DOCUNENT RESUAE , : - ..

r ED 126 285 : " CE 007 305 -
ZITLE - A Comparative Assessment of'Secondary Consumer and {ﬁ
Homemaking Bducdtion Programs 1974-75; Pinal .
< Beport. T o )
IYSTITUTIOR IBEX, Inc., Durham, E.C. '

.SPOHS AGENCY Illinois State Office of Zducation, Springfield. Div.
of Vocational and Techrnical Rducaticn. .

PUB DATE 75 . :
ROT® . L. 80p. T o ~ . . ..
EDES PRICE BP-$0.83 HC-34,.67 Plus Postage. ,
DESCEIPTIORS 2cadenic Achievement; Achievement Tests; *Consumer
. -Zducationi Data Collection; Economic -
. -t Disadvantagement; *Zducational Assesssent;

*Evaluaticn Methods; *Homemaking RBdueation; *Prograa

Effectiveness; *Program Evaluation; :Segondary

Education; Self Concept; Statistical Sthdies; Student

Characteristics; Teaching Kethods - .
ICERETIFIFES *Illinois;_Illino}s Test of Consuamer Kfiovledge;

' ITOCK K

ALBSTRACT . v Y

Covered in ‘the assessment are 128 schodl systeams
having contracts for Consurer and Homemaking Bducation, with the '
Division of Vocational~and Technical Education (Illinois} and meeting
at least one of four criteria for qualifying as disadvantaged. The
evaluation followed the guidelines of the Information Based
EvaluatiQn Model (IBE) which addresses guestiOns(o; ( brogran
effectiveness in communicating consumer knowledge gnd gsas of
strength and weakness (discovered usifg simple dgséri ive
statistics), and (2) isolatidn of prograa dimensions ¢ Jnstructional
strategies related to program,success (using a &% thod&jogy termed -
program structure analysis which employs multip riginant .
analysis). The opening chapters contain a summar implications
and recommendations, and a prograi description.,'®i 'yaluoation
design} a chronological pverview,, the sampling : .
instrumentation are reported. The data collecti
(I11inois Test of Consumer Rnowlddge (ITOCK); S
(S0S); and proposal, student, and ,teacher data &
described and-data elements or scales are listedjl.Detajled findings
are organized.and discussed at length undér the ; 'pdizzggcf: .\

kervation Scales
getsfiare briefly

Profile of Consumer and Homemaking Bducation sStu f;ts,} OCK,
Components of Success, S0S, Student versus*Teachgg;Perbe@tions, and .
Interest and Achievement in Consumer and Honenak%?y Bduoption.
(RAuthor/MS) : %
. . v H
. . ' %§ N .
i g
%% -
. % :%‘
O } .

Documents acquired bty ERIC include many informal unpublshed materials not available from other sofirces. ERIC makes every
effor tc cbtain the best ccpy available Nevertheless, items of marginal reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the
aualitv =f the micrcfiche and hardccpy reproductions ERIC makes available via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (ELRS,.

| El{llc not responsible for the guality of thé criginal decument Reproducticns supplied by ELRS are the best that can be made from .

IToxt Provided by ERI

’




’ ' ‘
un K o
(e o) '
N. . 5 ( / '
O \\
([QV]
—i
o
s
L4 ( »
’ A COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT
' OF SECONDARY
CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING
EDUCATION PROGRAMS ~
1974-75
FINAL REPORT - T
“ -
o
r s
¥, \
(¢
¢
I' < N \\
C.
C ) =

CRO!

The Resgarch reported'herein was per
formed pursuant to a contract with the
State of Illinois, Illinois Office of
Education, Division of Vocational and
Technical Education, Research and De-~
velopment Unit. Contractors uader-
taking projects under such Bponsorship
are encouraged to express freely thedir

"professional judgment in the .conduct of

the project. Points of view or opinions
stated do not, therefore, necessarily
represent official Illinois Office of
Education position or policy.

