of programs in each of the four

categories and randomly selected 50 (the initial list) and theri another

50 (the back-up list). If a program in the initial list was found to have

been evaluated we retained the program. Otherwise,'we eliminated it and

tried instead a program from the back-up-list. Almost all(90 percert)

of-the Department of Defense and private'seeLor programs had some form'

of evaluation. Only 72 percent of other federal government programs and

46 percent of state and local,government programs in the initial listings

had evaluations.

A tailed questionnaire was sent to the program directors and an

i

overall response rate of 71 percent was achieved. The data from the survey

were then analyzed and tabulated (see the final pages of Chapter III).

As well as this questionnaire survey,'14 case study site visits were

conducted (Section B of-Chapter III) in order -to obtain an in-depth

picture of what is happening in exemplary program evaluations.
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The 142 programs subject to questionnaire scrutiny were quite diverse,

not only among themselves but also between categories. Department of

Defense programs, for example, rarely charge student fees. State and

local government programs are least likely-to be fotmally evaluated

and least likely to offer their programs in more than one center.

Almost 70 percent of the programs had been formally evaluated usually.

for the purpose of program improvement rather than to assess program

impact. The typical formal evaluation consists-of questionnaires or___

interviews of trainees and teachers. They are usually called for, funded,

and carried out by insiders rather thanby agencies external to the

. ,

program. Wri ten reports are rare; written reports available to outsiders

are even more rare.

When th, evaluation is informal (unplanned) they consisted primarily

of program staff talking to program staff and participants in order t

assess thei judgments This non-recommended approach was taken by about

a quarter o our 142 program evaluations.

Site isits added to our conviction that adult, technical-training

programs a e so varisd in scope, length, and substance as to defy any kind

of direct/ iat'Snhow they should be evaluated. From page 22 to the end

of Chapter III presents a large range of insights obtained from the site-

visits.

One site visitor was told: "If this evaluation is exemplary then.'

we're all in ''trouble._" Actually, we found even here wide variation. Most

of the evaluations were indeed proving helpful and were conducted with

reasonable expertise., Some,'however, were not. The great need for a more

systematic approach (except perhaps in the case of Department of Defense

programs) was clear. Also clear was the relatively narrow interpretation

of evaluation methods of investigation and the lack of adequate dissemination

of evaluation results. 39
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These ,and Telated'topics are the focus,of.the third technical

*
report in this evaluation study series.

)-

*See Ball, S. and Anderson, S. Professional issues in the evaluation of
education/training programs. Technical Report No. 3 for Contract No.

N00014 -72 -C- 0433, NR 154 - 357... October.. 1975.
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TABLE 1

Descriptive Information about Training Programs as a Totall

Group and Separately for Department of Defense:(D.O.D.),

Other Federal Departments (0.F.D.), State and Local

.4..vernments and Agencies (S.E,,L.), and Industry Subgroups

rograa, as-,,,c.nrently offered, first begin?

a

Total D.O.D. 0.F.D. a.s; L. Industry

v.
d. N . N % N . N

17 12.3 7 18.4 2 6.1 4 14.8 10.0

6 4.3 i 2 5.3 1 3.0 1 3.7 2 5.0

5 3.6 0 0.0 2 6.1 3 11.1 0\ 0.0

2 1.4 1 2.6 0 0.0 1 3.7 0 0.0

8 5.8 2 5.3 2 6.1, 2 7.4 2 5.0

9 6.5 1 2.6 1 3.0 4 14.8 3 7.5

13 9.4 1 2.6 6 18.2 3 11.1 3 7.5

14 10.1 4 . 10.5 3 9.1 7 25.9 0 0.0

20 14.5 3 7.9 3 9.1 1 3.7 13 32.5

29 21.0 10 26.3 10 30.3 0 0.0 9 22.5

15 10.9 7 18.4 3 '9.1 1 3.7 4 10.0

v."
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TABLE 1 (continued)

About how many students/trainees have beet trained 41,-t.

0 -

50 - 99

100 - 149

150 -. 199

200 - 249

250 - 999

1000+

DOn't know & omit

Mean and (SD)
**

program so.far?

Total D,t1 ...). O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

Z N X
,._,N1,:,--rz:, % N %

29 22.7 6 18,2 7 21.2 8 32.0 8 21.6

-12 9.4 3 9.1 1 3.0' 4 16.0 4 10.8

15 11.7 3, 9.1 12.1 8.0 6 16.2'

11 8.6 2 6. 2 6.1 5 20.0 2 5.4

8 6.3 3 9 1 3 , 9.1 1 J+.0 1 2.7

30 23.7 9 27. ° 24.2 4 16.0 9 24.3

23 18.2 7 21.1 8 24,2 1 4.0 7 18.9

14 9 0 2 3

** , 549_ 756 * 206 (339) 2097 (6971)

One program for which an enrollment of 4,000,000 students over the years created an
unusually high mean,and standard deviation.

*
,ANOVA analysis indicated no significant differences among the means, Note, there were

very high variances.

qA2a.. What percentage of students/trainees complete the program successfully?

less than 50%

51 60%

.61 - 70%

71 - 80Z.

81 90%

91 = 100%

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N- % N A NI N %

17 13.'4 1 2.6 2 6.5 7 31.8 7 20.0

3 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.5, 2 5.7

2 1.6 0 0.0 '1 3.2 1 4.5 0 0.0

8 6.3 4 10.3 1 3.2 3 13.6 0 0.0

26 20.5 9 23.1 3 9,7 8 36,4" 6 17.1

71 55.9 25 64.1 24 '77.4 2 9.1, 20 57.1
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TABLE 1 (continued)

QA2b. Can successful trainees repeat the program?

Yes.

No

,.\,..9on't know

Total , D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % - N % N % N %

91 70.5 17 41.5 25 92.6 25 92.6 24 70.6

33 25.6 23 56.1 1 3.7 2 7.4 7 20.6

5 3.9 1 2.4 1 3.7 0 0.0 3 8.8

QA2b2. If so, (trainees can repeat) Aat percentage of unsuccessful trainees repeat
the program?

0%

1 - 20%

21 - 40%

41 - 60%

61 - 80%

81.- 100%

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N % N
C

26 42.6 6 42.9 10 66.7 5 26.3 5 38.5

26 42.6 3 21.4 4 26.7 13 6P,.4 6 46.2

1 1.6 1 7.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0, 0.0

.3 4.9 0 0.0 1 6.7 1 5.3 1 7.7

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

5 8.2 4 28.6 0 0.0 0 '0.0 1 7.7

ca'.1. Is this 'program offered in more than one center or location?

Yes

Don't know

Total T.O.D. 0.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N % N %

49 34.5 6 14.3 24 72.7 4 14.8 15 37.5

93 65.5 36. 85.7 9 27.3 23 85.2 25 62.5

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
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TABLE 1 (continued

QA3b, If -so,-L-so, in how many Other centers or locations is it offered?

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

more than 9

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N % N

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

9 24.3 3 50.0 2 13.3 3 75.0 1 8.3

2 5.4 1 16.7 1 6.7 0 0.0 0 0.0

3 8.1 1 16.7 1 6.7 1 25.0 0 0.0

4 10.8 1 16.7 2 13.3 0 0.0 1 8.3

2 2.7 0 0.0 2 6.7 )0 0.0 0 0.0

3 2.7 0 0.0 2 0.0 0 0.0 1 8.3`

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

1 2.7 0 0.0 1 6.7 0 0.0 0 0.0

2 5.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 16.7

17 37.8 0 0.0 10 46.7 0 0.0 7 58.3

QA4. Is this piogram accredited by some board or agency, etc.?

Yes

No

Don't know

71

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N .7.

56 39.7 19 46.3 6 18.2 21 77.8 10 25.0

80 56.7 19 46.3 27 81.8 6 22.2 28 70.0

5> 3.5 3 7.3 0 0'.0 0 0.0 2 5.0

QA6. Is there any fee charged the trainee for taking this program?

Yes

No

4.

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N % N
...

%

42

99

29.8

70.2

2

40

4.8

95.2,

14

19

42.4

57.6

19

7

73.1

26.9

7

33

17.5

82.5

36

44



TABLE 1 continued)

QA7.
1

Does the program have a written statement of goals?

Yes

No

.Don't know

r--

-Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N '% N % N % N % N

134 94.4 42 100.0 32 97.0 27 100.0 33 82.5

8 5.6 0 0.0 1 3.0 0 0.0 7 17.5

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
,

QA8. Are these goals written in behavioral terms, i.e., indicating desired &hange in
student/trainee behavior?

Yes

No

Don't know

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N* % N % N % N %.

108 76.6 36 85.7 '29' 90.6 22 81.5 21 52.5

.

32 22.7 6 14.3 3, 9.4 5 18.5 18 45.0

1 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.5

Based on total N and not on the number who replied Yes.to previous question.

.921. Are there any hrmal,prerequisites before a student/trainee can enter. this program?

Yes

No

Don't know

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. qndustry

N % N % N % N . N %

85 60.0 31- 73.8 11 33.3 .22 81.5 21 52.5

57 40.0 11 26.2 22 66.6 5 18.5 19 47.5

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

45



TABLE 1 (coritinued)

RA10. : What are they? (prerequisites)

At least 8th grade
education

, Some high school

High school educa-
tion

Some college

College degree.

Other (specify)

Total
.

D.O.D. 0.F.D. S.& L. Industry

/

N % N %, . N % N % N %

.

5 5.9 9.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 9.5

6 7.1 3 9.7 1 9.1 1 415 1 4.8

.
.

18 21.2 2 6.5 1 9.1 12 54.5 3 14.3

3 3.5 0 0.0 1 9.1 1 4.5 1 4.8

5 5.9 0 0.0 2 18.2 1 4.5 2 9.5'

48 56.5 23 74.2 6 54.5 7 31.8 12 57.1

QA11. How long does it normally take a student/trainee to complete this program?

less than 1 month

1-3 months

4-6 months

7-12 months

more than 12 mos.

don't know

Total . D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& X. IndUstry

N % N
.

% N % N % 'N
'%

56 40.3 4 9.5 28 84.8 0 0.6
-.

24 63.2

36 25.9 24 57.1 1 3.0 2 7.7 9 23.7

15 10.8 11 26.2 2 6.1 0 0.0 2 5.3,

13 9.4 3 7.1 1 3.O 8 30.8 1 2.6

19 13.7 0 0.0 1 ` 3.0 16 61.5 2 5.3

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0



TABLE 1 (continued)

QA12. About how-many hours of in-classroom work are normally required to complete
the program?

less than 10 hours

11-19 hours

20-29 hours

30-39 hours

40-79 hours.

80-119 hours

120-159 hours

160+

Don't know

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

-N % 'N
Z

N % N % N

14 10.0 1 2.4 3 9.1 0 0.0 10 26.3

11 7 . 9 2 4.8 2 6.1 0 0.0 7 18.4

6 4.3 1 2.4' 3 9.1 0 0.0 2 5.3

18 12.9 1 2.4 12 36.4 1 3.7 4 10.5

13 9.3 0 0.0 8 24.2 .0 0.0 5 13.2

10 7.1 3 7.1 3 9.1 1 3.7 3 7.9

6 4.3 2 4.8 1 3.0 1 3.7 2 5.3

60 42.9 31 73.8 1 3.0 23 85.2 5 13.2

2 1.4 1 2.4 0, 0.0 1 3.7 0 0.0

QA13. About how many hours of outside classroom work (e.g., home assignments, reading,
on-the-Mb training) are normally required to complete. the program?

less than 10 hours

11-19 hours

.20 -29 hours

30-39 hours

40-79 hours

80-119 hours

120-159 hours

160+

Don't know

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N %

44 31.9 6 14.3 20 60.6 4 15.4 14 37.8

13 9.4 1 2.4 6 18.2 0 0.0 6 16.2

8 5.8 4 9.5 2 6.1 0 0.0 2 5.4

5 3.6 2 4.8 1 3.0 1 3.8 1 2.7

11 8.0 7 16.7 1 3.0 1 3.8 2 5.4

10 7.2 4 9.5 1 3.0 0 0.0 5 13.5

11 8.0 8 19.0 0 0.6 2 7.7 1 2.7

33 23.9' 10 23.8 2 6.1 17 65.4 4 10.8

2.2 ,.0 0.0 0 0.0 - 1 3.8 2 5.4

39

47.



TABLE 1 (continued)

*
9A14, =How would you characterize the instruction in this program? (Circle as many

as apply)

Formal classroom
teaching

Programmed instruc-
tion

Multimedia usage
tapes,

etc.)

Small group dis-
cussion

Individualized
instruction

Practical lab/
workshop ex-
perience

On-the-joh'super-
vised practice

Other techniques

Total D.O.D. 0.F.D.

4

S.& L. Industry

N % N % N - % N % N

.

125 91:.0 39 100.0 30 .96.8 27 100.0 29 80.6

63 55.3 23 63.9 12 50.0 16 72.7 12 37.5

97 82.9 28 80.0 20 87.0 25 100.0 24 70.6

89 74.2 22 62-.9 21 84.0 21 84.0 25 71.4

. ,

77 70;CT 24 66.7 12 70.6 24 96.0 17 53.1

111 85.4 39 95.1 20 76.9 27 100.0 25 60.4

52 50.0 24 66.7 4 22.2 15 75.0 '79 30.0

29 55.8 11 57:9 3 50.0
,
7 77.8 8 44.4

*
Percentages sin to more than, 100--respondents checked as many options as applied.

48
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TABLE 1 (continued)

ws. Which of these is the most impOrtant element in the program?

Formal classroom
teaching

Programmed instruc-
tion

Multimedia, usage
(e.g., tapes,
etc.)

Small gropU dis-
cussion

Individualized
instruction.

Practical lab/
workshop ex*
perience

On-the-job super-
vised ptaCtice,

Other techniques

Combination of the
above

Total D.O.D. 0.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N %
7

N % N % N

47 33.3 9 21.4 17 _ 53.1 6 22.2 1`5 37.5

3 2.1
,

1 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 5.0

7 5.0 1 2.4 1 3.1 1 3.7 4 10.0

5 3.5 1 2.4 1 3.1 1 3.7 2 5.0

'7 5:0 0 0.0 1 3.1 3 11.1 , 3 7.5

44 .31.2 21 50.0 3 9.4 15 55.6 5 12.5

10 7.1 4 9.5 1 3.1 1 3.7 4 10,0

11 7.8 1 2.4 5 15.6 0 0.0 5 12.5

7 5.0 4 9.5 3 9.4 0 0.0 0 0.0

QA16. Are students in the program evaluated formally at:the end of the program?

Yes

No

Don't know

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N. . N %

110 78.0 39 92.9 21 65.6 25 92.6 25 62.5

29 20.6 3 7.1 11 34.4 2 7.4 13 32:5

2 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0. 0 0.0 2 5.0

4 9
41



TABLE 1. (continued)

. How is the student evaluation carried out? (Circle as'many as apply.)

Paper and pencil test
developed by
instructor

Paper and pencil test
developed by someone
other than instructor

Overall subjective
judgment 'by instructor

Instructor ratings of
performance, and/or
products made during
course

Performance (prac-
tical proficiency)
examination

Simulation tech-
niques

Oral examination

Other (please
specify)

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N .1% N % N % N %

65

41

53

66

77

31

19

21

45.8

28.9

37.3

46.5

54.2

21.8

13..4

14.8

25

18

13

21

33

6

8

4

59.5

42.9

31.0

50.0

78..6

14.3

19.0

1

9.5

3

6

10

13

9

7

0

9

9.1

18.2

30.3

39.4

27.3

21.2

0.0

27.3

21

\--

1,7

14

19

21

11.

5
.

4

77.8

25.9

51.9

70.4.

77.8

40.7

18.5

14.8
,..

16

10

16

13

14

7

6

4

40.0

25.0

40.0

32.5

35.0

17.5

15.0

J0.0

*
Percentages sum to more than 100 -- respondents checked as many options as applied.

50
42



TABLE 1 (continued)
is

QA18. Which of these (1-8 above) is the most important element in the evaluation?

Paper and pe
developed by
instructor

cil test

Paper and pencil_test
developed by someo e
other than instruct r

Overall subjective
judgment by.Lnstructor

Instructor ratings' of
performance, and/or
products, made during
course

Performance'(prac-
tical.proficiency)
examination

Simulation tech-
niques

Oral examination

Other (please
specify)

No response

Total D.O.D. 0,F.D. S.& L. Industry

N . % N. ,,

7. N % N %

16 14.8 8 ,20.0
1

0 0.0. 4 16.7 4 19.D'

13 12.0 3 7.5 3 13.0 0 0.0 7 33.3.

5 4.6 0 0.0 2 8.7 1 4.2 2 9.5

. .

17 15.7 4 10.0 1 4.3 7 29.2 5 23.8

\
40 37,0 22 55.0 6 26.1 9 37.5 3 14.3

4 3.7\ 0 0.0 4 17.4 0 0.0 0 0.0

0 0.0 0 0..0 0 0.0 0, 0.0 0 0.0

13 12.0 3, 7.5 7 30.0 '.3 12.5 0 0.0

34 --- 10 --- 3 --- '19 ---



TABLE 2

N and Percentage of Training Programs which are Formally Evaluated:

1) Solely for Improvement, 2) Solely for Impact, 3) For Both Improvement

and Impact, 4) For Neither Improvement nor Impact

.:. *
.--

QB(1 and 2). 1) Has there been or is there currently any formal evaluative effort

to improve the program?
'*

2) Has there been or is there currently any formal evaluative effort

to.. assess the impact (effects) of the program?

Improvement but not
impact

Impact but not
improvement

Both improvement
and impact

Neither improvement
nor impact

Total D.O.D\ O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

% N N % N % N

26 18.3 6 14.3 12 36.4 0 0.0 8 20.0

3 2.1 0 0.0 2 6.1 0 0.0 1 2.5

69 48.6 24 57.1 11 33.3 19 70.4 15 37.5

44 31.0 12 28.6, 8 24.2 8 29.6 16 40.0

7

By formal, we mean some conscious, planned effort though it need not be a sophisticated

effort. In contrast, an informal evaluation would mainly involve an after-the-fact
looking over the program and data related to the program where this activity was not
part of the overall plan.

2
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TABLE 3

3

Description of the Training Program Formal Evaluations for the

Total Group and Separately for Department'of Defense (D.O.D.),

Other Federal Departments (O.F.D.), .State and Local Governments

and Agencies (S'.& L.), and Industry. SUbgroups.

QB3. Who called for this program evaluation to be done?

Program administrator

Program's educational
staff

,Outsideagency

JOthar,

Program administrator

:Program's educational
staff

Outside agency

Other

*
:N's are inflated slightly and percentages sum to more than 100% because some
respondents checked more than one response. Percentages are based on number of

X98).respondents to this question N=98). ,, -

IMPROVEMENT

Total
D.O.D.
N=30

O.F.D.
N=25

S.& L.
N=19

Industry
N=24

N* % N % N % N , % N

55 56.1

45 45:9

11 0011.2

20 20.4

16

7

6

11.

53.3

23.3

20.0

36.7

14

17

2

3

56.0
0

68.0

8.0.

12.0

6

11

3

5

31.6

57.9

15.8

26.3

79

10

0

1

79.2

41.7

0.0

4.2

IMPACT.

Total
D.O.D.

N=30
O.F.D.
N=25

S.& L.

N=19
Industry

N=24

N % N % N % N % N Z.

41

,

24

8

19

41.8

24.5

8.2

19.4

9

7

N3

.11

30.0 13

23.3 5

10%0 1

*36.7\, 0

52.0

20.0

4,.0

0.0

6

2

4

6

31.6

36.8

21.1

31.6

13

.

5

0

2

---,

54.2

20.8

0.0

8.3

tr5 3
45.-



TARLE, 3

QB4. Who carried out the evaluation?

.

Program administrator

Program developers

P.rogram's educational
'staff

Outside agency

Other

1

Program administrator

Program dev4opers

Progeam's educational
staff

Outside agency

-Other

. 9

continued)

4

I M P R.° V E M E4N T -

Total
t

-D.O.D. NO.F.D. 8.8! L Industry

- N % N % N % N % r;'. N 7.

33

35

56

13

16

33.7

35.7

57.1

13.3

16.3

8

12 ',...

2.0

8

6

26.7

40.0

66.7

26.7

20.0

10

J6

17

2

0

40.0

24.0

68.0

8.0

0.0

5

3

6

26.3

15:8

47.4

15.8

31.6

10

14

10

0

4

41.7

58.3

4.1

10.5

11.6

,, IMPACT

i

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N % N

38 38.8 9 30.0 12 48.0 6 31.6 11 45.8

14 14.3 5 16.7 s-- 8.0 3 15.,8
.,

4 16.7

27 27.6 10 31.3 .4 16.0 8 42.1 20.8

12 12.2 9 30.0 1 4.0 10.5 0 0.0

18 18.4 8 26.7 0 0.0 6 31.6 % 4 16.7

4§

5 4



funded the evaluation?

5.ntern41 funding (part
'2.E program)

rnal.funding (o t-
rant, cont-att,

rnal funding (part
I Drogram)

rnal fundin
ide grade; con

(out-
act,

1

TABLE 3 (continued

:IMPROVEMENT
--lotal

N=93
D.O.D.
N=29

' O.F.D.

N=22
S.& I.
N=19.

Industry,
N=23

N % N..-- ..7.- N % N -% N %.