ILLINOIS: OFFICE OP_EDUCATIdN
100 North Pirst Street
Springfield, Illinois ‘62777

LN

. US DEPARTMENTOF MEALTH
EQUCATION b WELFARE
HATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION

THIS ODOCUMENMT HAS BEEN REPRO-
OUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANYZATION ORIGIN
ATING 1T POINTS OF vIiEW OR OPIMIONS
SYATED D) NOT NECESSAR(LY REPYE.
SEMTOFFICIAL MATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EOUCATION POSITION OO PCL CY




CONTENTS

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . . . . . ... .. . . . . ... 1 '

I¥. IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. . . . . . : . \ 8

III. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION . . . . . . . . . . « . . . . 12

IV. EVALUATION DESIGN SUMMARY . . . . . . . . 4+ . . . 15 4

Chronologlcal Overview. . . . . . . . . . . . 16
Sampllng Procedure . . . . . . . . . . . . 18
Instruméntation . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 19

V. EVALUATION RESULTS . . . . . . o o v w v o o . . 23
A Profile of Consumer and Homemaking . .
Education Students . . . k . 24
Illinois Test of Consumer xnowledge (ITOCK) . 28,
Components of Succéss . . . B S |
Self Observation Scales . . . . . . . cor e 49
Student versus Teacher Perceptions. . .* . . 65
Interest and Achievement in Consumer and ‘
Homemaking Education . . . . . . . . . .. 70 s
Bibliography
¢ L
T
- .
3]
3 . ¢ .p »




Acknqwledgemenés

.The authors express their appreciation to the épecial
Programs and Resedréh and Devélopment Units of the Division
of Vocational and Technica} Education. We are especially
appreciative of their efforts in assiéting with the Dimersion
Analysis Conferences, and to EPe District representatives who

-

participated.

. No small measure of thanks goes to the instructors, »
principals, and superlntendents who part1c1pated in the majorlty

of the data coéllection.

The authors also wish to acknowledgé the agsistance of '
‘Ms. .Pauline Matson for logistiaal support in the early s'tages ,
and in manéging the typing gnd assembly of the Pinal Reporé. .
/‘ Also, thanks ére extended to Mr. Steve Schulz for management

3

» . >
and individual attention to the data processing.

4
-

. Jack Stenner
: ) ' . Jerry. Matson
- * IBEX, lncorporated
- . J - (
e . H ,
: ’ : R T A




I. EXECUTIVE §UMMARY .
School districts jin, economically depressed and high un- /
employment areas have contraqted with the Division of Vocational
and Lechnlcal Education for approval and fundlng:of Consumer

and quemaking Education programs. The contraqt agreements

cover the following minimum contenp/greas:

A. Rationale describing the conditions in the geographic

areas to be served covering at least: y L
1. rate of unemployment;
2. median family iricome;
3 number of persons per thousand receiving (
general, assistance; i
4. number of ¢hildren per thousand recegving aid .
to dependent children; and
5.  other data supporting an economically depressed
or high unemployment conflguratlon. .

~

* B, "Statement of management objectlves to be ach%eved Py ,

v

~

“ C. Implementattion procedures illustrating & proposed
plan of action, via afourriculum outline, approximate -

aliocation of time devoted to each unit of study,

, number of students enrolled if tne course, and course
J . , ) \

credits to be given;
D. Names and amount,of time to be given to the program

7
, b;\both'ﬁome Economics teachers and those teaching
' : , - T, 7 -
Consumer and Homemaking Education;

-

E. A description of the evaluation proceduré& to be

~ * utilized; '

F. Budget data showing-'prorated teachers' salaries and -,

o _'covering instructional materials.

: . ’ Vo
R
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One hundred twenty-eight (128) school systems having{contracts
for Consune; and Homemaking Education are covered in this assess-
ment. All districts met at least one of the <riteria for qual-

ifying as disadvantaged, i.e,, (1) unempleyment in e&cess of

s1x percent, (2) number of persons receiving general assistance
above 10 per thousand, (3) aid to dependent children of 60 or

more per thousand, or (4) an income below the nationai average

of $5,400.00.

s

Planning of this evaluation has followed the guidelines of

the Informétlon Based.Evalgation Model (IBE). Under this system,
attention to program objectives is v1ewed.in the context of
supplying 1nforma£ion to théﬁe individuals up and down the line
who have t@e reSpopsiblllty for the ultimate success of program’
operation. The system's flexibility cdngrasgs with the limited

responsiveness of evaluations that are based on ‘fixed objectives.

' f .

The Information Based EvaiuatiOn approach allows for.changes in

4

1
information needs; 1t permits the posing, of new gquestions through-

oyt the program cycle.’ .

»

The analytical model selected for this evaluation addresses

two major classes of questioné; (}) Is the program effective in

commtunicating consumer knowledge and, if so, in what areas ig

the program stronqg§t.and in Wha;‘é}eas is it weakest?, and (%)

Given that the program is successful, can certain program dimen-
RN : ‘ - .

L ; .
sions or instructional strategies be isolated that are related |, .