-81

12

87,1

12.9

24 ..82.8

5 17.2
il

21

j
95t5

4.5'

18 94.7-

5.3

18

5 '

78..3

21.7

IMPACT
Total
N=67

D.O.D.
N=23

O.F.D.
N=13

S.& L.
N=18

IndLstry
N=13

N % N 7.. N Z. N - % N .,

6C

7

89.6

10.4

o 20

3

...

87.0

13.0

12'

1

92.3

7.7

'16

2

88.9

11.1

12

1

92.3

7.7

155
47



TABLE 3 (continued)

QB6. Was the evaluation monitored by ,some person or group independent of the

evaluation?

Yes

No

Don't know.

Yes

No

Don't know

i

.
- IMPROVEMENT

Total

N=93

D.O.D.

N=30

U.F.D.
N=22

-S.& L.

N=19
:Industry

1 N=22

N % N/% N.% N %
;

N %

39

50

4

41.9

53.8

4.3

19

10

1

1

63.3

33.3

3.3

10

11,

1

/45.5
,

50.0

4.5,,

7

10

2

36.8

52.6

10.5

' 3

19

0

13.6

86.4

0.0

IMPACT
i

Total 1

f

73 I

D.U.D.

N=25

O.F.D.

N=13
S.& L.
N=19

Industry
N=16

,.., N
,

L
7.1

I

N % N % N % N %

29

41

,,

3

\39:7
i

I

6.21

4! .1

I

13

11

1

52.0

44.0

4.0

3

9

1

23.1

69.2

77

9 47.4

9 47.4

1 5.3

4 2.0

12 75'.0

0 0.0

/

5
48

A



TABLE 3 (continued)

QB7. What year(s) did the evaluation occur?

Before 1965

1965

1966

1967

1968

1969

1970

1971

1972

1973 0

1974

*
Most recent response recorded.

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N % 'N %

1 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.3

0 t, 0.0 0,. 0.0 0 0'.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

1 ; 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.3
t

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
,

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

0 0.0 0 0.0
....-,

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

0 0.0 0 0.0 0' 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

4 4.2 1 3.3 1 4.3 0 0.0 2 8.7

9 9.5 2 6.7
-
1 4.3 1 5.3 5 21.7

14 14.7 6 20.0 5 21.7 2 10.5 1 4.3

66 69.5 21 70.0 X16 69.6 16 84.2 13 56.5

QB8. How long did it take?

Less than 1 week

less than 1 month (more
than a week)

l+ months

2+ months

- 3+ months

4+ months

5+ months

6-12 months

More than 1 year

A continual or ongoing*
process

Total \
N=74

,p.o.D.

N=28
0.F.D.
N=16

S.& L.

N=16

Industry

N=13

N 7. , N % N % N % N
-

7 9.5 0 0.0 1 6.3 3 18.8 3 21.4
.

\

4 5.4 1 3.6 1 6.3
\
1 6.3 1 7.1

4 5.4 0 0.0 2 12.5' - 12.5 0 0.0,

3 4.1 2 7.1 0 0.0 1- \\6.3 0 0.0

1 1.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 O. \ 1 7.1

1 1.4 0 0.0 O. '.0.0 0.___D 0.0 \ 1 7.1

11 14.9 3 10.7 3 18.8 1 6.3 4 28.6

7 9.5 4 14.3 0 0.0 2 12.5 1 7 1

5 . 6.8 3 10.7 0 0.0 2 12.5 0 0.0

31 41.9 15 53.6 9 56.3 4 25.0 i3 21.4

*
"Ongoing" was sometimes specifically written in the blank..

57
49



QB9. Is it still continuing?

Yes

No

Yes

No

TABLE 3 (continued)

IMPROVEMENT
Total
N=95

D.O.D.

N=30
O.F.D.
N=23

S.& L.

N=19

Industry
N=23

N % N % N % N % N %

81

14

85.3

14.7

26

4

86.7

'13.3

22

1

95.7

4.3

14

5

73.7

26.3

19

4

81.3

18.7

IMPACT
Total
N=71

D.O.D.
N=24

O.F.D.

N=73
S.& L.

N=18
Industry

N=16

N % N % N % N % N

57

14

80.3

19.7

20

4

83.3

16.7

10

3

76.9

23.1

14

4

77.8

22.2

13

3

81.3

18.7

50

58



TABLE 3 (continued)

QB10. Who or what was the focus of measurement?

Students

Classroom & teaching
processes

Teabhers

Curriculum

Other

Students

Classroom & teaching
processes

Teachers

Curriculum

Other.

IMPROVEMENT

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S,E, L. Industry

N % N % N % N % N

62 63.3 19 63.3 16 64.0 7 36.8 20 83.3

45 45.9 12 40.0 11 44.0 13 68.4 9 37.5

33 33.7 10. 33.3 11 44.0 8 42.1 4 16.7

57 58.2 22 73.3 13 52.0 15 78.9 7 29.2

13 13.3 6 20.0 0 0.0 6 31.6 1 4.2

IMPACT

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N % N %

54 55.1 20 66.7 7 28.0 12 .63.2 15 62.5

19 19.4 4 13.3 4 10.0 8 42.1 3 12.5

16 10.3 6 20.0 2 8.0 5 26.3 3 12.5

30 30.6 11 36.7 3 12.0 10 52.6 6 25.0

18 18.4 7 23.3 5 20.0 5 26.3 1 4.2



TABLE 3 (cantinued),,

, QB11. What measurement techniques were used?

r,

"Teacher made" paper and
pencil tests.

Standardized paper and
penciLtots

Interviews and
questionnaires

,Obsdrvations

'Rating scale's

Other

"Teacher made" paper and
pencil tests

Standardized paper and
pencil tests

Interviews and
questionnaires

ObServations

Rating stales

Other

IMPROVEMENT

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N % N

10 10.2 2 6.7 2 8.0 4 21.1 2 , 8.3

20 20.4 7 23.3 6 24.0 2 10.5 5 20.8

63 64.3 '21 70.0 12. 48.0 10 52.6 20 83.3

59 60.2 16 53.3 15- -60.0 16 84.2 12 50.0

22 22.4 6 20.0 4 16.0 .6 31.6 6 25.0

15 15.3 4 6.7 6 24.0 4 21.1 1 4.2

IjAPACT

Total D.O.D. 0.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N . % N % N '% N

3 3.1 1. 3.3 0 0.0 2 10.5 0.0

8> 8.2 4 13.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 16.7

48 49.0 L7 56.7 7 28.0 10 52.6 14 58.3

35 35.7 8 26.7 4 16.0 12 63.2 11 45.8

21 21.4 6 20.0 3 12.0 5. 26.3 7 29.2

13 13.3 2 6.7 6 24.0 3 15.8 2 8.3

61

52



TABLE 3' (continued)

QB12. Was the reliability of the measures assessed?

Yes

No

Don't know

. No

Don't know

IMPROVEMENT
Total
N=93

D.O.D.

N=29

O.F.D.

N=23

S.& L.

N=19
'Industry

N=22

N % N %
.

N % N % N %

38

43

12

40.9

46.2

12.9

14

8

4

58.6-

27.6

13.8

7

16

0

30.4

69.6

0.0

7

9

3

36.8

47.4

15.8

7 31.8

10 45.5

5 31.3

IMPACT
J

Total
N=70

D.O.D.
N=24

U.F.D.
N=12

S.& L.

N=18

Industry

N=16

N % N

.._

% N % N % N %

32

23

15

45.7

32.9

21.4

13

7

4

54.2

29.2

16.7

5

5

2

41.7

41.7

16.7

6

8

4

33.3

44.4

22.2

8

3.

5

50.0

18.8

31.3

61
53



TABLE 3 (continued)

QB13. Was the validity of the measures assessed?

YeS

No

Don't know

Yes

No

Don't know

.44

IMPROVEMENT
Total.
N=93

D.O.D.
N=29

O.F.D.
N=23

S.& L.
N=19

Industry
N=22

N % N % N % N % N

4

39

13

44.1

41.9

14.0

20

5

4

69.0

17.2

13.8

6

16

1

26.1

69.6

4.3

9

8

2

/7.4

42.1

10.5

6-

I10

6

27;3

45.5

27.3

a I M P ,A C T

Total
N=70

D.O.D.
N=24

O.F.D.

N=12

S.& L.

N=18

Industry

N=16

N % N % - N % N 7 N

33

21

16

47.1

30'.0

22.9

15

5

4

62.5

20.8

16.7

5'

4

3

41.7

33.3

25.0

7

8

3 ,

38.9

44.4

16.7

4

6

37.5

25.0

37.5

62
54

3:1



TABLE 3 (continued)

QB14. Did they measures assess the program's goals?

Yes

No

Don't know

Yes

No

Don't know

I MPROVEMENT
Total

N=94

D.O.D.

N=29
0.F.D.

N=23

S.& L. ,

N=19
Industry

N=23

`N % N % N % N % N

75

14

5

79.8

14.9

5.3

25

3

1

86.2

10.3

3.4

15

7

1

65.2

30.4

4.3

17

0

2

89.5

0.0

10.5

18

4

1

78.3

17.4

4.3

IMPACT-

Total
N=72'

D.O.D.
N=24

O.F.D.
N=13

S.& L.
N=18

Industry
N=17

N % N % N % N % N

62.

3

7

86.1

4.2

.9.7

21,

Z.

1

87.5

8.3

4.2

11

b

2

84.6

0.0

15.4

15

0

3

83.3

0.0

16.7

15

1

1

c38.2

5.9

5.9



TABLE 3 (continued)

QB15. Did the measures assess potential side effects?

Yes

0- No

Don't know

Yes

No

Don' t know

IMPROVEMENT
Total,
N=92

D.O.D.
N=29

'0.F.D.
N=23

S.& L.
N=18

Industry
N=22

N % N % N % N % W N

36.

39

17

39.1

42.4

18.5

13

10

6

44.8

'34.5

20.7

6

16

1

26.1

69.6

4.3

10

3

5

55.6

16.7

27.8

.

7

'10

5

-

31.8

45.5

22.7

IMPACT
Total
N=71

D.O.D.
N=24

0.F.D.
N=13

S.& L.

N=18
Industry
N=16

N %. N. % N % N % N .

36

17

18

50.7

23.9

25.4

12

5

7.

50.0

20.8

29.2

8

3

2

61.5

23.1

15.4

9

3

6

50.0

16.7

33.3

7

6

3

,

43.8

37.5

18.8

56

64



TABLE 3 (continued)

Q1316. What research design was used in- this evaluati.o7.0

True experiment

Quasi-experiment

Observational. study

True experiment

Quasi-experiment

Observational study

IMPROVEMENT .

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N % N

14 15.9

11 12.5

63 71.6

9 /27.3

6 18.2

23 54.6

1 6.3-

0 0.0

15 93.7

3 13.6

'2 9.1

17 77.3

1 5.9

3 17.7,

13 76.4

IMPACT

Total D.O.D. O.F.D. S.& L. Industry

N % N % N % N % N %

10.

9

46

15.4

13.9

70.7

5

4

13

22.7

18.2
4

59.1

0

1

9

0.0

10.0

90.0

3

1

14

16.7

5.5

77.8

2

3

10

13.3

20.0

66.7
...

57



TABLE 3 (continued)

QB18. Was there a statistical analysis of the results?

Yes

No

Don't know

Yes

No

Don't know

IIMPROVEMENT .

Total
N=91

D.O.D.
N=29

0.F.D.
N=23

S.& L.
N ='18

Industry
N=27

N % N , % N % N % N

24

56

11

26.4

61.5

.12.1

10

14

,5

34.5

48.3

17.2

3

19

1

13.0

82.6

4.3

2

14

2

11.1

77.8

11.1

9

9

3

42.9

42.9

14.3

IMPACT
Total

N=68

D.O.D.

lg=24

O.F.D.

N=13

S.& L.

N=16

Industry'

N=15

IT % N % N % N % N %

29

36

10

32.4

52.9

14.7

9

9

5

37.5

41.7

20.8

5

7

1

38.5

53.8

7.7

3

12

1

18.8

75.0

6.3

5

7

3

33.3

46.7

20.0

66
58



TABLE 3 (connuedY

J
QB20. Was there a 'uTittan report of the

is

I

Yes

No

Don't know

Yes

No

Don't know,

evaluation?

IMPROVEMENT
Total
N=92

D.O.D.
N=28 N

O.F.D.
, N=23,

S.& L.
N=18

Indu"stry
N=23

N ' % N % N % N % N 7.

44

45

3

47.8

48.9

3.3

16

10

2

57.1

35.7

7.1

9

13

1

39.1

56.5

4'.3

10

8

0

55.6

44.4

0.0

. ,

9 39.1

14 60.9

0 0.0

IMPACT ,

Total
N=68

D.O.D.
N=22

O.F.D.
N=13'

s.8, L.

N=1
Industry
N=17

N . N %

,

N %
. N

33

31

4

48.5

45.6

5.9

10

10

2

45.5

45,5

9.0

8

4

1

61.5

30.8

7.7

9

6

1

,

56.3

37.5
,

6.3

6 35.3

11 64.7

0 0.0

59

4



QB21. Could we have a copy?

Yes

No

Don't know

6

Yes

No

Don't know

TABLE 3 (continued)

IMPROVEMENT
Total
N=49

D.O.D.
N=17

O.F.D.
N=10

S.& L.
N=12

Industry
N =10\

N % N %

.

% N % N

10

30

9

20.4

61.2

18:4

4

7

6

23.5

41.2

35.3

2

7

1

20.0

70.0

10.0

2

9

1

16.7

75.0

8.3

. 2

7

1

2b.o

70.0

10..0

IMPACT
Total 1

N=38
D.O.D.
N=12

O.F.D.
N=9

S.& L.
N=11

'Industry
N=6

N % N % N % N % N

9

22

1 7

I

23.7

57.9

18.4

3

5

4
-

25.0

41.7

33.3
,

3

5

1

33.3

55.6

11.1

2

8

:1

18.2

72.7

9.1

1

4

1

16.7

/1.6.7

16.7
--

.68
60

c



TABLE 3 (continued)

1322 Did any changes take place as a result of the evaluation?

Yes

o

Don't know

Yes

No

Don't know

IMPROVEMENT
Total

N=91

D.O.D.

=28
O.F.D.

N=23

S.& L.

U=17

Industry

N=21

N % N % N % N % N %

74

9.

8

81.3

9.9

8.8

23

4

1

82.1

14.3

3.6

20

2

1

87.0

8.7

4.3

15

2

88:2

11.8

0.0

.

8.

2

'6

50.0

12.5

37.5

IMPACT
*----------1

Total
N=66

D.O.D.
N=22

0.F.D.
N=12

S.& L.

N=16
Industry
N=16

N % N % N \ % N % N

40

14

12

60,6

21.2

18.2

15

4

3

68.2

18.2

13.6

5

6

1

41.7

50.0

8.3

12

2

0

75.0

12.5

0.0

8

2

6

50.0

12.5

37.5

6
61

r.



TABLE 4

N and Percentage of Training Programs which are Informally

Evaluated: 1) Solely for Improvement, 2) Solely for Impact,

3)-For Both Improement and Impact, 4) For Neither Improvement.

nor Impact I

QB(24 and 28): 24) HaS there been or is 'there currently any informal evaluation.
effort to improve the program?

28) Has there been or is there currently any informal evaluatj.on
effort to assess the impact (effects) of the program?

Improvement but not
impact

Impact but not
improvement

Both improvement
and impact

Neither improvement
nor impact

Does not apply

Total
.

D.O.D.
/

0.F.D.
/

S.& L. /Industry
i

N % N %
/N/ % N & N/ %

I

18 12.7'- 7.1 6 18.2 3 11.1 61 15.0

0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.7 0 0.0

22 15.5 9 21.4 2i 6.1 4 14.8 7 17.5

2 1.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 5.0

99 69.71 30 71.4 25 75.8 19 70.4 / 25 62.5



TABLE 5

,Descriptive Information abOut Technical Program'S

Informal Evaluation (from those who responded that

there ere no formal evaluations)

QB(25 and 29).

Instructors

Administrators

Some third party

3

25) Who carries out this informal improvement effort?

29) Who carries-out this informal impact evaluation?

IMPROVEMENT
Total'
N=40

D.O.D.
N=12

O.F.D..
N=8

S.& L.
N=7

Industry
N=13

N
*

%
*

N % N
*

% N
*

% N
*

%

35

28

7

87.5

70.0

17.5

10

9

1

83.3

75.0

. 8.3

7

6

0

87.5

75.0

0.0

7

3

2

100.0

42.9

28.5

11

10

4

84.6

76.9

30.8

*
N based on number o5 respondents who answered yes to Question 24.

Instructors

Administrators

Some third party.

* *

IMPACT
Total
N=23

D.O.D.

N=9
O.F.D.
N=2

S.& Z.
N=5

Industry
N=7

N**
7.

**
N %

**
N % N

**
%

**
N

16

16

8

69.6

69.6

34.8

5

6

1

54.4

66.7

11.1

2 100.0

2 100.0

1 '50.0 '

5

4

2

100.0

80.0
4
40 0

3 62.9

4 57.1

4 57.1

N based on number of respondents who answered yes to Question 28..

63 .



TABLE 5 (continued)

QB26. What information is used to guide dmprovements?

Students' judgments

Students' scores

Instructors' judgments

Judgments of other
observers (e.g.,
administ.rators)

Subsequent reports
from supervisors on
the job

Total
*
N=40-

D.O.D.

N=12
O.F.D.
N=8

. L.

N=77
Industry
N=13

N % N % N % N / % N %

28 70.0 10 83.3 6 75.0 4 57.1 8 61.5

21 52.5 7 58.3 4 50.0 2
.

28.5 8 61.5

37 92.5 12 100.0 7 87.5 7 100.0 11 84.6

4.

25 62.5 9 75.0 2 25.0 5 71.4 9 69.2

.

19 47.5 6 50.0 4 50.0 4 57.1 4 38.4

.

N is based on number of respondents who answered yes to Question 24.

64



APPENDIX A

PROGRAM EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Concerning your program

A Description of the Program

1. When did this program, as currently offered, first begin?

2. About how many students/trainees have been trained in this program so far?

a. What percentage of students /trainees complete the program successfully?

b. Can unsuccessful trainees repeat the program? (Circle one)

Yes

No 2

Don't knOw 3

If so, what percentage of unsuccessful trainees repeat the program?

3. Is this program offered in more than one center or location?

Yes 1

No 2

Donrt know 3

If so, in how many other centers or locations is it offered?

4. Is this program accredited by some board, agency, etc.?

Yes

No 1 2

Don't know 3

0

5, Which boards or agencies? (please specify).

6. Is there any fee charged the trainee for,taking this program

Yes

No

7. Does the program have a written statement of goals?

Yes

1

2

1

No 2

Don't know 3

73

1-4

5-7

8-11

12-13

14

15-16

17

18-19

20

21-22

23

24



Are these goals written in behavioral terms, i.e., indicating-desired changes
in student/trainee behavior?

Yes 1

No 2

Don't know 3

Are there any formal educational prerequisites before a student/trainee can
enter this program? 6

Yes

No

1

2

Don't know 3

What are they?

At least 8th grade education 1

Some high school 2

High school graduation 3

Some college 4

College degree 5

6Other (please specify)

How long does it normally take a student/trainee to complete this program?

Less than 1 month 1

1-3 months 2

4-6 months 3

7-12 months 4

More than 12-months 5

Don't know 6.

A-2

74



2. About how many hours of in-classroom work are normally required to complete
the program?

Note: 40 hours = 1 week full time
. 80 hours = 2 weeks full-time

120 hours = 3 weeks full time
160 hours = 4 weeks full time

Less than 10 hours 1

11 -19 hours 2

20-29 hours 3

30-39 hours 4

40-79 hours 5

80-119 hours 6

120-159 hours 7

160+ hours 8

Don't know 9

How many hours of outside classroom work (e.g.,-home assignments, reading,
on-the-job training) are normally required to complete the program?

Less than 10 hours 1

11-19 hours 2

20-29 hours .......... - . .

.30-39 hourg 4

40-79 hours 5

80-119 hours 6

120 -159 hours 7

160+ hours 8

Don't know 9

A- 3

29

30



14. How would you characterize the instruction in this program? (Check as
1 2 3

Yes No Don't know

many as apply)

Formal classroom teaching (1)

Programmed instruction (2)

Multi-media usage(e.g.,.tapes, etc.) (3)

Small group discussion (4)

Indlvidualized instruction , (5)

Practical lab/workshop experience (6)

On the-job supervised practice (7)

Other techniques (please specify) (8)

15. Which of these is the most important element in the- program? (Circle one)

Formal classroom teaching, . . . .q. 1

Programmed instruction . . . . -, 2

Multi-media usage ... 3. .

Small group discussion . . - 4

Individualized instruction . . . 5

Practical lab/Workshop experience. . .6

On-the-job supervised practice 7

Other techniques (please specify). 8

16. .Axe students in the program evaluated formally at the end of the

program?

YeS 1

No 2

Don't know 3

A-4

31-46

47

48



How is the student evaluation carried out? (Circle as many as apply.)

Paper and pencil test developed by instructor

Paper and pencil test developed by someone other than
instructor 2

Overall subjective judgment by instructor

Instructor ratings of performance, and/or products made
during course 4

Performance (practical proficiency) examination, 5

Simulation techniques 6

Oral examination 7

Other-(please specify) 8

Which of these (1- 8' above) is the most important element in the evaluation?

A-5

49-56
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Projram Evaluation

Now I'd like to ask you some questions concerning the evaluation for this
program. (i.e., where the purpose of the evaluation is to assess the programitself)

1. Has there been or. is there currently any formal evaluative effort to
improve the program?

Yes

No 2

2. Has there been or is there currently.any formal evaluative effort to
assess the impact (effects) of the program?

Yes

No' ' 2

If you answered No to both these questions, go on to Q24 . If you answered
Yes to either or both, please continue. Use Column A in reference to evaluation
to improve the program and Column B in reference to evaluation to assess the
program's impact.

Column A
Program
Improvement

1

. Who called for this evaluation to be done?

Column B
Program
Impact

2

Program administrator
(1) (1)

Program's educational staff (2) (2)

Outside agency
(3) (3)

Other(please specify) (4) (4)

*

By formal, we mean some conscious, planned effort though it need not be a
sophisticated effort. In contrast; an informAl evel4ation would mainly involve
enafter-the-fact looking over.the program and data related to the .program
where this activity was notpart of the overall plan.

A-6

7 8



Column A Column E
Program Program
Improvement Impact

1 4 2

4. Who carried out the evaluation?

Program administrator (1) (1)

Program developers (2) (2)

Program's educational staff (3) (3)

Outside agency (4) (4).

Other -(please specify) (5) (5)

5. Who funded the evaluation?

Internal funding (part of program)

External-funding (outside grant, contract,

6. Was the evaluation monitored by .some person or
group independent of the evaluation?

7. What year(s) did the evaluationoccur?

8. how long did it take?

(1) (1)

(2) (2)

8-77

78-81

Yes (1) (1) 82-87

No (2) (2)

Don't know (3) (3)

-9. Is it still continuing?

Yes (1.) (1)

No (2) (2)

A-7

7 9

88-92

93-94

95-98



Concern &Measures and Design

Who or what was the focus of measurement?

Students

Classroom and teaching processes

Teachers

CurriCulum---
\

Other (please specify)

Column A. Column B
Program. Program
Improvement' Impact.

1 2

What measurement techniqtre-S-i:Tere used?

"Teacher made" pa \er and pencil tests

-Standardized paper\and pencil tests

IntervieWi-and questionnaires

Observations

Rating scales

Other (please specify

Was the reliability of the measures assessed?

1

Was the validity of the measures assessed?

Yes

No

Don't know

Yes

No

Don't know

Did the measures assess the program's goals?

Yes

No

Don't know

80

(1) (1)

(2) (2)

(3) (3)
(4) (4)

(5) (5)

(6) (6)

(1) (1)

(2) (2)

(3) (3)

(1) (1)

(2) (2)

(3) (3)

99-108

109-120

121-126

127-132

133-138



15. Did the measures assess potential side-effects?

Column A
Program
Improvement

Column B
Program
Impact

1 2

Yes (1) (1)

No (2) (2)

Don't know (3) (3)

16. What research design was used in the evaluation?

4. true experiment .Yes, (1) (1).

No (2) (2)

Don't know (3) (3).

b. quasi-experiment Yes (4) (4)

No (5) (5)

Don't know (6) (6)

c. observational study Yes', (7) (7)

No (8) -(8)

Don't know (9) (9)

17. Will you briefly describe the evaluation?

Was there a statistical analysis of the results?

Yes (1) (1)

No (2) (2)

Don't know. (3) (3)

19. (If Yes to 18) !What statistical techniques were used?

81
A-9"

139-144

145-162

1637164



Concerning Reports
-..

/

/I .

V.
Was there a written report on the evaluation?

i

2.1. Could we have a copy?

'(Send prepaid envelope if yes.)

4

Yes

No

Don't know

Yea

No

Don't know

22. Did any changes take place as a result of the

evaluation?

23. (If yes to 22) What were they?

Yes

No

Don't ,know

Column A
Program
Improvement

Column :93

Program
Impact

37

-2 ,

(1) (1)

(2) (2) -'

(3) (3)

(1) (1)

(2). (2)

(3)
(3)----

(1) (1)

(2)
(2)

(3) (3),

FOR THOSE 'WHO ANSWERED NO TO QUESTIONS 1 AND 2.

24. Has there been or is there currently any informal

evaluation effort to improve the program ?.

Yes
1

No
2

25. Who carries out thf,,:s informa1 improvement effort?

Instrdctors

.Administrators . . . , . . . . . . -

Some third party

1

2
. .

3

82
A -:10

173-178

179-184'

185-190

191-192

193

194



at info rmaEion is used to guide the

improvemearS?

Students' judgments.

Stddents' scores

Can you tel
effort?

4.

.......
2

Instructors' judgments
3

Judgments of other, bbserverS

(e.g., administrators).
4

Subsequent reports from supervisors
on the job

e anything more about this informal .

/

as there been or is there currently any informal

evaluation effort-to assess the dmpact (effects)

o. the program?

Yes. ....
No 2

Dor't know 3

1

Who carr out tfi.is informal evaluation?

InseruCtors4,. . ....

AdminiStrators . .. ,

Some third party

an you tell me any
evaluation effort?

2

3

hing more about this informal

1
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APPENDIX B

GENERAL LETTER OF ENQUIRY

ED&CATIONAL TESTING SERVICE

Area Code 609
921 - 9000

C.IBLE-EM CIESTSTC

Division
of

Educational Studies

Dear Director:

PHINCET N, N. J. 08540

, I

As was indicated to you in a recent telephone cOnversatiOn, we are

conducting asurvey of training programs as part of a larger l/study sponsored

by the Office af Naval Research. Specifically, we are trying to identify

a substantial number of recently introduced technical training programs

.for adults. 41e understand that your institution sponsors oriconducts such
-programs, and we would be grateful if you could let us have a catalog or

other description of your program(s) that may meet the follOwing criteria: \

1. The program has been recently introduCed (i.e., no more than four
years ago).

2. The program is intended for adults (i.e., 18 years and older).

3. The program is technical in orientation, not aimed at general
eduction, hobbies; or cultural enhancement.'a

The program may, of course, involve one or more courses.

We realize that this letter may be misdirected, i.e.;; that someone else
in your institution may be specifically responsible for training programs
and fOr disseminating information about them. Should this-be the case, we

would be most grateful for your redirecting this request.

We hoe you will cooperate in making this study possible.

X

SB:al

Very sincerely yours,

Samuel Ball -

Research Psychologist

8 4
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APPENDIX C

LETTER REQUESTING SPECUIC COOPERATION

EpeCATIONAL TESTTNO SERVICE

Area Gude 609
921.- 9000

CABLE-ED( C7 ESTS T

Division
of

Educational Studies

Dear Sir:

PRINCETON. N.J. 08540

Educational TeSting Service, under a contract with the Office of Naval:
Research, is engaged in a survey to discover current practices in the area
of program evaluation. Our focus in on technical training programs for adults.

We have compiled a list of literally thousands, of training programs.
From this list we have selected your program, , as one we
would like to study further.

What we would like to do is have Ms. Patricia Wright from our office
call you in the next week to find out whether you are willing to participate
in the survey, and if you are so willing, to make necessary arrangements
to have a questionnaire sent to you.

Because terms like accountability and evaluation in education enjoy
increasing use, we feel it would be helpful to first determine which formal
and informal practices and explicit and implicit assumptions occur in the
real world of program evaluatiod;Nyand thus this survey. Later we shall
draw on the results of the survey and on the findings-from other kinds of
research to develop suggestions and guidelines for those who face the
responsibility of proposing and conducting evaluations.

May I thank you in advance for any help you can provide us in this
enterprise.

SB:al

81i
C -1

Yours sincerely,

Samuel Ball
Research Psychologist
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1. REPORT OF SITE VISIT TO A DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION SPECIALISTS COURSE, SERVICE

SCHOOL COMMAND AT A NAVAL TRAINING CENTER

Section 1 - Program Description

The Drug Abuse Education Specialist Program (DAES) is one of several

programs organized under the "People's Program" that has subsequently

become the "Human Goals Program" of the Navy. DAES was in response to the.

public,itygiven to drug addiction/abuse by servicemen during the Vietnam

`war. Previous attempts to cope with drug abuse had been educational

efforts "to attempt to inform or scare the serviceman through lectures and

films nf the dangers of drug abuse." Reaction to 'such educational effort

was that it only created a greater problem in that sailors who previously

had been experimenters now became hard and more proficient users. In

response to these negative observations concerning previous drug education

efforts, the DAES program was initiated as a developmental effort in

March 1971. Chief and First-class had previously served

on six-man, drug abuse teams in Vietnam and were two of the rirst

instructors in the'program.

From the outset, the program was conceived as an intervention model.

Drug and alcohol use was perceived as a symptom of other problems, and

these prolhlets related to organizational management as well as to the

personal /problems of staff. The DAES program was conceptualized to produce

staff who might become "change 4gentS" on return to their unit or command.

The DAES course had four basic components, which were 1) pharmacology,

2) portical strategy_ and human motivation, 3) communication, and4) prOgram

development and evaluation. The training was designed to prepare the DAES

as a staff consultant with skills to develop interventions and assistance

to the staff.of the command. The DAES was not intended to be an abusive

or intrusive intervention but a "requested" intervention by the command.

The mission/statement for DAES is "to provide selected personnel the

knowledge and skill to assist command personnel with the development,

implementation and evaluation .of drug and alCohol action programs." The

DAES has seven major course objectives:

1. To identify the role of a DAES specialist at his command.

2. To demonstrate knowledge of pharmacology of common drugs.

3. To demonstrate personal communication skills with individual and

cgroup situations.

4. To prepare and present learning situations using a variety o

media.

5. Tp demonstrate understanding of issues associated With the use

and abuse of drugs'and alcohol.

6. To design comprehensive command drug education and action program.

7. To identify and utilize a opriate resources -"supportive of

Command drug programs.
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During the three years of the program, the objectives have been altered

slightly as more skill in writing objectives and more pressure to validate-7

'the program have been experienced. The initial training program was four

weeks, which_was subsequently lengthened to.the current five-week program.

0

The DAES program, after being implemented for approximately two
years, produced the obserVation that there.was need for officer inter-

vention in some commands. As a result, the DAPO (Drug Abuse Officer)

was introduced to provide management training at the officer level of

commands needing to establish intervention programs. Subsequently, a

DAPA program has been initiated to provide technical specialists in drug

abuse programs, which may provide further assistance to the DAES in the

management and operation of an intervention program. While this report

is primarily concernec with DAES, the continuing developments of the

intervention model has spawned these two new training programs that

amplify the initial efforts.

This program has been planned to serve every rank in the Navy. is a

result, enlisted men of every rate and officers have been. found in the

classes from 197. - 1974. Most classes have approximately 15% officers

and 85% enlisted men. Those selected .for the school have a GCT score of

52 and be released and recommended by their command 'for the training

program. Each class (which runs five weeks) has from 20 - 35 students.

A major concern from the beginning has been the attrition, which has run

as high as 40% in some classes and typically runs 25 - 30% in each class.

This program was organized to train 250 men for DAES billets in the

Navy. (It was planned that' there should be a DAES for every command

having 5000 men.) The plan was to train 250 DAES in 1-1/2 years.

Actually, it took 2-1/2 years to accomplish this training, and with the

attrition and change of assignment, a continuing need. for DAES and DAPA

personnel is found.

The training program has been at the Naval -Training Center in San

Diego since 197 but will shor'tly be discontinued, as the entire Human'

Goals Training program, as of March 1975, is being centralized in Memphis.

In contrast to the'present five-week DAES training program, the new 12-

week Heiman Goals Program will incorporate a 2- or 3-week module on DAES,

along wi ;h the other elements Of organizational development, management

and planning.

There are approximately 350 graduates of the DAES, DAPO and DAPA

programs. Stude7tS in the program are evaluated at the completion of each

unit of instruction: Detailed instructional goals and guides are developed

for each unit of instruction. Part of the "IG's" are the written, oral

or observational assessments that are made of the students at completion

of each unit or activity. The largest attrition of this program occurs

in the first and second weeks. At the end of the first week, at least

half of the attrition occurs from students who drop out of the program

and return to their unit. The other half of the leaversare those who

are unable to handle the "cognitive load" and the intensive study that

is required. The pharmacology unit is the first one presented in the

course and demands the greatest amount of technical reading. The

instructors also.evaluate the students on their attitudes, awareness

and sensitivity to the conceptualized role of the DAES specialist. Some

students are washed out for lack of appropriate attitude. There has been
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-a continuing concern with the percentage of attrition; and although staff

and external evaluators have.auggested several possible solutions through

more detailed and relevant selection procedures, it is generally concluded

that these selection procedures are impractical because of time and

communication constraints within the Navy.

Section 2 - What kind of evaluations were carried out?

Program evaluations have been both internal and external. The Bureau

of Naval PerSonnel requested that-an external evaluation be conducted and

prepared in an RFP, which was sent to "selected consultants or agent's."

The contract was awarded to the Drug Abuse Training Center, Department

of Psychiatry, School of Medicine, . The purpose of this evaluation

was to Aetermine the developmental progress of the DAES school. This

consisted of a review of previous accomplishments and current operational

efforts of the DAES course. From site visitations both to the school and

the fleet, commands, subjective judgments were formed with respect to the

accomplishment of the program. The primary task for the evaluation was

"to determine if the DAES course was doing what it should do, and how well

it was doing its job." The evaluation'alsor was directed at providing

recommendations for constructive modification ,or improvement.of the DAES

program. To consider the effectiveness of the program, the external

evaluators directed their attention to, 1) program administration,

a 2) curriculum, 3) instructional processes and, 4) product validations. The

latter was done through making a field survey of DAES activities after

graduation ,and assignment. The title of this external evaluation was "A

Subjective Evaluation of the Drug-Abuse Education-Specialist Course,

PerSonnel.Management Schools Department, Service School Command, Naval

Training Center, ." The fact that it is characterized as a
"subjective evaluation" reflects the nature of the inquiry, the types of

information ptovided, and the repor'ting style.- The external evaluation

was carried out by investigators who were known (by reputation) by the

staff of the DAES.school. It is believed that the staff's recommendation

for the awarding of the contract to these consultants had a large part

in their selection.

A second external evaluation by the Naval Personnel and Training

Research Laboratory (not directly connected with the Ttaining Command)

was anevaluationof faCtors contributing to attrition at the Drug Abuse

Education- Specialist School. This study Was requested by the staff of

the program with some apparent encouragement from CNET or CNTT as a means

of developing recommendations for program improvement and effectiveness.

The primary focus of this study was a de: Tiled teak analysis and tally

of responses of graduates of the school' )orogram. This was also paid

for by the Bureau of Naval Personnel, a was the external evaluation that

was conducted by the Medical School consultants. The evaluation was

called "A Task Analysis" by the Personnel Research and Development Center,

This evaluation by the Bureau of Naval Research and Development generated

a unique instrument for making a task analysis, administered the instrument

to all graduates of the program and completed a statistical' report of the

responses of previous students (approximately 65% responded to the

questionnaire).. While no formal report was provided with this task

analysis, the item data were summarized and submitted to the program staff
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for their use in considering program modification and improvement. The

design of the task analysis and the treatment of the data appear to have

been conducted with substantial expertise. The audiences for these two

external evaluations were in.each case the program funders (Bureau of

Naval Personnel) and the program staff of the DAES School. The expected

outcomes and benefits of the evaluation were apparently largely directed

toward program improvement and modification rather than toward decisions

for continuing or terminating the program.

An almost continuous array of consultant/evaluation services have

been contracted for by the staff of the'DAES program. These consultants

have provided technical expertise and training to the program staff. in

every phase of the program. For example, clinical psychologists have

been used for staff'in-service training on Communications skills;
3-

individual and group work, simulation act cities, personal motivation,

awareness, valdes and commitments.ettheeconsultants have been used on

management sYstems designs and techniques to develop "change agents."

Other consultants have been obtained to provide models and alternatives

to drug and alcohol interventgas. Consultants have bean usedfOr.staff

in-service concerning the analysis of operational units within the Navy;

formal versus real chain of command and communication networks, and for

the identification of alternative strategies of intervention for management

development and implementation of command operations. This array of

staff-contracted consultant/evaluators were invited to visit the school,

make their observations, and then be used by the instructional staff of

the school to "pick their brains" for content, proceSS: or organization

that might improve the motivation and effectiveness of the program. While

these consultants were paid for by the Bureau of Naval Personnel (at

the request of the training staff), no formal evaluation reports were

provided. In general, the reports were the consultant's documentation

of the activities or services he provided to the DAES staff during his

tenure of consultancy. It was the anticipation of the DAES staff that

these consultants would provide them with new knowledge, content and

insights for their own personal development as well as program improvement.

Their perception of the 'usefulness of these consultants was directly

related to their combined judgments as to whether the consultant was

providing useful input into theirifor gram or the processes that they might

modify or improve

It should-be stressed that the evaluation of the DAES program was

directed'heavily toward the monitoring of ongoing operations, the analysis

of contents and processes, and the suggestions for improvement of program,

effectiveness. A classic and comprehensive evaluation design for program

evaluation was generally lacking. No comprehensive model or,application

for program evaluation was found in any of the evaluation efforts. This

is thought to be related to the fact that DAES was a new conceptualization

that was undergoing almost continual modification with each succeeding

class. ..Specific objectives and processes were also undergoing

modification.

When the staff were interrogated as to the model of the external

evaluations, they responded that they were not aware of any model

or-design of evaluation. They expressed great confidence in. the

consultants and respected their subjective approach to assess the school

and'follow up with the graduates in the various fleet commands. Typically,
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the consultants returned to the school and informally sharedtheir
observations and evaluations of content and process with the instructional

staff. The DAES staff, to a man, reported that the evaluation contributions
had been very helpful to them. They believed the' most help was the almost
continual sharing between evaluators and staff in the course of their
assessment and evaluation activity. A subStantial purpose-Of...the program

staff of the external evaluations and employment of consultants/evaluators
was to obtain documentation'which would justify the attendance of the

training staff at educational conferences, workshops and other forms of
formal and informal training. For example, the staff have attended
workshops on transactional analysis and NIMH evaluation workshops put on
by educational institutions and have made contact with, or matriculated
in, formal courses in higher eduCation with relevance to their, intervention
program. The director and staff of DAES believe that the subjective
evaluation reports of the external evaluators and the employed consultants
provided at least 50% of the documentation which justified increased
appropriation from theBureau of Naval Personnel to fund inservice training,
other forms of education and wide visitations by the program staff. From

this standpoint the staff believed the evaluations were extremely successful
and accomplished their goals or purposes. In contrast, it is questionable
whether explicit documentation of_ the operational effectiveness and the
validity of the operation from the standpoint of. the Bureau of Naval
Personnel was provided in the somewhat subj- ective reports of both the
formal external evaluators and the consultant/evaluators employed by the

staff. Thus, on one hand, the evaluations were perceived as effective by
staff, but it is unknown whether other recipients of the reports (CNET,
CNTT, and the Bureau of Naval. Personnel) share the value of these reports.
The only inference that may be drawn is that the Bureau of Naval Personnel
increased the funding of this program and.inservice training for the
instructional staff.

In the classical sense of systematic and comprehensive models,of evaluation,
these evaluations left something to be desired; they would certainly be
characterized as more subjective than systematic, and the reports must be
characterized more as impressionistic than documented by systematically
acquired data. For example the task analysis conducted by the Navy Personnel
Research and Development Center made no mention of the disparity between the
number of questionnaires distributed and the number of questionnaires

summarized. It is.believed there was something close to 25% attrition from
distribution to completed questionnaires. In light of the extremely sensitive
nature of intervention programs, it would appear highly important:that this

attrition be dealt with in submitting an analysis of the task analysis data.

In addressing the question of the level of technical competence with which

the evaluations were conducted, one must consider the difference in design of

evaluation for ongoing developmental programs and those that have established
dimensions, goals, objectives, contents and processes. This DAES program was

kaleidoscopic in its almost ever-changing manner. Thus, the conventional or =

traditional program evaluation model would probably be ill-adapted to this

situation. At the sametime, it appears that there was substantial lack in
identifying the goals and objectives of the course presently existing as they
considered the effects or outcomes on the student graduating from the course.
No specific assessments of skills or interventions were undertaken for the
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DAES as he returned to his command. All pf the assessments seemed to be
observing what the DAES was doing rather than assessing to what degree

certain anticipated outcomes weje being achieved. Thus, one might say that

the technique for assessment in these evaluations was more concerned with

providing descriptive information of what existed in a fairly open-ended

manner, and thus providing opportunity to obtain obaervations about unintended

as well as intended results from the program.

Perhaps one of the most serious concerns relates to the fact that the objectives ,

for the course were not always fully understood and communicated tp the command

from which the students were coming. It was also concluded by the staff that
the skills of the DAES as a change agent could not be overtly assessed in
conventional terms since the success of the "change agent" would be reflected

by his lack of visibility or lack of obvious efforts at making changes in

management and, command procedures. Thus, there was substantial ambivalence
as to whether discrete skills, knowledges and actions were appropriate

exemplars of success for the eight major objectives of the school and the

larger mission objectives of the DAES.

Some technical competence was demonstrated by the Naval Research Laboratory

in their. analysis of the Strong VoCational Interest Test and an attitude

test specially constructed to test students in the school. These instruments,

were administered to all entering candidates; and, at the conclusion of the

class, blind analyses by.the-Naval Research Laboratory were made of their

predictions of those who would be successful and those who would not. It

was fOUnd that the profile of the Strong and attitude tests combined would

offer predictions at. the 90% level of accuracy.