. to program success? Simple descriptive statistics are used for

v
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answering Type .1 [uestions. Type 2 questions have been ;nswe;éd
<4

using a methodology termed "program structure analysis” which

. employs multiple discriminant analysis to isolate program dimen- 7

sions that discriminate successful from unsuccessful classroom

approaches!

One way to summarize the Ccharacteristics of the Consumer
and Homemaking Education Program participants is to imagine that

we have just selected one’individual at random and want to

pred;Et the characteristics that will aescribe this hypoethetical
person. The odds are 2 to 1 that our person is femaie and a high
school sénior, and 6 to 1 that she is whité. The chances are .

" she is from a family with an average annual income of aboqt
'$l0,000 - $12,000. sShe is a C+ to B- student-of above average ’
popularity. The chances are that our ,hypothetical yéung lady
will go to work after graduatién from high school, although \»j
she 1s almost as likely to go to éollegé. Everything considered,
this young lady does not dif}er‘mugh from the avérage fgmale

high school senior encountered in high schools across the country.

The Consumer and Homemaking Education Program is having a
significant impact on student performance 05 the. Illinois Test
of Consumer Knowledge (ITOCK) if we can assume that experimenta
. .
.and control students were equal on consumer knowledge p;;or to .
‘the program's inceptioq. Without a pre-post design, the alter-
native hypothesis that Consumer and Homema;ing Education Program

students were initially more aware than the controls, remains

plausible. However, we consider it highly unlikely that such

an initial difference could manifest itself so consistently and

v .
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evenly across }ourteen subtests. The pattern of scores is

more conducive to an explanation based on program effect than -

-

to one based on a sampling deficiency. _

Several IToCk subtest scores seem to be influenced by
differential program emphases. In particularc the Money_Manage-
nwnt,'Houslng, Food, Clothing, Recreation, apnd Consumer in
Society subtests show significant variation rrom e;pectationk'
suggesting that these areas receive more than average empPasis

.1n most of the Consumer and Homemak 1ng Education Program classes.

~

In%erestlngly, these areas are among the ones cited by teachers’

e

as of most importance.

. .

Program Structure -Analysis (PSA) is a methodologrcal tool,

v

combining several analytical strategies, designed to emplrlcally

deflne the ways, programs differ and to relate these dlfferences

P

to program outcomes. In the evaluatloniof the Consumer and
Homemaking Education Program, two broad process ‘domains were
selected for study: (1) program characteristics including length

of course, number of units developed and implemented,’etc., and
/
(2) relat;ve 1mportance of varlous instructional approaches

incl: d1ng resource persons, textbooks, field trlps, lecture

approach, etc. Two separate,dlscrlmlnant analyses were run .re-
lating the process variables to Total® score on the ITOCK. The
-

dichotomous criterion variable was group membership. Group 1

» ’ . 3 v

was camposed of teachers with low.classroom mean scores on the

ITOCK, while group, 2 was. gomposed of teachers with high class-

v L

I3

room mean scores. ) 8
Y
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Three of the ten pregram charac*erlstlcs are hlghly

signrficangiin prqOLCthg classroom Performaace on the ITOCK.

(R

. ol
..+

1rst Ifmportant yarzable is lengthﬂgf the course (in days). <. .
The high achiieving group received an average of 31% more instruc- "

tioras: time 171 2 Consumer and Homemaking Education class than did

the low achieving group. Wiley and Harnischfeger (1974) stata: ',

" It 1s obvious égat if.a child does not go. to

. © school at all,” he will not dlrectly benefit
- from schoollng If a child goes to” schocl
every day for a full school year, he will -
achieve his maximum benefit from that schooling,
other circumstances being equal. It 'would also
‘seem clear that if he attends school less than

the full year, but more than not at all, the
benefits he derives from schoaling should be

in between. That 1g, the" quantity of schooling
should be a major determindnt of school outcomes.

o

This 1s, in essence, what we have found iti this evaluation.

Students"knowledge of Consumer and Homemaking Education is

L]

_directly related to amount of time spent {h Consumer and Home-

‘mak ing Education’ classes. At first glaﬁCe, this finding may

)

.'seem obvious, but recent studies claiming that schodl does not

make a difference in student achieyement are plentiful. The B

.

'réesults reported here run directly counter to such claims. .
® " : . oo

‘Increased “exposure to Consumer and Hqmemaking Education instruc-

tion results in increased learning, as measured by the ITOCK.