A good illustration of the lack of use of evaluation measurement data.is the

fact that while attrition was the greatest problem to the program and there

were solutions suggested offering preliminary validation, other problems

were cited as overriding in using such assessments (time constraints,

communication problems, and the mobility of the Navy personnel). Thus, while

some assessment and evaluation activities were conducted with rigor and

.
technical competence, there was no commitment to the notion that if findings

suggested more desirable practices, changes would be made, A-commitment for

actions or uses of evaluation that might be made was obviously not made prior

to the contract or conduct of'the evaluation. Another example is the creation

of a "learning style inventory" that was administered to all of the classes

and was found to be extremely useful in allowing individuals to develop

insight into strengths, weaknesses and.particular emphases that would improve

an individual's effectiveness during the course of the program. This

procedure, however, was apparently not routinely used and became only a
providential addition as time and circumstance might allow.

One of the greatest paradoxes of!this,program evaluation is the fact that the

.
instructional staff, the director of the program, and their continuing

consultants held different criteria for program effectiveness than the

criteria .selected as conventional, indices by the Bureau of Naval Personnel.

Thus, the - Bureau will probably require hard data for the judgment of

effectiveness that will deal with such things as EOPC retention, court

martials, discipline, advancement records and incidence of drug and alcohol

abuse. In contrast, the staff believe the real success of th§ program is
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In relation to developing more effective management and development plans

in each command so that organization: and management of commands carry out

the human goals program. The staff believe these outcomes,'however, may
not be readily observed, and they do not believe that the Bureau of Naval

Personnel or the commands.would. put'up either the budget or the tithe to do

a sufficiently thorough, relevant and reliable evaluation of these outcomes.

In contrast the more simplified statistical reports on incidences.of various

kinds of drug and alcohol abuse, retention, etc., will be usedgas eviden e

of success.

The staff evaluation of the relative effectiveness and usefulness of the

several evaluations was extremely positive. Directors, coordinators and

instructors were in agreement that -the,evalUations were subjective reports

but .were extremely helpful because of the nature of the consultants who

.provided the subjective reports.. Obviously the credibility, acceptability

and facility of communications became substantial elements in the perception

of the DAES staff of the effectiveness and usefulness of the evaluation.

Two corisultant/evaluators were cited as individuals who lacked awareness of

the conceptualization of the program and provided mechanical or "canned"

solutions for program modification and improvement. These consultants were

quickly rejected by the staff, and the consultant/evaluator contract was

-_terminated.

The program represented an unusual developmental effort by iddiViduals who

represented an openness to analyze and-grow both in terms of,personal attributes

and program development. As a result, their interpretation and evaluation

of the consultants and the evaluations.may well have-been in relation to that

which was perceived as useful and Meaningful for the particular stage\of

development of the staff and might-well be perceived differently by others

with less open and inquiring attitudes.. A staff with constrained -views of

what a program should be and with great interest in setting in concrete the

program with specified contents, dimensions and outcome objecttves would

probably appreciate different evaluations. This group represented a free,

open-inquiry approach and as a result were extremely appreciative of the .

subjective evaluation reports. The consuitant/evaluators had high credibility

both personally and professionally with the Project Staff.- These subjective

reports undoubtedly held some credibility for the Bureau of Naval Personnel,

as reflected by the very extensive and adequate fundingjf these programs.

The staff did agree, -however, that-outcome statistics would have been very

useful. They would like to use outcome statistics with.theii students to
illustrate the needs of the programs:

The staff clearly identified that a critical analysis of needs data of

statistics, demographic characteriStics and attitudes) would be extremely

important for designing such a program. Such a needs analysis was not

conducted, and as a result they fel-there was some lack and some necessary
hesitance or staggering around to finally develop a match between the needs'

of commands, the needs of perSons in training, and the needs as perceived by

the Navy for improving their human goals program. On the other hand, the

subjective reports made to the Bureau -did have some impact. In at least

three instances, the Bureau demanded that a certain kind of, training be

emphasized and carried but. -While the staff of the training school did not
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.fully agree, because.of/hureau insisted&e, they modified the program as

,requested by the 'Bureau. For exaMple; 'Iere were several types of

experiences which the/staff felt would be helpful for the, students, such

as visiting the ghetto and contacting drug pushers, etc,. .Such practices

(reported in the evaluation reports) were so offensive to higher-echelon
command and Bureau personnel that by insistence they were terminated. Thus,

one would have to conclude that the evaluations did indeed effect funding

and program mOdificatiOn.

One would have to conclude that, in anticipation of a formal complete model;

these evaluations fall short of the mark. They did not make systematic
assessments of either process or product but wove an interesting fabric froM/

the subjective evaluations of the program's goals, objectives, personnel,

processes and contents, and the observed actions of people after they had

completed the program.

The DAES program is completing two more c\lassesfand will be moved as'a

sub-element in the new }Inman Goals Managetent Program housed in Memlis.
This consolidation of training efforts is the Navy's attempt to develop a

human resources management center in Memphis, where instruction. in all

aspects'of the human goals and human relations =is a management problem will

be housed. In Ihis regard, the new Navy Human Resource Management Survey
is perceived as'an instrument which has borrowed. from)theobservations and

developments of the training command's experier.te. The questionnaire will

be useful.to the DAES and any number of other command personnel in working

on human relations as a management problem.

The special lessons that might be learned from studying these evaluation

.efforts have probably been referred to previouslY, but in suiumary seem to

be tlle-ollowing:
/

1. Innovative and ddvelopmental programs probably need less restricted

or constrictive evaluation designs and models than are typically

applied to -static programs that are to'be evaluated in relation to
cost-effectiveness, validity or productivity.

2. Evaluations, regardless of model or design, constantly interact with

or are confounded by the nature of the personnel who are. being

assessed, receive the reports, or must make decisions, The nature

and expectations of the key personnel involved-in and affected by ,

evaluation are frequently not known by the evaldators or are not

known by the people.who ate requesting the'evaluation orareto
receive the.report. However, witho'utlutwledge of this, it is not

infrequent for a mismatctrto be found between the nature of the

Individuals intimately involved in the a,isessillett and the evaluation

and the various external evaluators. Conflict in attitude, valuds,

terminology, and communication style may become so critical that

the assessments may be aborted; and the ultimate evaluations,

whether Subjective or documented, may be ignored es irrelevant. In

'contrast, where empathy and...high-fidelity communication exists
between consultants/evaluators and persOrinel being assessed,there

appears to be high likelihood that even somewhat critical and

derogatory statements may be taken for self-improyement rather
4

than rejected as self-destructive: '
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3. Needs analysis prior to program development and implementation
and/or, evaluation continues to be an often ignored but ultimately
important aspect of the evaluation process. The "is-'should"

model appears to be a useful one that is easily understood.by'a
staff relatively unsophisticated in evaluation. The "is-should"
model and the management development systems model appear to be
useful in helping staff develOp insights' into the nature of
assessment and evaluation. After the fact, the staff disccvered
the importance of the needs assessment and lamented that it was
now "too late." ,

4. The effectiveness of this evaluation was highly related to the
personality characteristics of the principal staff members'engaged
in the operation of the program. The, openness of the staff may be

directly related to the conclusion that the'evaluation was useful
and effective. One may question whethersummarizations'about the
relative effectiveness or usefulness of program evaluation. may be
as much a function of the attitudes and characteristics,of the
recipients as of the technical competence, comprehensiveness or
effectiveness of the evaluation conducted.

5. It has long been stated tiat it,is frequently ,difficult to find
a constituency for evaluation Yea, though I speik before many
groups,,Prarely find thq clamor, "Please come..and evaluate me!"
The enthusiasm for evaluation seems to swell largely in the
evaluator rather than the evaluatee. The antidote for this
generalization may be foUnd in the involvement and maturity_of
the various persons who are intimately related or effected by
the evaluation.
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2. REPORT OF TE VISIT TO*U. S. 'SIGNAL CENTER AND SCHOOL CONCERNING A
çIIGITAL Sfl73SCRIBER TERMINAL EQUIPMENT REPAIR COURSE'

Introduction

ln reAding this report and the program evaluation questionnaire it
1-

isimportant. to note that the elements of evaluation described are part,
of a co-Mprehenive system of training and e aluation which transcends the
specific course heading of the qtAestionnai e and this report-. Neither
the s ecifics of the questionnaire nor the content of this report can
adequately reflect what is.consideted by this reporter to be a most
effient and thorough-going effort. The report will, however, attempt
to describe_the More general system at-a-ppropriate places so as to put

1-2 s specific course into the broader evaluation context and to qualify .

ptoperly the more. specific information reported in the qusEionnaire.
e ..-

The. Program
0.

,.

-.. 0

The U. S. Army Signal Center and School ad ,

is one of a4 network of trenty-three training schools located in various .7
\parts of the United St tts. Although the schools differ in the types of
training offered, thei. ''perations are based on common-policies, regu-
lations and proceduresdpveloped under the, broad review and direction of .-

0 .

the United States ArmytTtainirigand Doctfine Command (TRADOC) at
.',...

. , Virginia,./ t.E., .

The repait course described in the Program Evaluation,Questioftnaire
for this study is one of over thirty courses offered at to,

some 15,000 trainees a year inlUdiag small proportions of trainees from/

other,service branches whose military occupation specialties (OS) deal/
/

.with military 'communications and lectronic:s.

1.
.
-Although the training-program includes instruction for commission

officers, the majority of. courses are provided for non-commissioned
.officers and,.other personnel in Selected,military occupation.spedialties.
Thee -courses typically include "hands on" training: center around quite
specific performance objectives,, and usually req.uire soMe-15 to 20 weeks

to complete in peacetime/ Some courserate offered several times in a ---

calendar year Each course,..oft-everY occasion offered, is>subjected to

the sameevaluation procedures..

The Evaluation

Very broadly viewed, the evaluation of this program is included ins.
the seVenth and,lastmajot step of a- formally 'developed model referred to

as "tAs-ps-Engineering 4 Training". The major steps in this model are:

'Qjob analysis, seLecting tasks for' training,, training analysis", 'developing

training. thaterial,-. %evelppingevaluation materials, conduct of, training,

' 'and quality control. Syistem englfteering, became required for all courses

in 1973: via. a major document on the subject issued by TRADOC.. At that

time a major effort .wasimade to eliminate or greatly reduce theory-based

-',1-Litruction and testing in favar=af-..-performance criteria and/ performance 0

testing.

.1
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In the spirit, of the new directions, the major goals of evaluation
are: 1) the certification of ability to peTform specific tasks at the
termination of the course, and 2) the provision of feedback for purposes
of course improvement. Of course, each course cannot be changed by small'
increments for each new class; rather the results from each'class evalu-
ation are considered together when plans of instruction are periodically
changed.

The overriding value from, which both the model and the nature of
measures are derived is explicitly stated as follows: 'training objectives

will be based on job tasks and tests will be based on the criteria estab-
lished for the training objectives,".

Again in general terms, it is intended that in quality control "all
elements of the instructional system are examined and adjusted in order
to assure that the desired quality of training is achieved with the
minimum expenditure of resources".

Both internal and external sources of data are gathered and analyzed
formally. Informal evaluation efforts are made, as Well. These procedures
are described in some detail later on in this report.

Evaluation in the Army's schools, as indicated in the Introduction,
is part of a comprehensive system. As such we would expect it to be more
formal, more regular, and institutionalized to a greater extent than
efforts elsewhere described as less systematic; And so it is.

Evaluators are full-time professionals occupying forMal positions in
Evaluation Branches at each of the schools. These pdsitions are provided
according to procedures described in a staffing guide for Army Service
Schools. In the case of the school at , thd Evaluation
Branch consists of eight full-time professionals with varied experien'e
whose chief is a senior civil servant with over thirty ydars experieLLe
in evaluation at

The evaluations required of all courses at the schocbls are conducted

with funds formally budgeted for the purpose by each schol and, approved
by commands both locally and at TRADOC. These budgets iiiclude all costs

staff, materials, data processing services, etc.

Although from time to time interest. in the results f a particular

(

course evaluation extends as'far as field commanders in overseas posts,
the primary audience for course evaluation results is the local command
at each training. school. Since TRADOC at is responsible

for coordination and supervision of all training for the Department of
the Army, their group, too, is a recipient of all repores of results.

I

,
1

In general terms it was expected that this course evaluation, like
those for most courses, would "verify that the course was producing
graduates capable of performing their tasks in on-the-job situations,
and contribute specific information for_course improvement ". Expectations

held for this course evaluation were realized. Based on analysis of the

data from questionnaires.and ratings the report concludd that "the
course did effectively prepare graduates to perform competently when

assigned to field units" and indicated as well two .6.reaS of course work
1
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where additional time was needed. These findings were anticipated since
the course had been.offered several times before, had been "systems-
engineered') and had been approved in revised form by TRADOC the year
before.

Evaluation Methods

The formal evaluation might be described as-a two-stage strategy.
The first stage concurrent with the presentation of a course consists
primarily of performance-based measures often consisting of test situ-
ations set up on actual equipment, or utilizing simulators or mock-ups,
when circumstances prevent the use of the actual equipment. Detailed
procedures for direct testing of this type are required and specified
in such documents as .the revised edition of Performance Testing for
System Engineered Courses prepared by Evaluation Branch personnel.

Evaluation we have termed "concurrent" for purposes of this report
is intended to assist instructors to locate strengths and weaknesses
during instruction and to verify that _trainees meet course objectives by
their satisfactory performance in the test situations. Such sources are
referred to as internal sources of quality control data by the Army.

The second stage focus and the more important criterion for success
of individual trainees and the course is performance on the job. Assess-
ment of performance on the job is delayed until trainees have been on
duty approximately five mon0--s. Evidence is then gathered from two

sources: from the graduates with elaborate questionnaires and from their
supervisors through questionnaires and supervisors' ratings. These

sources are referred to as "external" sources by the Army..

(We should note here that the first stage, with its attention to
very careful specification of steps and procedures from original specifi-
cations to methods for equating instructors grades, is omitted from the
program evaluation questionnaire.)

InfOrmal evaluation is also undertaken. Internal sources of less
formal data include audits or observations, student coffithents and
recommendations, and of course, the comments and recommendations of
experienced staff and faculty. *Examples of external sources of less
formal data are reports by commanders, combat reports, field test results,
and interviews with returnees from'field assignments.

Although the specifics of the perfOrmance testing for this course
were not observed or discussed during the visit, the formal external
source instruments' can be described briefly. ',The postgraduation
questionnaire was administered five months after training was completed.
It is job-oriented, requesting twelve pages of detailed information, in
this case on 203 job tasks, organized around some nineteen headings such
as Site Operation and Maintenance, Receiver Site Equipment; and Equipment

Repair.

The Supervisors' questionnaire typically covers questions about the
graduate's duty assignment,and 6n-the-job training and provides ratings
of his job proficiency in major task areas as well As in skill and

knowleige areas. Standards and Definitions of the ating scale positions

are p..-ovided to contribute to improved reliability of the ratings.
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The two questionnaires are mailed to the commanding officers of
unitsnits with a covering letter from the Commanding General of

the ,Signal Center and School. Reminder cards are attached to both
questionnaires requesting the students and the supervisor to return them
completed within seven days.

Evaluation Results and Effects

Qualified full-time staffs in Evaluation Branches working from
detailed specifications and procedures almost guarantee that evaluations
such as these will be carried out with technical competence-,

It is important for the reader at this point, however, to distinguish
clearly between evaluation and research. These distinctions are far

from superficial or pedantic. There are major differences between the
two, and military training is a noteworthy example of the utility of

viewing them differently. One distinction relates to the purpose for

the analytic activity a situation which centers on the outcomes of a

very carefully developed plan of action,(evaluation) as distinct from

general and open investigations (research).

Another distinction is the usual absence of specific experimental
variables, comparison groups including controls, and matters of true or

quasi - experimental designs.

The logic of the system, engineered course and its analytic pro-
cedures result in the view that what is offered is the best under the

circumstances; all trainees are to receive the same program because it

is considered the best under the circumstances, and the overriding

purpose is to produce as many with the proficiencies indicated as are

exposed to the training. It must not, it cannot, be withheld for

purposes of experimentation. :Experimentation and research, while impor-

tant, are reserved for other situations with more uncertainty.

The main point of this apparent digression is to note that the

more traditional research oriented elements such as variables, designs,
etc. are often inappropriate indices by which to judge an evaluation.

When judged from an understanding of the necessary distinctions
between evaluation and research, this evaluation and others conducted at

are especially noteworthy examples of competent evalu-

ations which succeeded in accomplishing their goals.

The evidence on the matter of accomplishment is varied indeed in

this case, the objectivity provided by competent professionals in the

Evaluation Branch, comments from a-review by the Department of Data

Communications, concurrence with the comments from Data Communications

by the Curricula Branch are examples of the multiple reviews this

evaluation received. All evaluation studies receive these multiple

reviews by independent units.

Staff at , New Jersey were quick to point out, also

that quick action at the command level to implement recommendations from

evaluation studies was the best evidence that the evaluation accomplished

its goals. It also serves to underline at the command level the
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importance that is attached to evaluation by the Department`of the Army.

Although there appears to be no formal provision for or concern
with unintended outcomes, which lie outside the course objectives, or
side effects of the program, the informal sources mentioned earlier are
probably varied enough to detect serious side effects should a program
produce some.

Overall Chara_cteristits of the Evaluation

The absence of Methodological and operational problems in this
evaluation important enough to surface, either in an on-site visit or
in "reviews, of major documents and reports of the program, is the direct
result of the role evaluation plays in the Army training Schools. It

is a routine, and like all routines, the more often it is performed the
smoother the operation becomes.

This reporter would speculate that some quantitative specialist
bent on finding some methodological flaw in the thirty pages of tables
and narrative would be rewarded; hemight point out, for example, that
apparent differences in proportions were not tested for significance
or, as mentioned before, some effort to apply quasi experimental
design woulcPstrengthen the report, or that additional correlations
between course grades, performance tests, supervisdr ratings, etc.
should be undertaken.

In the opinion of the writer, however, this would be missing the
point.

There are several features of this evaluation which, when interwoven
as they are here, make this effort noteworthy:

the course objectives, the course material, and later performance
on the job deal with specific behavior which can be readily
specified and observed;

the systems engineering of courses .s a carefully and logically
developed backward reconstruction of important analyses begin-
ning and ending with analysis on the job which contributes
tangible results and documents all along the way, and which can
be refined further in successive efforts;

the procedures for instructional delivery and for evaluation are
carefully developed, presented in written specifications, and
implemented as specified - there is an almost total absence of
ambiguity or irrelevance or redundancy;

the measures of the results of instruction are extremely potent
performance measures offering instructors valid and direct
evidence of success;

- the confidence in the use of evaluation results by commanders is
justified not only from previous experience but from the mutual
respect between line officers, and dedicated civil servants who
lend professional stability to the enterprise.
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Key ideas in the evaluation can be represented by the words
"systematic", "documented", "feedback", "performance criteria", and the
military term "command action".

While it is recognized by this writer that many programs in public
education do not lend themselves as readily to the precision in specifi-
cation as this and other training programs do, nevertheless in his
opinion there is no better operational example anywhere of the education-
al principle that evaluation is a part of the instructional pr8cess.
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3. REPORT OF SITE VISIT TO AN AIR FORCE BASE CONCERNING THE PROGRAM

FOR TRAINING AIR TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS

Section 1 - What is the program like?

This is a program to rrain air traffic controllers to serve for the

. ;Air Force. Program serves approximately 600 to 1000 students per year.
Persons coming into the program are either nonprior service personnel
or personnel being retrained for the position of air traffic control

operator.' Major criteria for student selection is an aptitude,fbasically
an electronic aptitude, of the 80th percentile or higher. The goal of

the program is to train air traffic control operators to a point where
they can then go to "on-the-job" training. Major criteria for success

in the program is completion of FAA requirements for position of air
traffic control operator. Students are evaluated primarily with
criterion-referenced tests based upon FAA guidelines.

Section 2 - What kind of evaluation was carried out? ,;..

The evaluation for this particular program is primarily a feedback
.from people on the job, either graduates of the program or the supervisors
of the graduates of the program. The basic goals of evaluation are in

the area of curriculum revision. They are not involved in the direct
evaluation of students nor are they involved in the direct evaluation of

instructors.

The evaluation report we received is one of some 40 course evaluations

per year generated by the Training Evaluation Division at AFB.

Every evaluation follows a common procedure:

Statetent of goals for the evaluation
Sample selection
Mail questionnaire
Field visit
Staff evaluation of curriculum
Analysis and report
Follow-up

The backbone of each evaluation is a queStionnaire including a
checklist taken from "Specialty Training Standards" (STS). The STS

defines the tasks expected of a person in a .specific job. This is

'onene of the best examples of criterion-referenced measurement

I have seen. These detailed, task oriented criteria make the evaluator's

job much easier. In the words of Director, , "Our

evaluations are primarily designed to determine if graduates are able to
perform the task on the job at the stipulated proficiency level."

The paper "Evaluation of Courses Developed Under Instructional
System Concept" is an excellent presentation of the philosophy and
procedures of course evaluations at AFB.
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Section 3 - Who carried it out?

The evaluation was carried out by the Program Evaluation'Division.
This division consists of a director, seven training specialists, and
four support personnel. These people were rotated in position of
evaluator; they were formerly administrators in the instructional program.
They are basically in-house evaluators, however, they are not in the
direct chain of command for the instructional program. They answer

directly to the commander of the school.
.vf .

Section 4 - Who paid for the evaluation, how and under what circumstances?

This evaluation is conducted from the command level (personnel are
budgeted at the command level) and there seemed, to be no problem with

'finances in the 'program.

Section 5 - Who were the audiences of the evaluation?

AudienCes for the evaluation are mainly the school commander, and

the instructional program.

Section .6 - What were the expected outcomes and benefits of the evaluation?

The benefits of this particular evaluation are in the area of

curriculum revision. As stated earlier, this particular outfit is not
involved in the evaluation of students or the evaluation of instructors.

Their main job is to go out and survey people on the job who have
completed the program to determine whether or not the training they

received was adequate preparation for the job they' a're now performing.
Based upon this evidence, they then make recommendations for changes in

the training program.

Section 7 - What did the evaluation comprise of?

The evaluation was primarily based upon a mailed questionnaire to
either graduates of the training program or supervisors of the graudates

- of the training program. The backbone of this questionnaire is a task
checklist for the job to which the graduate has been assigned. In addition

to this mailed questionnaire, the evaluators also conduct on-site visits

and interviews with former graduates to determine the strengths and

weaknesses of the training program.

Section 8 - Was evaluation carried out with- technical competence? If not,

what went wrong?

This program appears to be carried out with a great deal of technical

competence. The outline of the evaluation in terms of planning and in

terms of design is very good. The people who actually do the technical

evalUation are not trained in evaluation but are rather subject area

specialists who are familiar with the training and-the job to which

graduates will be sent.- The evaluation plans as-mentioned previously

are very much;structured.
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Section 9 - Did the evaluation accomplish the evaluation's goals?

Yes, most of the people here seemed to be well-pleased with the
evaluation results. The instructional personn'il indicate that the
recommendations are in a form which they can Buse to make revisions in
the instructional program. The commander of the school has often given
credit to the evaluation unit for their excellent work....

Section 10 - Did the evaluation seem to help the audience for whom it
was intended? Were any changes made as the result of the evaluation?

Yes, there were some examples given of changes made in the
curriculum, particularly in terms of the type of equipment used in the
training, the amount of training time spent on various tasks, and, to
some extent; changes in the methodology used by specific instructors.

Section 11 - Did the evaluation look for unintended outcomes?

Only superficially.' There were some open-ended items on the
questionnnaire that asked the graduates or supervisors of graduates to
indicate areas where there was over-training or areas where training
was needed and was not provided. The evaluators attempt to follow up

on open-ended responses in on-site interviews.

Section 12 - What was good about the evaluation? Was there anything,

quite noteworthy?

This is an excellent evaluation effort given the circumstances under
which these people work. The strong points of the evaluation are (1) that
the evaluation effort has the excellent support of the commander of the
school-,. and (2) the personnel involved in the'evaluations.are subject
matter experts so that their credibility is quite eye-winning when

evaluation results are reported back to instructional personnel. This

program obviously has an advantage in that they are able to keep track

of the personnel when they leave the training. The evaluators are
able to trace these people to the job 90 days or even a year after their

.training. They have tremendous control, in that if they send out
questionnaires, they go out as a directive and the persons involved are
required to return them. Consequently, they consistently get usable

return rates of greater than 85%.

Section 13 - What were the problems with the evaluation?

There were no really obvioUs problems that I could find in the
interviews that'I 'conducted. There was mention, at one point, that all
the instructional personnel did not take kindly to the evaluation reports.
Some resisted the evalugtion unit more than others. Two potential
problem areas are those that were listed as strengths of the. program.

,Namely (1) thP, concern of the commander of the school and his support
for the.evaluation effort and (2) the credibility of the evaluation

staff. The type of evaluation being conducted here requires a great
deal of credibility on the part of the.evaluators.
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Section 14 - Are there special lessons to be learned from studying

this evaluation?

I think that the particular lesson that might7.be learned from

studying this evaluation would be first.of all that a great deal of

research clsign and complicated statistics are not needed for an

effective evaluation. Yost of the -zeports generated from this unit

report, perhaps percentages and frequencies, but rarely go into

statistical tests of significance. There's a philosophy here that

the evaluator should be separate from the decision-maker and that

is the- -way the program is structured. This program has a turnover

rate-for evaluators of.approximately three years. The program is

structured such that new personnel can come in. and take over very

quickly. Actuallythe decisions to be made are' outlined in great

detail and the amount of structure to the program allows personnel

to come and go without much effect. The philosophy of this

evaluation stresses the practical criteria of the evaluation aata,

such as relevance,.importancescope, credibility, and timelines,.

and emphasizes these criteria over criteria of reliability,'predictive

validity, etc. There appears to be an excellent rapport between the

evaluation unit and the instruction unit. This might be attributed

to the fact that oral reports are quite common with the evaluation

unit often reviewing their findings imiediately with the instructional

personnel, long before it is put in writing. Instructional personnel

are also included in the ,,site visit team so-that they can get a

firsthand look at the program as it operates in the field.
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.4. REPORT OF SITE VISIT TO A MISSILE AND MUNITIONS CENTER AND SCHOOL TO
INVESTIGATE THE EVALUATION QF A RADAR REPAIR PROGRAM

The Radar Repair PrOgraqis one of approximately 70t,,

courses taught at MMCS. It is a 25-week program for enlisted servicemen,

many of whom have had no prior'service occupation assidiment. Graduates

of the program may be assigned to fnstallatiohS in Alabama,

Florida, Texas, Germany, or Korea. Prerequisites for the course-include

full use of both hands, normal color perception, and'ah electronics'
aptitude at or above the .9.0Jth percentile for all recruits: The course

is taught thrliUgh classroom instruction pd lab/workshop practice with
maintenance tools and equipment. The course qualifies graduates to

inspect, test, and repair the AcquisitAhRadar vstem,and
related components.

The major sourceof information for the evaluation of the
program and other courses taught at MMCS is feedback solicited from

graduates of the course after their assignement to -an optrational

unit. Each graduate is asked to complete a mailed questionnaire three-five

months after.assignment. The questionnaire is based upon a task analysis

which is.the backbone of the training curriculum. The graduateis asked
to indicate hakoften he is required to perform each task in his

assignment and to comment on the adequacy of his training for-each task.'
The average return rate for these questionnaires is abouP 60%.

Two. additional sources of feedback are also utilized: Rotation of

instructors and on-site visits. Instructors for the program are

servicemen who graduated fihm the course and have served a tour of duty.

as a repair technician. When new instructors are rotated to

IYLI,ICS from, the field, they are extensively debriefed with respect.to
actual job requirements and modifications needed in the training prbgram.

Petiodically, a team from MMCS will, conduct a tour of bases receiving

graduates of MMCS courses. The purpose of these visits is to obtain

a bettet understanding of the environment in which the graduate will be
working and to hear comments on the adequacy of twining from as'variety
of staff positions. Since many of the bases receiving graduates from
MMCS are located overseas, evaluation tours are conducted only every

2-4 yea:rs.

The MMCS school is divided into three major divisions: A Training

Development Division, a Training and Education Division, and a general

suppart,division. The Training Development Division (TDDhas
responsibility for the development and updating of task analyses which,
in turn, serve as the content base for courses taught at MMCS. The ,,
Training and Education Division (T&ED) has the responsibility for thl

pctual conduct of training. This division plans and implements
methodologies for content specified by the Training Development Division.,

The Training Development Division also designs measurement instruments

for MMCS courses, but T&ED makes decisions concerning acceptable student

standards.
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The Mail .sAvey program and the siteitour%program are both, Training

Development Division activities. An. annual report based. upon the

findings of these activities is submitted to the Training and-Education

Division, Both divisions make extensive use of returning instructor

debriefings.

The Training Development Division consists of 58 persons with 15

persons devoting full or substantial time to task analysis and course
'evaluation based upon,graduate feedback.- The director of the division.

and most of the professional staff have graduate training in educational
_ .

psychology, instructional systems, or some related field. Most of the '

professional positions are filled:1D); civilians.

The greatest weight in curriculum development or revision is given

to the task analyS'is conducted-by technical experts and persons who \,

have performed the job in the field. The mail survey is used primarily

to coufiiM this task analysis. The evaluation process seemed very
mechanical and automatic, but none of those interviewed'Seemed'a strong

advocate of the s)istem (with the exception of the returning instructor

debriefing).

The typelof data collected for evaluation by MMCS is almost

identical to that collected by the evaluation unit at 'AFB.

Methods of analysis are also similar: However, the use and'utiLity

of the data in the two-systems is very different.

At AFB, the graduates and their.supervisors are looked

upon as a very important, perhaps most important, source of information

for curriculum revision. Consequently; the surveys go out under a,

directive ofthe commandant and over 80% are returned. There is also

a strucutre and effort to involve instructors in the evaluation and tb

see that evaluation results are considered_in course ,revisions.

At MMCS. the motions of evaluation were similar, but not one seemed

to consider the effort of the findings very important. Instructors

received an annual report based upon graduate surveys, but there was

no evidence that the report playeda substantial role in course revision.

Communication betWeen the development division conducting the ealuatiat

and the division conducting the training was lacking.
.

The evaluation effort at MMCS is carried out with technical .

competence and is colledting potentially useful data, but the structure
separating the evaluation team from the instructional team limits the

app'l'ication of evaluation findings.

Perhaps the lesson here is that, regardless of_the technical

competenceor design of an evaluation, if the,eudience.for whom the

'evaluation is intended does not/feel that the evaluation is important,

little use will be made of the findings.
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5. REPORT OF SITE'VISIT TO SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION CONCERNING A
MANAGEMENT BY OBJECTIVES (MBO) PROGRAM

Introduction

In reading this report, and the information reported in the Program
Evaluation Questionnaire for this study, it is important for the reader
to know. that the particular course reported part of a broader set of
offerings provided by the Division of Training and Career Development-of
thEi Social Security Administration, and that in some ways the particular
course, is not representative or typical-of evaluation procedures employed
in those programs. In,particuiar, evaluation of MBO this far is- more
tentative and informal and therefore less conclusiVe, for reasons which
will be described in later sections'of this report.

The Program

At the time of the visit the Management by ObjeC'tives Course (MBO)
had_been_Presented on six occasions, over a two year period to group
sizes,taveraging twenty-five individuals - less than 200 staff in all.
Typically, the course consumes three fUll days ,of workshop activity
Usually spaced within .ac thirty day period with \qonsulting provided as
rpquested thereakEer.

The MBO course is one of, an extensive set of "inservice offerings
developed by the Social Security Administration to staff at all levels.

4The,MBO course, in, particular, is offered to second level supervisors
and above all in Social Security Administration departments, most of the
in -house courses conducted by the General Skills and Management Training
Branch are not required, but offered as opportunities available'to staff.

Although top level administratiron of the Social Security Administra-
tion has indicated an agency interest in MBO, the program was initiated
by the Management and SuperVisory Section with approval of Division
Management/

Although program goals are presented to participants during the'first
hour of the workshop, and in a flyer beforehand, these were not available
to the'writer and cannot therefore,be .related meaningfully to the evlua-

' tion or to this narrative.' It general each participant is encouraged to
develop a limited but improved set of outputs and results he would like
tO accomplish by certain target dates-, after he has learned the jargon

4and read widely in the MBO literature. Parenthetically, the writer notes
that in his opinion, the readings are significant and wide-ranging in
application.

9

The Evaluation

6,1
,,At this stage in the development of,and experience withMBO, the

evaluation can only be described as informal and primarily observational._

The overriding value for the evaluation activity stems from the
desire to assure the trainers, themselves, that something worthwhile for
the participants is going on,. rather than from any charge from above to
docuMent the impact of the effort. There are several circumstances which
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cc,7.tribute to the present form of the evaluation - the new body of
content itself (HBO is a relatively new set of ideaS), the varied
backgrounds and responsibilities of staff taking the course, and
finally the view (widely shared by many current users of MB0), that
its potential for organizations lies in its "process", not in its
articular form

Additional comments about these matters and how they'presently
constrain evaluation procedures (at -least in the setting reported-here)
will be offered in later sections of this report.

As indicated above, the evaluation is conducted in-house by members
.of the training staff. Although it was not the intent of the visit or
this study to evaluate:evaluators, it can be reported that all evaluations
of courses are prepared within the a0ncy and,.that no special individuals
within the training staff are designated.aa- specialists on evaluation'.
ProblIbly all,have experience, expertise and qualifications ill their
backgrounds sl.ficient for the conduct of meaningful evaluatinp.

Evaluation-is conducted with funds provided for by the orgnizational
and di-isional\budgets. Evaluation data are reported to the next\highest
management level, prima7:ily as information for allocation decisiong
regarding the mix of specific training efforts.

Evaluation Methods

As indiCated earlier, methods employed in this particular course
evaluatiOn were informal and observational.

At the conclusion of the course, a standard course- ending question-
naire is:administered. This three page questionnaire reflects ratings on
nine specificp of the course such as: the degree that courses.met
expectations,; the' degree to which the course was pertinent'to needs,
degree of interest, the effectiveness of the course, leaders and the like.
Another sectibn of the questionnaire, the respondent to make' statements
about'their expectations for the course, their rzg5;ITSf,ara.t.tendance,
and why the course was beneficial.' In a third ect , the respoAndent is
asked to make suggestions for improving the obj ons , the -formk, the
schedule, like leaders, the 'Subject matter, the materials of nsttuctidn,
the facilities, and other matters.

Rating scale positionsare not operationally defined so that it is
difficult to pool the ratings across groups. and times or to compare'them.'

Approximately three months after the conclusion of the workshop,
participants return for a'critique session with training staff. These
sessions offer training staff a further opportunity to submit:suggestions
for modification of 'course content as well as the opportunity for the
trainers to see and discuss specific work products developed as a result
of the course. The generation of goals, reJuics, schedules,, etc. during
the workshop was referred to as simulation - at the time of the critique
actual. *ork products are available.

For some courses other than MBO, a four-page questionnaire is
administered, as a further follow-up evaluation to assist training-staff
to collect feedback for course improvement.



Given the constraints listed earlier, and con's quently the focus
on "feedback" as the evaluation goal for this course, the training
Staff report satisfaction with the informal evaluations. They indicate
that the informal procedures briefly described thus far have provided
them with information which was used to modify (improve) the course on
each occasion it has been offered.

Finally, informal observation by training faculty is used also as
a basis for course modification.

Evaluation Results and Effects

The experience with evaluation of the MBO course thus far has served
to illustrate and underline several persistent problems which deserve
brief descriptions here.

First, training is a staff service function not on line. On the one
hand this is seen as having definite advantages for providing opportunities
for'learning. On the other hand, from an evaluation viewpoint the staf
function removes the trainers from ongoing operations and limits almost
entirely opportunities for monitoring or "process" evaluation.

Second, the organization as a whole views MBO only an an aid and
takes great pains to avoid even the suggestion that MBO should take on a
particular form or set of specific procedures. It is the desire of the
management itself and the training., staff to offer MBO 'ask a set of broad
principles, a "process", which can be applied in any way consistent with
the needs and experience of. various operating departments. Yet, a
process".is more difficult to measure and evaluate than a specific form

or outeome- This general difficulty with the measurement of "process"
coupled with severely limited opportunities to observe "process" (ongoing
operatiOns)i as indicated in the previous paragraph, compounds the problem.

And finally, the problets of evaluation are further compounded by
another instance of what is generally referred to as the "criterion
problem" the lack of common outcomes, in the forM of behayior, indica-
tors and work products, which could be used as a basis for the evaluation.

In short, the understandable posture the agency takes toward MBO as..a
technique, the limited opportunities for Observation by a staff unit off-

.

line, the relative difficulty in measuring a "process" (as distinct from
knowledge, products and other more discrete outcomes), and the widely
varying settings within which MBO is applied, represent major constraints
for evaluators in this and other settings' when those charaeteristics come
together.

A major effort presently underway by the training staff, which is an
effort to catalog and map the interactions between some 500 specific
occupations and exposure to specific learning opportunities, may provide
some further insight into and refinement of evaluation procedures. Staff.
there are not optimistic, however.

It remains a;fact that outcomes from earni: opportunities for
managers remain difficult to. document when'those outcomes are expressed
in "process ", "stylistic" and other more global terms.
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6. REPORT OF SITE VISIT TO U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE CONCERNING
A'SUPERVISORY TRAINING PHASE I PROGRAM

The Program

is an agency of some 9-10,000

employees withih the Department of Agriculture. Originally the agency

had both a regulatory as well as research function, and until 1969-70

had a staff almost twice the size of the present force. iAt present

, the agency has no regulatory function, and its staff conSists largely
of senior and. junior scientists, research assistants, and the support

staff necessary for these positions.

The Supervisory Training - Phase I is available to anyone within
the agency who supervises other employees, and is a requirement for all

new supervisors. Many of the employees of
have scientific backgrounds but little or no tanagement-training and/or

experience. The training program is intended to develop management
abilities in the supervisOry personnel as well as to ins'nuate a

..

particular strategy of supervision--a problem analysis approach. Entry

to the program is not on a competitive basis, and, with the'exception of

mandating the training for new supervisors, there are no; formal selection

criteria. The program has been operative since 1970 and! claims 3000

trainees.

The Supervisory Training Course - Phase I generally covers two
40-hour blocks and is given to all newly selected first level'. supervisors
either before they assume their duties or as soon thereafter as possible.
The program is offered at 25 sites and is said to accommodate employees
from GS5 - GSI5. The training groups are generally small, numbering not

in excess of 20+ persons. The course is most concerned with what its

.framers call "Dealing Effectively with People." The course director is

seen more as a facilitator than an instructor and the trainees do a

great deal of interactive work, in small groups. At the conclusion of the

course each participant has an opportunity to complete a rather informal

evaluation form indicating his feelings about the. training. There is

no systematic evaluatioh of the individual trainees.

The evaluation

As revealed by the Program Evaluation Questionnaire received from

this program, there has been very little formal or even systematic
evaluation of Supervisory Training - Phase I. Since some' occasional

attempts to gain "feedback" were made some response to some of the items

of the site visit outline seems in order. Items have in some cases been
combined for convenience and in light of the brevity with which they
could be covered.

What kind of evaluation tarried out by whom who said for?

All evaluation of STP-I has been in-house evaluation, All of these

evaluations have been rather informal and conducted by program staff.
The earliest "follow-up" was headed by the staff which devised the

program. Subsequent follow-ups have involved, in the main, trainee

reaction to the program. Although pr6gram administrative staff has
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done some impressionistic rating of the program, there has been

no systematic assessment of training leaders. As in -house

evaluation or follow-up, all costs were borne by the agency itself.

Who were the audiences of the evaluation?

The first evaluation follow-up was actually carried out for the .

program developers. A secondary, implied purpose of the program

evaluation was to provide some guide or format for potential students

and supervisory personnel not exposed to actual training. The main

objective of this effort was to help program developers "refine"

their course.

What were the expected outcomes and benefits of the evaluation?

The original follow-up was stated to be an attempt to determine to

what extent those who had completed the training were applying its

concepts in their work settings. Presumedly, if the concepts were

not taking hold, the training package would be rethought and possibly

modified, if the concepts had influenced supervisory behavior

significantly training would be termed successful.

What did the evaluation(s) comprise of?

The first evaluation or follow-up approximated formal, systematic

evaluation more closely than did later feedback gathering efforts..

In this first effort, which took place shortly after the course was

devised, two pilot groups of 6-12 persons were run through sample

course segments with the- designer of the material's serving as course

director. Certain revisions were made in the course based on

feedback from these pilot groups. In addition to the pilot groups,

one field site was selected for follow-up six months after the

training. As was stated,earlier, the purpose of the follow -up was

to determine the extent to which supervisors were' making use of

the concepts of their training in their actual job settings.

Seemingly, individuals were asked to cite examples of use of the

concepts of the training, and a collection of "mini-case studies"

of success was compiled. The conclusion reached was that the

course was successful-and would continue to be so unless there was

"a substantial change in the 'type' of personnel becoming supervisors." .

Was the evaluation carried out withtechnical competence?

There seems to be considerable doubt as to whether the term technical

should be used to describe the evaluation of this program. Although

those who conducted the training are probably'competent trainers,

there is no evidence of staff evaluation expertise.

Did the evaluation accomplish the evaluation goals?-

According to the program director, the evaluation accompliShed its

goals. The program director readily admits that this is an

impreSsionistic assessment.
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Did the evaluation seem to help the audience for whom it,was

intended? Were any changes made as E result of the evaluation?

The answer here seems to be yes on both counts. The program

director insists that the feedback obtained from the follow-up

_helped immensely and that a number of Modifications were made in

the program as a result.

Did the evaluation look for unintended outcomes?

Not in any systematic way. This is true since the evaluation wasn't

systematic to begin with. However, since trainees gave open-ended,

narrative feedback there must have been some mention of side-effects.

What was good about the evaluation?

The program director contends that the program modifications which

occurred as a result of the evaluation made it mast worthwhile.

What were the problems?

From.the program director's perspective there were no problems

with the evaluation. It seemed unfortunate that a program that would

include such detailed training material would give such scant

attention to evaluation.
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7. REPORT ON SITE VISIT TO FORESTRY SERVICES CONCERNING A PROGRAM ON

CLEAR WRITING

Mr. and Mr. are training specialists in

the Training Section of the Division of Personnel for Forestry Services

USDA in the southeastern region. The Training Section of the Division

ofePersonnel is responsible for techincal, management, and .communiCations

training for the 3000+ Forestry Services employees in the southeastern

states from Virginia to Louisiana. Training ranges from courses in the

"Use of.Power Saws" to "Management by Objectives" and "Assertiveness

for Female Workers." Although most of the technical training is conducted
by independent or government agencies under contract to the Division of

Personnel, Mr. and Mr. personally conduct some

training at the regional level in management and communications skills.

Courses are offered at both field and regional levels for groups

ranging from a minimum of 20 participants to an average of 30-60.

Participants may be required by their supervisors to attend a particular

training course, or they may voluntarily participate. Each employee is

required to undertake a minimum of 40 hours of training each year.

Students are not usually evaluated directly; their participation in

training is noted in personnel records.

Ninety days following any training course, a sample of 10% of the

participantsare mailed a folloz-up questionnaire by the Training Section

of the Division of Personnel. -the supervisor of each of these

participants is, at the same time, sent a parallel form of the evaluation

questionnaire. The same questionnaires are used for all courses and are
consequently very general and use an open-ended response format. A

return rate of 50-75% is typical.

When an "adequate" number of questionnaires are accumulated, the

training specialist-reads 'through them, noting patterns of responses

and possible revisions for_ future training. The-questionnaires are then

routed to the person or agency directly- responsible for requesting or

conducting the training,.

Evaluation of training is required by Civil Service regulations,

but no guidelines are given for the type or extent of evaluation. Some

limited influence'and guidelines are exerted by the National Office of

Forestry Services, but, for the most part, the regional offices are

autonomous and the Training Section determines the quantity and type

of evaluation activities.

There is no separate budget for evaluation activities. Evaluation

is an adjunct to training. Some 1.2 million dollars is spent annually

by the Forestry Service for training activities.

The principal audience for the evaluation is regional management

who want,someassurance that the dollars being spelt for training are not

being wasted: A secondary audience is the-instructional agency, for

the improvement of .course content. There are few technical aspects to

this evaluation. The 10% sample is selected by a clerk given no
directions for how the sample is to be. selected. There is no
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quantitative analysis of data, and, in many cases, no formal attempt

to draw conclusions from the data other than the reading of responses

by the training specialist.

The evaluation efforts have resulted in some information of.the

type sought by program managers. A recent trainee of the Management

by Objectives course reports a cost saving of $50,000 in one year as a

result of the training. For the present, the identification of such

outstanding case studies is a goal and accomplishment of the evaluation.

Obviously, this evaluation effort is limited in design, analysis,

and purpose. The sampling method probably does not provide an accurate

picture of the effect of training for the entire population. The

analysis allows evaluator and management to select those results that

favor a foredrawn conclusion, and this is, in fact, one of the purposes

of the evaluation.

There is some indication that the evaluation efforts of the

-Forestry Services' Personnel Division are continuously improving. There

is planning for a system of need assessment to determine training

priorities and there is an effort to have training and evaluation of

training become a required part of each supervisor's annual management

plan.
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8. REPORT OF SITE VISIT TO JG INSPECTION SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

AGRICULTURE, CONCERNING AN EXECUTIVE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Program

JG Inspection Service is a regulatory agency- in the Department of

Agriculture. It has approximately 16,000 employees. Because of the

scientific nature of its mission most managers have a science or

veterinary medicine background with. little mangement training or

experience. The Executive Development Program is intended to provide

the basics of management principles to individuals entering the agency

at relatively high GS levels (13, 14 & 15) because of their scientific

training but with hold management or supervisory experience. Candidates

volunteer for the program and are aslected on the basis of a number of

criteria including their GS rating and ratings of supervisors at least

two levels above them on "potential to accept greater responsibility."

In the first cycle which is still underway, there were about 450

applications of which 120 were selected for Chz.=program.

The program extends over a period of about two year with a total

commitment of time of fifty-eight days. There are eight courses involved

in three phases with an elaborate individual evaluation system. The

evaluations are for the students information and do not go into any

official file or.record. Students may drop out of the program but no

one is failed or asked to leave. 113 of the initial group are still

participating-as they go into the third phase. Following course two,

which is called Self-Awareness (a modification of transactional analysis),

the participants complete a.lengthy self-evaluation. As each course is

completed, the faculty or counselors or supervisors complete a similar

evaluation for each participant, Copies of these evaluations are given

to the student as a progress report. It is planned to develop a

certificate Of completion of the program which will -be awarded to those

who finish.

Evaluation

For such a carefully planned and documented program with the great

deal of emphasis on evaluation feedback to participants there is

surprisingly little planning or execution of a program evaluation. However,

to be responsive to the charge, the questions listed on the Site Visit

Outline follow with_answers that are often very brief because of the

nature of the evaluation.

Sections 2 and 3 - What kind of evaluation? Who carried it out?

An organization titled Associates, Inc. apparently has a

contract with the Department.to provide consultative services in the area

of management training. As part of that arrangement .they cover the

JG program. So far their evaluation seems to be one of trying to determine

if the various_agencies within USDA are in compliance with the regUlations

and guidelines directing them to haVe an executive development program.

Thus,'the outline of a briefing for USDA Management Council by

Associates, Inc. shows an evaluation of the progress the USDA agencies

are making toward being in full compliance. Apparently this evaluation
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was done by reviewing planning documents, interviewing those responsible

for implementation and examining courses, procedures, manuals, etc.

used by the various agencies.

While Associates, Inc. proceeds with its compliance

evaluation of all USDA agencies an individual consultant (non government)

is serving as an evaluator of the specific JG Executive Development

Program. The consultant was described as a psychologist who had worked

for a management consulting firm and for the Federal Government's Office

of Investigations. It isn't clear just exactly -how he was selected

but it seems that those concerned sort of just knew him and he was hired.

He reports to the administrator of JG.p His evaluation seems to be

subjectively based on interviews with participants, faculty and deputies

who do the individ441 evaluations and on the basis of observations of

sessions in progress. HiS reports were not available but apparently

he has passed on suggestions and made recommendations orally to the

director. He is supposed to be developing or has developed a

questionnaire for the participants.

When asked about an evaluation of the impact of the program on the

participants'. careers, for instance comparing.participantS to non
participants, the director of the program indicated that he himself sort.

of planned to take care of that. He alsO explained that it would be

difficult to conclude much about the effectiveness of the program that

way because people might have been promoted anyway.

Section 4 --Who paid for the evaluation?

The Federal Government pays for the evaluation through contractual

arrangements with the USDA.

Section 5 - Who were the audiences of the evaluation?

The audience pf, the individual evaluation was the participant group

undergoing the training. The Associates, Inc. work was aimed

at high level USDA office with responsibility to comply with executive

orders. The individual consultant work seemed intended to provide

`-feedback directly to the program designers and administrators.

Section 6.- What were the expected outcomes and benefits of the evaluation?

The Associates, Inc. effort would seem aimed at producing

results that would allow the epartment-to state that it is in compliance

or if not.provide information to direct efforts to be so.

The individual outcome seems aimed, at more of a

monitoring kind of goal that allows for quick adjuStment in the program.

Section 7 - What did the evaluation comprise of?

There seems little that can e added here not-already covered under

section 2. The conclusions are notNavailable at this time and may-,never

be, given the kinds of things being doe.,
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Section 8 - Was the evaluation carried out with technical competence?

Given the non scientific approach it doesn't seem possible to-answer

this in the sense it_is asked. As far as can be told, the people doing

the work have competence.

Section 9 - Did the evaluation accomplish the evaluation goals?

This can't really be answered because the first Cycle isn't complete

at.this time. However, as far as the director of the program is concerned

he is satisfied with the individual consultant's work. Presumably,

Associates, Inc. will at some point report that the USDA is

in compliance which is the goal.

Section 10 .7, Did the evaluation seem to help? Were changes mad:?

The answer to both these questions would have to be yes. The

Associates, Inc. reports help implement the program by alerting USDA that

certain things are or are not happening which results in changes. The

indiVidual consultant's feedback has resulted in some modifications in`

the program. However, the bigger question of the value of the program

doesn't seem tobe being addressed.

Section 11 - Did the evaluation look of unintended outcomes?

The answer, here, would, have to be not systematically because the

evaluation itself is not systematized. On the other hand the individual

evaluations of the participants allow for such a wide ranging coverage

that the answer would be-yes.

Section 12 - What was.mod about the evaluation?,

The Ongoing' professional judgment by the individual consultant

allowing for prompt adjustment in the program seems worthwhile.

Section 13 What were the problems?

It was disappointing to see the elaborate care in planning and .

developing the program including the individual evaluation of participants-

with no similar;effort made to determine effectiveness or impact. The

call for Executiti;gDeVelopment Programs was issued as an edict. They

are "good" per se,. Why would.anyone go any further and gather data that

might be analyzed to conclude that the whole thing is a waste and managers

come into being by ,a political process rather than a merit procedure?
e-.

Section 14 -Ai.e there special lessons?

The use of high level managerg' in some of the participant evaluations-

seemed a particularly valuable device in that it makes the training

program more a part of the whole agency rather than a sort of school

separated from the reAlities'of the ongoing operation.- The old problem..

was there of not thinking through ways of evaluating the effectiveness

or impact off,a program resulting in a little fuzziness in answers to

questions about how it'will .beknown ifthe whole thing did any good.

Of cburse, transactional analysis is good forbetter managers. How

could anyone question such a thing?
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9. REPORT OF SITE VISIT TO INN UNIVERSITY CONCERNING A FOOD

AND BEVERAGE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

The agency administering the program and evaluation was the

Inn University (_IU), a corporate supported institution whose primary

goal.is the upgrading of Inn staff with the ultimate

expected outcome revealing greater efficiency in overall operations and

thus an improved profitability picture'.

The prograM,,hEing administered at the time of interview was entitled

Food and BeverageAtnagement (FBM). It was designed to provide a

thorough exposure for,all phases of the food and liquor operation of.

Igns via a variety of instructional approaches. The class

size attending the current program consisted of 35 participants from

almost as many states. The Food and Beverage Management Program was

designed and developed by staff personnel at the ,Inn University,

, Mississippi. The programs offered by vary in

length and extend from one week to four weeks, contingent on the type

and design of the program. The ultimate goal of each program is to help

develop and extend the'"expertise" of each program participant to insure.

a greater efficiency of operation on their own site..

Students are evaluated by a variety of measurement techniques.'

These include paper and pencil tests, performance tasks, and an ongoing

subjective evaluation by the team of instructors.

The evaluation of the participants is initiated through the_use of

a paper and pencil pretest. This instrument is administered to all _/U.-

participants prior to their formal classioom instruction and then is

readministered'at the completion of the instructionalprogram. The

program evaluator's are primarily interested in raw score gain as revealed

by the pretest-posttest administration and consider)Ithe participant and

program a success if a net gain between theytwo tests is-noted. The goals

of the': evaluation include a comprehenSi'Ve review of course content. for

"applicability in the field, a profile of individual and group growth,

and a determination of the relationship of the instructional program to

the objectives of the Food and Beverage Management Program.

The e4alUation of the Fobd and Beyerage,Management Program

:participants was basically carried out by the classroom instructors.

The instructors were selected because of their expertise, experience,

interest, and-ability to communicate quite easily and effectively with

others in both formal and informal instructional settings.

For thisparticillar program the instructors/evaluators selected were

all IU staff members and represented in-house personnel.

Evaluation is an integral part. of each program design and as such

is financed in the same way the "University" is financed. As part of

the corporate policy as defined by the International Association of
Inns,'each Inn is assessed one cent per room per day to

maintain the "University." This revenue, which is yielded by both
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corporation owned and franchise owned Inns is sufficient to maintain

the.present staff development and training programs. In addition to

, the asse4sed revenue, each participant in a program pays for room

and board while in attendance. .

The evaluation results for each program are summarized and shared

with members of the corporate board, This information is alsb presented

in appropriate corporation Publications for circulation to all Inn-keepers.

In addition, individual evaluation information is provided to all
appropriate franchise owners who sent a.participant(sY,,to.,attend the

IU ptogram. Participants of each of the programs are also continuously
provided information regarding their class petformance and achievement.

To the corporation, the expected outcomes for,having staff and _

franchise owners attend voluntary or mandatory. IU,programs'are directly
related to''the improved efficiency of Inn operation. The corporation

has assumed the responsibility Of personnel training and through their

IU program suppOrts.the franchise owner by designing and implementing

staff development programs. The program developers and staff benefit
directly from the evaluation by reviewing individual and group reports.
and interpreting the results in light of the program objectives and goals.

The evaluation of the Food and Beverage ManageMent Program consisted

of a pre and posttest (same form) administered to all participants and

unit tests designed by the teaching staff referred to as criterion

examina64ions (CE). The objectives for the program were behaviorally
stated based on the approach used by Mager and the unit tests wer
totally based on course' content. In addition to the paper and pencil

tasks, the participants were also evaluated on the degree of skill displayed

in the use of a variety of. business machines they were taught to operate.

Rounding out the participant evaluation process was the completion by

each instructional staff member of a Participant Evaluation form dealing

ith affective-evaluation. On this form eight categories are defined

with a scale range of from 1-5 for each category.

The overall design for the evaluation program was developed through

the utilization of a team approach. Instructional staff members were

responsible for the development-Of the pre and posttests and the unit

tests. Both Mr. and Mr, of the _JU's Educational
Department'were involved at a review level for all measurs developed and

'used. Mr., developed the,,Participant Evaluation form

specifically for the programs. All measures developed were used

without benefit of field testing and limited analysis of both individual

and group data was evident. Provisions for both individual and-sutmative

item analyses have just been arranged and presumably should be quite

beneficial when 'used. with future programs.

The design-of the Food and Beverage Management Program incorporated

seven inter-related units' to be covered by the instructional staff.

These included: Employee-Employe'r Relations; Cost and Controls;

Advertising and Promotions; Restatrant Operations; Banquest and Meeting:,

Rooms; Bat Operations and Standards; Goals and Awards. Each unit

presented had a criterion examination (CE) developed specifically for

its course-content and each unit test was reviewed completely with the

participants following the administration and. scoring.
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Instructional staff members as well as central office supervisory
personnel believe their eValuation design to be an effective one.
Their expressions are based on the evaluation program satisfactorily
meeting the evaluation gOals of expanding and refining necessary
management level hotel skills so that a greater efficiency of Inn

operation will be obviously notable. Hotel procedures have been
carefully studied by. IU superVisory staff so that course content and
evaluation measures reflect current practices. The director said of

the evaluation: "...we were able to draw some conclusiods from the
overall evaluation which should provide direction for an action plan."

The evaluation poihted out quite significantly the wide range of

experience and expertise that the participants brought to the _1U program.
In terms of course content this might suggest an individualized approach

for some participants and also suggests the possibility of grouping for

instructional purposes. Both of these alternatives are being considered

for possible introduction,in future-courses. The evaluation program
for.participants helped to identify on a daily and unit basis individual

-strengths and weaknesses, and fOr instructional staff indicated areas
of the instructional:program requiring review and possible revision.

There was no.intent on the part of the evaluation program to look

for anything but program outcomes originally indicated by the evaluation

design; however, interaction meetings between participants and
instrucational staff'were responsible for the earlier 'eduction or.the

Food and Beverage Management Program to a four Week period of time
rather than the previously established five week PrOgram..

The primary function of the evaluation design was to help assess'
how effective the,Food*and Beverage Management Program was in better

preparing the participants to operate- with .greater efficiency the

"Inns" entrusted to their management and supervision. The evaluation
appeared to:measure the attainment of certain necessary skills and the
acquisition of certain pools of information as predetermined by the
education department with the assistance of the instructional staff.

Both:participants in the interview raised questions about the

design of the paper and pencil measures_ eveloped for use as Unit tests

by the instructional staff. Some additional questions were raised at

this time regarding the reliability of the instruments used but further

questioning revealed no future action was being contemplated to improve

the reliability picture.

Several options are open for consideration in terms of developing
higher reliability of test measures. One suggestion would be to enlist

the aid of outside eicperts to assist in the building of the unit

examinations. Field testing of..the measures including an item analysis,

should be.undertaken by the _IU staff to determine statistically what

items should be included in the: criterion test measures. Agalni

outside expertise should, be utilized,if deemed -necessary.
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Ifthe evaluation program were to be physically. extended to

include an, on-site visitation of seledted programs participants

for the purpose of d termining the effective application of the

lcprogram content, th fee4back might realistically support _JU findings

or provide _IU -.instructional staff with insights f r program modification.

If one may take the liberty of generalizing from an interview it

would appear judicious for organizations developing evaluation programs

to seek outside professional assistance if the talent required does not

reside ox is not available from within the organization. This action

will serve two functions: that of providing a professional quality to

the overall. evaluation program and secondly, to .allow for an interchange

of ideas, values, etc. between internal and external professionals.
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10. REPORT OF SITE VISITTO-XYZ CONCERNING A SALES FUNDAMENTALS PROGRAM

S

The Program

The Sales PundamentalsProgram (the course, I was informed, is

actually referred to as "Effective Presentation of Ideas") is one of

more than 30 recuwring training and, development programs offered by

XYZts Employee Development Department, which is a department within the

Division of Personnel and Industrial Relations.' The Department is

responsible for providing development and training assistance to all

departme,Ntal units within XYZ. The three'staff members of the Department

either coa,Auct training sessions themselves or else train instructors at

various locations to conduct programs they have prepared.

The Sales'Fundamentals Program, like all other training prograMs

,provided by the Employee Development Department, is conducted by request

COntrary to what the course name may suggest, the program is not

just for new sales personnel. Mr. indicated that course

participants are, for example, sometimes employees of - companies that have

-been newly acquired by XYZ. Course participants may have had; therefara,____

extensive sales experience_.(some up to-20-year§)

Courses are requested by executives in.other departments or divisions

for personnel whom they supervise. Mr, - said that requests

are made on the 'basis of personal relationships. That is, executives

request courses for their employees simply because they know Mr.

and are'familiar with the services he offers.' In the words of

its a "you scratch my back and I'll scratch yours" kind or arrangeMent.

,

The Sales Fundamentals Program has been.offered since 1960. Mr.

has been in his present position for two years. During his tenure the

course has been updated (part of it is brand new)., He eStimotes that
i1000 trainees have participated n the course since its inception,

The course consists of 16 hours of in-class time usually divided into

eight hour segments or sometimes 4 four hour parts. Mr.

showed me the objectives of the program, which are presented to students

as part of a slide presentation. (The course relies heavily on a multi-

media approach.) The objectives are:

1) To provide each participant with a perfect standard for selling.

2) To develop a vocabulary for selling.

3)- To acquire a knowledge of the basics and fundamentals of selling.

4) To give a new'insight- to true product knowledge.

5). To be able to teach others.
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Mr. realizes that these objectives are broad and general
and, he thought, noncontroversial ("motherhood and apple pie").

The Evaluation

The evaluation that. is carried out consists of-student participants
:completing a Program Evaluation Form at the end of the course. The

idea for using the form was Mr. 's. 'There was no directive

for evaluation issued byla supervisor.

Mr. ,sees the evaluation in a number of interesting ways.
He stated quite frankly that one of the major purposes was to justify
his yearly raise and "to show my boss (the Vice President for Personnel

and Industrial Relations) how good the program is."
showed me tabulations based on a number of program evaluation forms.
The results are, in general, very positive suggesting the
objective has been accomplished.

In-lIne-with-justifying-hisYearly raise, Mr. showed me

his "ego file," which contains supportive letters from course participants

or from their supervisors. indicated that letters of this

nature arequite frequent. That is, about four of every five times they

conduct a course, he 'gets a letter usually from the executive who

requested the course. 2

Another purpose in conducting the evaluation Is to get feedback on
the performance of the people that he supervises i.e., their effectiveness

in presenting the programs. In this regard, feels that he has

succeeded in "getting an overall feel for departmental effectiveness." On

the other hand, he suggested that the Vice President,(to whom he provides
monthly summaries of his evaluation results) "doesn't even look at them."

Mr. seemed to think that the evaluations were-somewhat
useful to him and his three -man staff in Making modifications of courses.
Suggestions from course participants have also been used as a basis .for

the develoPment of new prograMs such as the Advanced:Salda Program.

From participants comments has also learned some

things which he Considered t6,be interesting. For example, from comments

such as'"Why don't.you give our boSses the same training?" he has realized

that his efforts have been directed almost.exclusively at lower and middle

management. As yet, however, upper level management. personnel have still

not participated in courses.

In talking about problems' associated with theGevaluation,
mentioned that he had been very successful, in getting participants to return

the evaluation forms. He estimated that '"99%" of them return the forms.
He was, however, somewhat disappointed in that he felt that his efforts may

have degenerated into more of a 'popularity contest than. an evaluation. With

regard to the comments that participants make, mentioned that the

comments made by first-time participants are usually less valuable than those

made by employees who have participated in previous programa.
speculated that the reason might be that first-time participants are not
Aware that they are expected to make suggestions at the end of the, course.
He thought that he might mention this to participants at the beginning of

future courses.
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It was clear in talking to Mr. that his evaluation

efforts are not directed at assessing the performance of course participants.
In fact, student evaluation is aomething that avoids "rocking,

the boat." He did mention that he is sometimes asked by a course
participant's supervisor to make subjective comments about the participant's

performance in the course. It appears, however, that these requests are

infrequent.

When we talked about outcomes of the program, mentioned

that it would be possible to formulate more object-ive criteria for program

success, e.g., increase in sales volume. However, he was extremely

reluctant to do so, indicating that, he might be "cutting his own throat"

if the evaluation showed no significant impact on sales.

With regard to establishing, performance criteria, showed

an awareness of some of the problems in using such criteria. For example,

- he mentioned that .a number of other variableS (the state of the economy,

e.g.,) would make a criterion such as increase in-sales less useful because

of their effects.

Regarding qualifications, he has had 14 years of
industrial training experience, and has a master's degree in guidance.

The two trainers whom he supervises have each had five years of training

experience as well as master's degrees in education and industrial

psychology.

In summary, the evaluation focuses on improving courses and on

assessing the performance of the department that offers these courses,

not on the students that participate in them. Notable was the fact that

the evUation was self-initiated. Probably the most interesting thing

about this evaluation effort, however, is the motivation of the evaluator

and his acute awareness of the implications that any comprehensive

evaluation-might have.
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11. REPORT OF SITE VISIT TO ABC CORPORATION OF

MANAGING THE MANUFACTURING OPERATION PROGRAM

Section 1 - What is the program like?

OHIO CONCERNING

The program, Managing the Manufacturing Operation, is one of five

units developed by John , Manager of Education and Training for

ABC Corporation of , Ohio. Each of the five units will be

ipresented once during eaCh quarterly interval and since each unit., is

autonomous they need not beattended in a prescribed sequence: Four of

the units run three days and the fifth unit runs four days.

The program itself was created for use with Division General
Managers, plant managers, and department heads. These individuals were

selected from a national base of company volunteers and recommendations.

A steering committee comprising four group vice-presidents, four

gPneral managers, an individual. from the research_oenter,_and the

assistant,tO the comptroller, was established and functioning from the

outset of the program's initial development.stages.

The primary goal of the program was to provide a general background

of information required of management leVel individuals who at some

future time would be considered for higher management level positions.

No formal participant evaluation program was developed, however,

the participants were requested to evaluate the program unit(s) they

attended.-, '

Section 2 - What kind of evaluation(s) were carried out?

To evaluate theprogram, Managing the Manufacturing Operation, a

program evaluation fOrm was employed. In addition to this form spanning

the overall program, specific presentations were critiqued following

their completion. N attempt to statistically summarize findings has

been initiated nor is one planned.

Section 3 - Who carried it out?

The program evaluation was carried out by John , who was

self-selected by virtde'of his present organizational responsibility.

He has been employed y ABC for six years, is a college graduate, and

has extensive experie ce in plant/employee relations. The program design

and evaluation was an in-hOuse function.

Section 4 - Who paid for the evaluation?

The design, administration, and other related costs were paid for

through the use of co porate funds allocated by b dget items for this

purpose. Plants or o her installations who sent-participants were

required to cover all travel\and subsistence expenses for those

individuals.

\1 2
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Section 5 - Who were the audiences of the evaluation?

The primary audience for the evaluation was the manager of Education
and Training. His reactions to the overall evaluation were provided
to the steering committee. upon completion of the program. The manager
of Education and Training also provided, upon completion of the program,
informal evaluations, comments, etc. to supervisors of some selected
participants.

Section 6 - What were the expected outcomes and benefits of,the evaluation?

Expected outcomes were identified as expanding the participants'
basic conceptual development regarding general management responsibilities
and the creation and identification of a human resource pool from which
individuals could be selected for promotion within the corporate
structure.

Section 7 - What did the evaluation(s) comprisd'of?

The evaluation of the program consisted of the completion of one
paper and pencil questionnaire consisting of nine itemsby all
participants and informal discussions with participants following a number
of class presentations% Consensus of participants' opinions, as shared,
would seem to indicate that the overall program was viewed as a positive
experience.

Section 8 - Was the evaluation carried out with technical competence?
If not, what went wrong.?

4

The evaluation of the program did not include a statistical.analySis
of data but rather, relied heavily upon the participants' objectiye
responses to the evaluation questionnaire and to the discUssions and
expressions following the class presentations.

Section 9 - Did the evaluations) atcom lish the evaluation :oals?

The feeling expressed by John , was that based on questionnaire
responses ancl participant reactions; the evaluation goals developed:Lfor
the program were realized. As perceived by John ,. all

participants benefited to.some degree,by involvement in the program:.

6 was intended? Were any changes made as a result of the evaluation?
Section 10 - Did the evaluation seem to help the audience for whom it

The program evaluation appeared to be acceptable to both, the
steering committee and the education director. As a direct result of
the interactive classroom evaluation, one classroom presentation'
directly concerned with financial reporting was considerably modified
to more adequately meek. the needs of the participants. No other program
changes were noted as a. result of the evaluation.
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Section 11 - Did the evaluation look for unintended outcomes program
side effects)?

Surfacing from the interactive classroom evaluation was the
participant perception of the corporate structure being much too
centralized. Participants expressed a strong desire to be involved
in policy making decisions, operational decisions, etc., that would
ultimately effect their installation. While the evaluation design did
11(71- originally incorporate identifying unintended outcomes, they were
in fact noted and transMitted to the steering committee.

Section 12 -'What was good about the evaluation(s)? Was there anything
quite noteworthy?

John reported that the participants' responses as noted
in the evaluation questionnaire, were candid and directly on target.
Their suggestions regarding instructional presentations were influential
in the modification of specific presentations for future consideration
and Use. The'avaluation ,helped to establish credibility by effecting
program changes as a direct result'of the participants' feedback.

The evaluation did indicate a further need for additional measurement
instruments to be developed and incorporated into the overall program
evaluation design.

Section 13 - What were problems with the evaluation(s)? How could ,t,hCy

have been overcome?

The evaluation, questionnaire which was the only paper and pencil
source &ocUment was primarily designed to record participant perceptions

.i'egarding the areas of program administration, facilities, etc., and
did not focus on the substantive portions of the program. It was

difficult to ascertain how_productive the instructional sessions were
because of the non-use of additional measurement instruments.

Section 14 - Are there special lessons to be learned from studying this
evaluation?

Following the conclusion of the program, and the collection and
analysis of the evaluation questionnaires, John noted several ways

to improve his evaluation process:,

. .Future program planning must incorporate to a much greater degr6e
the definition of program parameters by cbjectives rather than by
descriptive rhetoric.

. .Input from the field must be more represcative, so that program
content can be reflective of participantsl' perceived needs.

In concluding, John commented that much more lead time was
required for the planning of a program that was available to him, and
believes the overall effectiveness of the program/evaluation would have
been much more positive with greater lead time.
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- 12. REPORT OF SITE VISIT TO COMMUNITY COLLEGE,

CONCERNING A MEDICAL LABORATORY TECHNICIAN PROGRAM

, FLORIDA

I met with the Dean. He was interested in our study and considers

evaluation an important activity in his college. I also spent a

considerable amount of time with Dr. who is chairman of the

Health Related Programs.

Program

This is a two year program leading to an associate in science degree.
Goals (objectives) are didactic and clinical. Students are evaluated by

tests, performauce examinations (lab techniques), and simulations (in

work settings--local hospitals).

Evaluation

A self-study was conducted by 'an eleven-person committee over a

three month period. Committee included insiders and outsiders.

Instruments

An evaluation form was used by the persons who supervised the students

in the field. It looked Like a good evaluation form.

Miscellaneous

They seem satisTied with their evaluation activities,. They intend

to include students and consumers of health services on the evaluation

committee in the future.

The program only began in 1969 for the Florida area.

There are about fifteen to twenty students per year. Graduates take

the MLT examinations for licensure and the National Registry.Examination
which allows use of the initials" MLT (ASCP) after the name. ASCP is

American Society of Clinical Pathologists:

The evaluation was carried out to prepare for accreditation. So,

we should consider it shared-with us in confidence.

The Florida Community Colleges are making a strong effort at

identifying behavioral objectives based-on job analyses in the field.

Feedback from job supervisors is considered very important and is
used in evaluating and changing the MLT program.

Overall Goals

.
.To provide a self-contained two-year training program which will

bring the student to a realistic level of training to meet the

needy of employers in the , Florida area.

a

.
To make the student adaptable to change and aware of his limitations.
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Conclusion

The committee concluded that graduates are adequately trained.

All graduates have obtained rewarding jobs. Math preparation of

students is weak and not really practical for their'work. Math

requirement has been broadened as a result to include a course in

chemical calculations as an option for college algebra. Nedd for more

clinical training has been identified. Clinical practicum is being

lengthened to a full year as a result.
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13. REPORT OF SITE VISIT TO .
COUNTY AREA VOCATIONAL EDUCATION CENTER,

,
KENTUCKY CONCERNING AN ENVIRONMENTAL AIDE PROGRAM

General Description

The EnvironmentafAide program is a one-yeat vocational training pro-
gram which is offered at the County Area Vocational Education

Center in Kentucky. It was developed to train assistants or

aides to work under the supervision of professional, scientific personnel

in .environmental control type occupations..- The program, operational since

May 1971, is accredited by the Southern Assbciation for Accreditation of
SPho6la:-

Funded under the Manpower Development and Training Act,-the program
provides boththeoretical and practical experiences which prepare trainees
for employment in the following occupational areas: soil conservation,

public health, sewage treatment, water treatment, solid waste disposal, and

air pollution control.

Training is divided into two phases. During phase one, students, receive
classroom training covering skills and knowledges required to do routine work

as required by the affiliating agencies. This phaSe incrudes classroom lec-
tures, laboratory procedures, field sampling, and analysis.

Trainees, who have successfully completed Phase one are placed with

affiliating agencies who accept them for supervised work experience on a

rotation basis. During phase two, trainees spend four dayS a week with the
agencies involved and one day,d3ack in the classroom for reviewing work expe-
riences, recording data and information, and planning. The instructor-makes
periodic on-site visits to the affiliating agencies in order'to coordinate
this phase of training and to check on trainees' progress.

Entry into the program is initiated by recommendations from local
Economic Security agencies in Vocational Regions 1-5 who screen prospective
trainees to assure that they have acceptable GATB scores in accordance' with

established occupational critetia. The program coordinator' and instructor
interview prospective trainees before formally admitting them to the program.

There is only one class in the program and it has a regular enrollment
of 18-20 trainees. The class meets weekdays from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.,
40 hours per week, and 50 weeks per year. Altogether the program provides
the trainee with 2,000 training hours--1,200 in phase one and 800 in phase

two.

Program Background
l

The heed for trained personnel in the area of environmental control has
been emphasized by new governmental guidelines and requirements placed upon
industrial operations in an attempt to control and improve environmental

conditions. In establishing need for the environmental training project,

the project proposal stated:
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There presently exists ap_alarming increase in the
pollution of our nation's water, soil, and air,
which has made us aware of the critical manpower
shortage at the professional and subprofessional
level who are well trained and have special skills
and knowledge to deal with these problems in the
field or in the laboratory (p. 2).

The proposal noted that the western area of Kentucky has large coal
fields, vast water impoundments ( and Lakes)., iniaddi-

tion to local and/or regional'projects such as watersheds, mines, and solid
waste disposal, which made it an ideal location for environmental training.
The proposal identified a need for persons to be employed as an Environ-
mental Aide to assist the various agencies that had plans to expand their
control and operation in the area-of environmental control. Also the-pro-
posal established that various governmental agencies already involved in
environmental control in the geographic area were willing to lend assist-
ance for the development of course materials and for affiliation of trainees
in a cooperative training project.

In response to needs identified-above, the Regional Director of Voca-
tional Education (Mr. ) held a meeting with local agencies to
determine if an Environmental Aide training program was needed and feasible:.
As an .outcome of the meeting, a special committee was formed to directly
involve the agencies that would participate in the development of the
project, along with state, regional, and local consultants. Subsequent
meetings resulted in the establishment of criteria for occupational needs
and project development.

The committee identified tests, procedures, techniques, and theory
needed to Conduct the program and the facilities, equipment, and materials
required. The curriculum developed was designed to'be relevant to the needs
of participating agencies. In addition, the agencies involved further
agreed to participate in the prdgram by making available special materials,
instruction, and on-the-job work experience for students. ' .

Geographical boundaries for the PrograM and the rationale for their
establishment were described in project documents:

The area includes the region west of aline from
Louisville, south to Elizabethtown, to Bowling
Green, and to the Tennessee bordei-\ It was de-
cided that this area would prevent at over satu7
ration of students compared to jobs. \Also, by
covering an area this large, we could clude a
more diversified kind of program due to al1 the
different kinds of process in the area (p. \2).

_

Further information regarding major areas of.potential employthent for
environmental aides were identified in the document. These included posi-
tions in: the Soil Conservation Service, a .governmental agency which had
a classifiCation for employees on the assistant level; County\Hecath
Department, located in. each of the 40 counties included in the\geographical
boundaries of the program; and Sewage and Water Treatment Plants\;, located
in the 75 municipalities of the program.
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A project proposal for Environmental Aide training was prepared and
submitted to the U. S. Department of Health, Education and.Welfare on
August 8, 1970. Approval was granted and the program became operational
in the early part of May 1971.

Instructional Program

The Environmental. Aide program is one'of 44 vocational training pro-
grams serving over 9,000 post-high school students in Vocational Region 2.

) of Kentucky. Class enrollment is limited to 18-20 students
from Vocational.RegiOns 1-5. At the present time, there is an open-entry,
open-exit policy in the class to accommodate early completors and allow them
to be replaced by other persons who wish to enter the program: Thus far,
52 students have trained in the program; approximately 81 percent of enrollees
have been successful completors.

Instruction includes formal classroom teaching, programmed instruction,
multimedia usage, small,,groUp discussion, individualized instruction, prac-
tical laboratory/w9,rkop experience, and supervised on-the-job experience.
Of these, individualized instruction, Otrticularly with the open-entry, open-
exit program policy, is considered to be the most important.

Various-types of evaluation techniques were utilized to measure student
achievement. These included paper-and-pencil tests (instructor-developed
in addition to commercially prepared tests),overall subjective rating by the
instructor, instructor ratings of performance and/or products made during
the course, performance examinations, oral examinations, and evaluation by
supervisory personnel in the job affiliation phase of the progiam. The
evaluations received by trainees in, their job affiliations were considered
most important.

Program EvaluatiOn

_ Evaluation Background

The Environmental Aide training program was evaluated in 1972, 1973,
and 1974. At the time of the interview, general information was available
concerning the three annual evaluations which were conducted and specific
information was available for the 1973 -74 evaluation in a "final report.

According to governmental requirements, contractual previsions for'evalua-
tion mere included in the project proposal as. follows:

A brief written evaluation of the project which
includes assessment of: local administration,
instruction, supervision, trainee achievement
and placement and recommendations for improving
the project will be submitted.to the State agency
by the local supervisor within 30 days afte7 the
completion of the project or at such other times.
as the State may request (p. 8).
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Evaluations Conducted

,,-

The yearly evaluations conducted forthe Environm tal Aide program_
which were all the,seme utilized four MDTAI'developed instruments: MDTA
Former Stu ent Follow-Up, Employers Follow-Up of MDTA Trainees, MDTA
Instrdcto 's Project Evaluation, and MDTA Supervisor's Project Evaluation.
The final evaluation report prepared for the project included tabled data
from the follow-up mail surveys of formet:Erainees and their employers plus
a narrative descriptionof the data and the instructor's and supervisor's
responses to the two MDTA evaluation questionnaires. More detailed infor-
mation about the evaluation will be provided in a later section.

Evaluation Model, Goals, Values

J

Model. Although no model for the evaluation conducted was formalized,
the evaluation could perhaps be roughly described as discrepancy evaluation.
The information sought in theMDTA instruments sought to ascertain the
extent to Which the program was fulfilling its function--that is, training
students to function effectively as environmental aides and providing
environmental control agencies with trained personnel.

The goals of the evaluation were to measure program impact and to
improve program effectiveness. The follow-up mail survey of former/trainees,
and their employers attempted to measure program impact; all instruments
used in the evaluation contained items which sought to identify specific
aspects of the program which could be improved.

The evaluation yielded both hard data concerning the.employment of
trainees (number employed, type of employment, job duties, and salary
received) and ,subjective data utilizlng the opinions and judgments of
former trainees, employers of former trainees, program instructor, and
program supervisor on a number of program variables.

Values. The evaluation conducted was intended to fulfill the con-
tractual agreement included in the project proposal for a "brief written
evaluation of local administration, instruction, supervision, trained
achievement and plaCement, and recommendations for improving the pq_oject:"
Utilizing MDTA evaluation instruments,-the evaluation sought to involve
various categories of persons who could provide different perspectives
concerning the implementation and effectiveness of the'program.

Evaluators

The evaluation was conducted by =the program instructor and program
coordinator as part of their job duties. They were selected to perform
the evaluation because of their involvement with the program. Their eval-
uation activities consisted of completing the MDTA instructor and super-
visor evaluation questionnaires, conducting the follow-up mail survey of
former trainees and their employers, preparing tablea and describing
findings, and assembling the final document.
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The backgrounds of the prograt instructor and coordinator were voca-

tionally rather than research-oriented. The instructor had a B.S. degree
in agricultural sciences and six years of ppgram-related work experience.
The coordinator had a B.S.. degree in industrial; education and three years-
of occupational experience.

Funding. Evaldation costs were internally. funded. Provisions for

evaluation Were specified in the proposal and were considered part of the
project budget costs.

Evaluation Audiences

. There were a variety of audlerices of the evaluation of the'Environmental

Aide training project. These included personnel from the Department of
Health, Education and C4elfare; the State Bureau of Vocational Education
including the Division of Vocational Program Development and the Division
of Interagency Relations; and the Director of Vocational Region 2. ,Other
audiences fromeducation incldged the principals of shop. vocational schools,
other local school principals, and the regional program coordinator. Pro-

gram trainees and affiliating agencies were other concerted audiences'of

the. evaluation.

Expected Eval ation and'Outcotes

It'was anticipated that the evaluation would provide relevant feedback
concerning t e. employment of the former trainees. Of particular' interest

was the type of environmental control agencies at which the former employees

were employ d,.the level at which they functioned, and how well they per-

formed on t e job. It was also anticipated that the evaluation would pro-

vide guidel nes,for curriculum improvement;

Evaluation ri tions
$

The e aluations conducte,d< were idjettified in an earlier part of this

report. A more detailed descriptioli folloWs:

1. r lrow-Up Syrvey.- A mail questionnaire survey of dormer students

and their mplOyerS was-- conducted,.as required by MDTA regulations. °The,

student s rvey which consisted of fouf,mailings conducted t.two-week
intervals,wasconducted one month after the end -of c,lassH- The follow-up
of employers consisted of only one mailing which was conducted six weeks
after class had ended. Responses tothe survey were tallied and-statistical

--tables were produced. A narrative explanatiOnOf the tables was then

prepared.

2. -Supervie'or's Project Evaluation% .The MDTA evaluation form re-
quested dataoconcerning project enrollment andincluded 19 questions
addressed to the project siipervisor, eliciting both,information and sub-
jective judgment. The items;relate& to'program implementation, instruc-
tional practices,_adequ4j of facilities-, equipment and supplies, student =_

services offered, and suggestions for program impovement.

D-49.

135



tj.

3. Instructor%. Project Evaluation. Sixteen questions to be answered..
by.the instructor were included on .this MDTA fdrm.. The items, which elicited
both information and subjective judgment, related to training objectiveS, o

instructional methods and techniques, training aids, adequacyof facilities,
equipment and supplies,. student evaluation, and project improvement,

4. Final EvalUation Report. The final evalu'ation report did not in

clude'any formal conclusions section. However, several'conclusions concern
ing various program aspects were recorded in'the instructor and-supervisor
.evaluation-forms: (1) the high rate of job placement was the- greatest
strength of the program; (2) the section on soil conservation should be
omitted from the curriculum due to-thack.of available jobs in that area;
and (3 classroom supervision should'be arranged during the job affiliation
phase of the program; while the instructor was engaged in agency visitations.

Technical. Competence

AS noted previously, the instruments and procedures used in the eval
uation of the Environmental' Aide training program were required under-MDTA
guidelines. ,The evaluation was essentially a descriptive study of-,the pro
gram and its impact. Evaluative judgments were based on the subjective
opinions o5 program instructor and supervisor.

The variables measured by the MDTA instruments had'obvious relevance
to the puypose of the evaluation. The'former student Yolliqwup question
naire, however, did not include items that should have provided additional
useful information, such as: how often on the job did forMer trainees use
the knowledge and skills acquired in the program; how related to ttie job
was the training received, and howj_ong hadstudents served in their jobs.,

Also, .no follow -up of dropouts was conducted. The evaluation report, itself
consisted only of an assemblage of documents and did not include any iner
pretation of'the findings.

Accomplishment of Goals

The Director of Vocational Region 2 expressed satisfaction,with the
evaluation and considered' that, it. had accomplished its goals. The evaluation
provided data on job placement of trainees, information on their employers,
and other program and job related'information.' Thehevaluation also identi
fied aerogram and curriculum areas for program improvement.

Usefulness of Evaluation

The high rate of trainee placement disclosed' by the evaluation helped
provide assurance to those closely involved with the program (coordinator,
.instructor, trainees,-and job affiliation agencies) that the program, was on
the right track. The evaluation did lead to changes in curriculum,
instruction, and program enrollment practices..

The curriculum unit on soil conservation was drastically reduced be'
pause or.lack of jobs in that area. In addition; an adjustment was made
in the allOtment of program hourS--moe time'was apportioned to the,job



affiliation phase and less to classrOom/laboratory.work. Also, trainees

no longer had to spend a year In the program. They could be awarded a
certificate-of achievement based on instructor judgmentof their compe-
tence at anyrde during the program. This open-entry, open-exit policy
made it:possible to accommodate more trainees and to increase the cost-
effectiveness of the program.

Unintended'Outcomes
,

The evaluation did not-focus on any program side effects. Follow-up

of the program dropouts might have yielded useful information on side
effects. The district is planning to do additional follow-ups oformer
trainees one; three, and five years after program completion.

Positive Aspects of Evaluation

The most.noteworthY aspect of the evaluation was its input of different
points of view. These included employers, former students, fhe instructor,

'' and the supervisor.

Evaluation Problems

Several problems concerning the evaluation were ident1fied by Mr.
the Director of Vocational Region 2. A higher rate of return of survey-, '

questionnaires might have been achieved if further attempts had been made

tb grace and follOw7up nonrespondents, Also, thefoilow-up.of former trainees
and -their e5ployers conducted four and six weeks. after program completion was
too!short a Period df time foxPvalid-appraisals to be made. However, thei

timing of 'follow -up was specified by governmental regulations. As noted

above, the district plans to do three additional follow-ups--one year, three
years, and five years after program completion....

Special Lessons to be Learned from Studying Evaluation

The most obvio'3 lesson that can be learned from this evaluation is
the importance of its role in peasuring program impact and in identifying
areas for program improvement. Other lessons that can be learned are the

importance ofz effective timing in conducting a follow-up; establishing '?-

procedures for keeping up-to-date mailing addresses of trainees; and
instituting different types of-follow-up procedures for nonre*onders.
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14, REPORT QF SITE VISIT TO TECHNICAL INSTITUTE,
WISCONSIN CONCERNING A PLASTICS TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM

- General Description

The Plastics Technology program offered at the Technical
Institute:in , Wisconsin, is a relatively new program which has
received accreditation from the WisfOnsin Board of Vocational, Tefhnical
and Adult Education. The-progrr.irt which became operational in the.1971-
72 school year is a two-year technical training program leading to an
Associate Degree.

1

The program provides enrollees with a comprehensive background in
the technicalities of plastics as well as the fundamentals of operation.
In addition to the courses in the theoretical, and practical aspects of
plastics, the curriculum inclUdes courses in general education as pre-
.scrilped by the Wisconsin Board of Vocational, Technical and Adult Edutation.
These include technical mathematics, technical science, communication skills,
psychology of human relations, methods of Supervision; economics; and
American Institutions.

District 11 is the onlY,,VTAE district in the State to
offer an associate degree program in plastics technblogy. The program
is offered only at the Technical Institutein which
has an open admisSions policy for entry into the program. Enrollees are
generally required to have a high school diplpma or. its equivalent. All

enrollees pay registration and special course fees. sTuition is free for
District 11 and other state residents; non-state residents are charged
tuition to cover. instruction costs.

Enrollees consist liritarily.of Students residing within District 11.
The -district presently comprises two countieS7- and

each owhose population was reported over 80,000,in 1970. The populations
of both counties have shOwn a steady increase over the past decade and
their projected population by 1980 is 87,722 for County and
93,957 for County.

Approxim'ately 4'0 percent of the student bodT at the Tech-

nical Institute in are recent high school graduates, and approx-
imately 0 percent are employed adults or veterans. The average age of
the students which has shown a steady increase is now about 22 years. The

Institute has a total enrollment of 1,344 FTEs. (A 'full-time equivalent
(FTE) student is one whods taking 15 credits per semester.) At the time
of the interview, it was reported that there were 31 FTEs in the Plastics
Technology program. Of these, 26 were full-time students and the others,
attended on:a. Tart-time basis.

Program Background

Impetus for the program began in the late'1960s when a nationwide
survey of over 4,000 plastics professing fitms disclosed a serious short-
age of trained personnel. The survey, conducted by a joint committee
of. the Society of Plastic Engineers (SPE) and the Society of Plastic
Industries (SPI) in 1967, found the shortage to exist in direct proportion
to the geographical locations of plastics processing plants.
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A large. number of plastics processing plants are located in
Wisconsin, particularly in Lne southeastern area of the state. Within
District 11, there are approximately 5,000 persons employed in he
plastics processing industry. There are five major companies in the
district and many peripheral industries such as those which manufacture
electrical control devices, packaging products, bathroom accessories,
and floor tiles.

The plastics industry, a relatively new and rapidly developing
industry had urged technical education in plastics over a period of
years. An article appearing in the SPE professional journal in 1969
particularly acknowledged the effectiveness of tworyear training pro-
grams.

Local plastics industries within District 11 andthe surrounding
areas made known their needs for trained'personnel through the district's
field services coordinators. IL state survey of. need was conducted by
a mailed questionnaire survey of plastics processing firms throughout
the state. Information sought in the survey focused on the type of
plastics operation by processes, number of employees, number of plants,
present and future employee needs, type of trained personnel needed,
and interest,in hiring technically trained persons. Results of the survey
reaffirmed the need fbr trained personnel and reflected interest and
support for a Plastics Technology program:

An ad hoc Plastics Technology Advisory Committee was formed to
help establish a training program. The committee included representatives
of. local plastic industries, District 11 administrative members, and an
advisor from the State Board of Vocational, Technical and'Adult EduCation

). The efforts of the Committee resulted in the identifica-
tion of potential' job openings in the plastics industries, formulation of
a relevant curriculum, and'specificatiOns for required physiCal facilities
and equipment. Their proposal for a two-year associate degree program in
Plastics Technology was submitted to the State Board of Vocational, Tech-
nical and Adult Education in August, 1970, and was granted approval.
ApproXimately one year later, the program was initiated.

Instructional Program

The Plastics Technology program was designed to prepare people to
enter the plastics industries at the technician level. The program is
intended to help meet state and local employment needs for trained per-
sonnel and to provide students with the best possible education to help
insure their employment in the plastics indus.try.

The Institute provides prospective students in the Plastics Tech-
nology program with a general job description of plastics technicians
and their typical job duties, and a listing and sequence of courses
included in the program curriculum. ,In contrast to one7yeaNvocational
programs; the technician level 'program places less emphasis on manipula-
tive skills and more on theoretical concepts.

Course deScriptions and outlines have been developed for the courses
in the program. Some of the courses have written behavioral objectives
which are stated'in the Institute's Monograph. Instruction in the program
includes formal classroom teaching, individualized instruction, group
discussion, multi-media usage, and practical laboratory/workshop experience.
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Various types of student evaluation are utiliZed to measure student
'achievement: instructor developed paper-and-pencil tests containing
objective itemsessay questions, and questions involving problem-,
sOlving;. the7overall subjective judgment of the instructor; and instructor
ratings of perfOrmance and products made during the course: Another

:evaluation method that is'used involves a simulated employment situation.
Students are required to complete a project in plastics from its basic
design through final production, incorporating their theoretical and
practical knowledge of plastics. In addition to demonstrating their
-"technical skills; students display their communication skills by making
an-oral presentation of their project'to their peers in class. They
receive instructor ratings on both product and presentation.

Program Evaluation

-Evaluation Background.

Under. State law, the Wisconsin Board of Vocational, Technical and
Adult EduCation serves as an accrediting agency for associate degree
programs at the technical institute level. Board policies, procedures,
and regulations 'are documented in its publication, "Guidelines for
Program Deve.lopment and Evaluation -- Vocational Diploma, Associate.
Degree," issued July 10, 1968.

A major purpose of Board Accreditations as stated in the Guidelines
has been ..."to assure ... that standards adequate to achieve a suitable
technical education have been established by a legally constituted state
administration agency '(13.17)." The Guidelines stress that the process of
state administration is one that emphasizes direction through involvement
rather than impOsed authority. Accordingly, district administrators and
other district.representatives are used in advisory, capacities and the
published Guidelines which specify evaluation as well as program develop-
ment procedures were de:/elciped by groups composed of local school and
district representatives working with state staff.

Evaluations Conducted,

The evaluations conducted for the Plastics Technology prograM are
standardized procedures used to evaluate the vocational and technical
programs offered brthe7State VT AE districts. The evaluations of the
program which were conducted are briefly described in this section.
More detailed information is provided in later sections.

1. Accreditation Evaluation. This was essentially a process eval-.
uation conducted at the .end of the second year of the technician level
program. Its goals were to help establish accreditation for the program
And to help improve the program.. The evaluation of the Plastics Tech-
nology program, which was internally funded, was carried out .by the
Wisconsin Board of VoCational, Technical and Adult Education and involved
the utilization ofan external team of industry and education representa-
tives. Output of the evaluation was a formal. evaluation document.
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2. Impact Evaluation. This was essentially a product evaluation
conducted to assess the impact of the program. Its focus was on student
graduates of the program. It utilized a follow-up questionnaire designed
by the State Board which was sent to students six months after program
graduation. This evaluation, which was internally funded, was carried
out by the district program developers; data processing was conducted at
the.State Board. Output consisted of a computer. print-out-sheet
statistically summarizing the results. Additional follow-ups of graduates
are to be conducted 2 1/2 and 5 years after graduation.

3. Program Review. A standardized form, "Program Review and
Development", is completed internally for each program at the district
level. The form which is completed on an annual basis is used to provide
statistical data on enrollments, staffing; and facilities, cost data,
general information, and placement of graduates and noncompletors of the
program. Output consists of the completed document.

The program review data is studied by representatives of -the State
Board and district administrative and instructional staff. The information
is used to make decisions concerning program continuance and fiscal support.
This form was completed for the Plastics Technology program following its
second year of operation and annually thereafter.

Evaluation Model, Goals, and'Values

Model. The type of evaluations conducted for the Plastics Technology
program could perhaps best be described as "discrepanty evaluation", which
has been defined as follows:

Discrepancy evaluation refers to the search for
differences between two or more elements of vari-
ables of an education/training program that,
according to logical, rational or statistical
criteria, should be in agreement or correspondance.

A state survey of need was conducted to ascertain the discrepancy
between the need and availability of trained technicians for the plastics
industries. This survey provided the stimulus for the development of
the Plastics Technology program.

Also, program standards appearing in the published Guidelines have
been established by the State Board of Vocational, Technical and Adult
Education.. A major evaluation effort related to program accreditation
and sought to ascertain the relationship between the established standards
and the actual program implementation. An external advisory committee
including representatives of the plastics industry.and other educational
,institutions was utilized-to see that the program met the standards estab-
lished by the Board and to identify discrepancies between actual and desir-
able program aspects. The student follow-up was also intended to help-
identify,discrepanciesbetween desirable ana actual program effects. Both
the impact and program review evaluations identified previously were #1.-
tended to ascertain that the program was fulfilling its function according
to established program' goals and cost-effectiveness criteria.-
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Goals. The goals of the evaluation were to establish program
accreditation according to established standards and to identify program
areas in need of improvement. In. additionthe evaluations sought to
determine whether the program was fulfilling its function, that'is, pro
viding the plastics industry with adequately trained personnel and trainF
ing students to function effectively as plastics technicians.

Values,/ Basically, the State Board sought to involve,in the eval-
uations all levels of district and school personnel, as well as attend-
ing students and program graduates. Also, the Board made a.concerted'
effort to obtain a broad perspective of the program from the viewpoints
of 'industry and education by-inviting a select group of representatives
from these areas to serve on the evaluation committee. In addition,
the accreditation evaluation was used to provide training for several
new administative-.staff-members.

Evaluators

The accreditation evaluation was initiated at the request of the
program administrator to the State Board of Vocational, Technical, and
Adult Education. Mr. , who is the Board project consultant,
assembled the team of external consultants to serve on the Associate
Degree Evaluation Committee for the Plastics Technology program.

Committee members were carefully selected so that they might pro-
vide a broad and unbiased perspeCtive of the program by plastics in-
dustry and education representatives. The committee members included
three personS from the,plastics industry, one staff member from the
state university, one administrator of instructional services from an-
other Wisconsin VTAE district, and a member of the Wisconsin Board of
Vocational, Technical and Adult Education.

The impact evaluation, which involved the mailing of survey ques-
tionnaires to program graduates, was conducted at the district level

. (Instructional Services); data were processed at the Board and released
in the form of a computer printout sheet.'.Data for the program review
study was, gathered by school personnel members .to be reviewed by
representatives, of the State Board, and district administrative'and in-
structional staff.

Evaluation Funding

Evaluations are considered to be part of the program and their
costs" are absorbed by the program budget.: The travel, room and board
expenses of members of the Associate Degree Evaluation Committee for
the Plastics Technology was paid by the District. Committee members'
time costs were absorbed by their employers.

Evaluation Audiences

There were a variety of audiences of the evaluation of the Plastics
.Technology program. These consisted of staff members of the State Depart-
ment of 'Technical, Vocational and Adult Education who were involved in
establishing program accreditation, District'll and school administrative
and instructional staff members involved with the program, and student
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enrollees, who discussed the relative merits of the program with the
committee members. Other persons in education observed the Plastics
Technology evaluation as an evaluation learning experience. Also,

the Plastics Technology Advisory Committee,'.a local program advisory
committee comprised of people in the plastics industry, was a very
concerned audience of the evaluations as was the State project .

consultant.

Expected Evaluation Outcomes and Benefits

Program accreditation was a major expected outcome of the process
evaluation. In addition, it was anticipated that the committee would
provide input for program improvement. It was also expected that the
evaluations would help ascertain that the program effectively served
the needs of industry and enrollees, and that it Was making progress
in meeting its goals.

Evaluation Descriptions

The evaluations conducted were identified in an earlier section of
this report:

L. Accreditation Evaluation. This evaluation was conducted ac-
cording to standardized procedures established by the State Board of
Vocational, Technical and Adult EdUCation. Following the request of .

the program administrator for an evaluation at the-end of the program's
second year, the State Board consultant assembled an appropriate com-
mittee to conduct the evaluation.

District and Institute staff members performed.alf-study which
was reported in a monograph forwarded to the Committee members for
study. Following review of the materials, the Committee made a three-
day site visit during which time it performed the evaluation. Committee
members received-briefing from State Board members concerning the eval-
uation and were provided with the "Evaluation and Program survey Check-
list," developed by the' State Board.

In performing the evaluation, Committee members employed observa-
tional techniques and conducted interviews with the administration-and
instructional staff as well as with Students, using the checklist as a

.guide. On its final report,, the Committee provided four different levels
of reaction: commendations, suggestions, recommendations, and condition
of approval. Responses of the committee members were recbrded on tape
and the transcriptions formed the basis of the finaleValuation document.

The Committee made many commendations, suggestions, and recommenda-
tions, relating to the major categories listed in the "Evaluation and
Program Survey Checklisp:" students, faculty, cdrriculum and instruction,
facilitiesequipment and supplies, local advisory committee, and leader-
ship. Concerning students, the Committee observed that their attitudes
were outstanding and that they, were definitely motivated.' The Committee
expressed concern,over the high attrition rate in the program (over 50
percent) and suggested that 'a follow-up study be conducted-Of those who
had dropped out.
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The Committee commended the Work and effort of"the instructors in
establishing the program. Recommendations made concerning the technical
faculty members were that they become more involved with industry and
industrial practices, and that they participate more actively in profes-
sional organizations. Various recommendations were made concerning cur-
riculum and instruction. It was recommended that learning objectives be
established for all units and courses, that objectives be defined clear-
ly, and that objectives be reviewed to ascertain that they were in line
with realistic opportunities for student placement. It was recommended
that emphasis be shifted in the economics and communications courses
and that the supervision course be_dropped from the curriculum. The
Committee also recommended that the Institute provide extension courses
in plastics technology or evening and summer courses.

Concerning instructional facild,ties, the Committee made recommenda-
tions for better safety practices, changes in space arrangements, and
the purchase of additional equipment. It was also recommended that the
local program advisory committee be enlarged to include-a greater cross-

- section of those involved in various levels of activity in,the plastic
industrytop management, laboratory, and shop employees; and that the
advisdry committee consider the.re-evaluation of the program in'two years.

2. Impact Evaluation. Results of the follow-up survey of the
1972-.73 Plastics Technology program graduates were reported on a computer
printout. sheet. It showed 100 percent return of the questionnaires for
the eight graduates for that school year. Of these, five were employed
full-time in.an occupation related to their training and they received
an average monthly rate of $602. Three respondents were employed inthe
district where they were trained, one was employed,5,out of the district
butcin-state, and one was employed out -of- state. Two respondents ob-
tained their job during training and the other three, after training.
None of theunemployed respondents were seeking employmeTAt., The majority
of the respondents reported.that they felt the training was satisfactory.

3. Program Review. Although the "Program Review and Development"
forms had been reported completed for the Plastics Technology program,
they were not available at the time of the interview.

Technical Competence

The procedures used in the evaluations of the Plastics Technology
program have beenused operationally by the Wisconsin Board. of Vocation-,
al,'Technical and Adult Education since 1963. The evaluation measures
used were appropriate to the questions raised in the evaluation and had
observable content validity.

The "Evaluation and Program Survey Checklist" throughly identified
variables the State Board considered important in establishing standards
for accreditation and program improvement. EvaIuation'findings were sub-
jectime in that they relied upon expert judgments to determine that the
program met accreditation standards and to identify discrepancies between
actual and desirable program aspects.

The follow -up and program review studies provided statistical data
which wa's amenable to further analysis and interpretation by reviewers.
`However, no formal evaluation dOcument incorporated their findings.
Further information concerning program effectiveness might have been
souglii,..from employers, employees, part-time students, and dropouts. It
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is anticipated that future evaluitions will cover these areas.

Accomplishment of Goals

The State Board of Vocational; Technical and Adult Education con-
.

sidered that to a great exteritthe _goals of the evaluation had been ac-
complished. The program received accreditation and the team of experts
provided many suggestions and recommendations for program improvement.
Most 'of the administrative,and instructional staff were pleased with
the evaluation and found the suggestions and recommendations to be use-
ful to them. The District Board, Advisory Committee, and attending
students also"expresSed satisfaction with the evaluation.

Inasmuch as there were only eight graduates of,the Plastic Tech-
nology program in 1972-73 and the follow-up was conducted only six
months following graduation, it was not possible to objectively ascer-
tain whether the program was providing the plastics industry with well-
trained personnel.

Usefulness of Evaluation

The evaluation results were considered most useful by the admini-
strative and instructional staff. The program was expanded to the
evening sessions to include more courses in plastics for those who

. worked during the day. Some new machinery and equipment was, obtained.
The instructors became active in the professional plastic associations
and did summer work In the plastics industry; more work was done on
preparation .of instructional material.

The evaluation also provided fdr follow-up. One of the evaluation
suggestions was that the local Plastics Advisory Committee consider the
re-evaluation of the program in two years. At the time of this inter-
view the re-evaluation of the curriculum was being completed.

Unintended Outcomes

Concern for high attrition rate of student enrollees was ex-
pressed in the evaluation. It had been projected that a student enroll-
ment of 80 FTEs was required to make the program "pay off,." As noted
previously, at the time of the interview, there were 36 FTEs in the
program of whom 26 were full-time students and the others, part-time.
The evaluatiod suggested that a follow-up study be conducted by the
local'. administrative staff to determine what happened to-the. students'
who dropped and why they did so.

An hypothesis offered -was that students may have been "work- outs''.;
rather than dropouts. That is, they may have left the program to get,a
job in the plastics industry. Two of the five employed 1972-73 graduates
reported that they betame employed in the plastics, industry while still
attending. school. The evaluation committee considered that-the program__

ucould be used on a. part-time basis for adults employed in the plastiCs
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industry. They recommended that the program offer courses to accomodate
part-timers. This was followed through with programs being offered in
the evening session.

Positive Aspects of Evaluation

The involvement of many individuals reflecting different points of
view in the evaluation_was noteworthy. These included views of those
in industry, education, State Board, administrative and instructional'
staff, and attending students. The evaluation gave the institution
some assurance that they were on the "right track," placed renewed focus
on the importanCe of instructional goals and objectives, and identified
the need of specific facilities and equipment.

The evaluation involved local plastics industry people in curric-
ulum planning. If helped_assure the industry-of the quality of education
being offered, and through the evaluation team, identified potential
employment possibilities for students and graduates.

Although, the opinion was offered that more time would have been
helpful in performing the evaluation, the speed and organization with
which the accreditation evaluation was accomplished was most impressive.

Evaluation Problems

Although the smooth organization madeit'possible to conduct the
actual on-site evaluation in three days; additional time would have
permitted the team to have been more thorough and to provide greater
indepth evaluation. Also,, use of a recorder in the evaluation presented
various technical problems.

The self-study as presented'in the Monograph was not organized as
well as it might have been. It was considered that its effectiveness
would have been increased had it been more complete concerning behavioral
Objectives, more concise, and had eliminated irrelevant sections.

Special Lessons To Be Learned

The'most obvious lesson that can be learned from this evaluation
is the: contribution that evaluation can make in helping assure an
effeCtive training program. The involvement of industry staff members
En the evaluation of a technical-training program appears to be of
major importance in accomplishing the program's goals.

-Particularly noteworthy in the evaluation were the comprehensive
---program variables identified in the evaluation instruments which may

be highly useful to other program-developers, administrators, and in-
structors. The techniques used to orient the evaluation team also ap-
pear to be. a highly effective approach in conducting such an evaluation.
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