~ «

. » 8ix instructional processes werg found to be significant

in predlctlng high scores on the ITOCK. A discovery approach

a

v

underlies each of the six significant predictors and this, as

‘« .
.
. .
LS
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mnch as any other finding in shls evaluation, has 1mp11catlons

for 1nstruct10n. Students in Consumer and Homemaklng Edupatlon

*

'classes learn more when they are "acting", "doing", "creatlng

mov1ng , and ”dlscoverlng" than when 1nstruct10na1 approaches

not hav&ng an "action-oriented" dimension are emploxed.

'Lavin (1965) asserts that few consistent and sizable rela- S
tlonshxps between academic achievement and affectjve behav1or \
have been found .This evaluation provides some of the first
large-seale ngdence that students' affective behavior is in-
extricably imnlicated in scholastic achievement. The %nstruc-

- tional implipetiéns of these'resulfs (Foupled witn past research
in the.affeee{ve doﬁéin[mappear clear and st;aightforwardn
Instructional szratedies,in Consumer and Homemaking Education
which provide a means for m5re,students to have more success

* would seem preferable'to‘those'&ﬁEEh do not, becau;édof the
“potentlal 1mpact on affectlve developm;nélof the 'studénts.
This implication/presupposes ghat affecgive development is a
direct prod;ct“gf cumulative -success and fa%lnre,:end the best

available evidence suggests-tnaE this is,” in fact, the case.

Important in this formulation is the rectgnition that one
: -
semester or one year of success, may have liftle impact, rather,

cumul ative success over several years is_needed to positively

1nfluence somethlng as fundamental as students' self concepts.
What is needed in Consumer and Homemaklng Education is an- in- -

. \_/-—/’,_\
tensive and extended exposure 'to success-~ and competence- °

enhancing experiences. .

*

»




— ey « ) .- . v f’ . "
. - All in all, it is safe to say that self concept is profoundly

uenc 2d py what ?oes“on in the alassroom., Consumer and Home=
; . . - .

- .

maxing Educatioh’teacher e not exempt from a responsibility
'fqr‘the affeetive development of their étqdents. Quite the

- - e

3

: eﬁﬁzkary, Consumer and Homemaking Education teachers appear to ,,/’//ﬁ
. v . « ‘\'-"/\- / h
exercise more freedom and tend to innovate more in selecting aziﬁy/‘
( ' / - .

implementing educational strategies, and thus might be more

]

iikély to address stuéents'"affective needs. ~Many of*the‘séadents
’ . served by Consumer and Homemakiﬁg Education program§;ev£aence low
® .
self concepté and are about to face the néL demands andféressureﬁ
off; job and family. Any c&ntribugion that:the Consumé} and

~

. Homemaking Education Program can make to feelings of self worth
— NN . ‘ ., - ’ ‘

and competence would be welcome. .’

»

: . e/ "
) >
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ﬁucatlon is that of relevance. Efforts in’ this dlrecthn.have

® ) L1+ 2 . T - . . :
in consumer—relatedn%xperlences and cannot avoid deéveloping a

¢ * 3 .'= S

II. IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

One of the most awkward postures to deal w1th in secondary

A

continually been cast and recast in Social Stulies, Language,
Arts andePhysical Education. It seéems apparent that similar PEEEY

Y . . , .
difficulties in Consumer and Homemaking Education peed not emerge

! s, hl
)

on the same level of intensity. Students become consumers at an

-

eafly.age and develop some degree of insight early in their lives

into;the problems to be face&has young adults. As participante

in the family group, they become inVélbed firsthand ané vicariously

14

rather extensive foundation for adult roles an@;zesponsibilities.

» . e

! - "
If we react and meet the young adult needs, be they real or

"

fancied, the guestion of relevancy becomes moot. If we, as
H Fed b

>

educators, fail and the students find themSelves in a captive, -

non-responsive environment, we must accept partial responsibility

v

for the success or faiMure of their first Step as adults.
) .

. . - ~ -
» .
2 ‘e * 2
5 ] -~ - . 'S

The following implications and recommendations present 'them-

selves, based upon our evaluation results;. " . A

A ) . :

e The profile of Consumer and Homemaking Education (CHE)

suggests very llttle departure from thé profile-of

typical Illinois high school students. 1If the 1ntent
4

\ a

of this program is to reach a select audience w1th pdar- .

12 S




ticular characteristics (i.e., ‘economically dis-

k]

advantaged students) then more qualit&'éontrol needs

.

to be exercised in selecting students,for the program.

CHE teachers should be informed Jf the Ildinois Test

of Consumer Knowledge (ITOCK) affd the. potential it
$ ; .

L 4

offers as a classroom assessment devite.

’
i .

. . - ‘., . £

-~

Measurement in the affective domain looms as an -in-

. -

Creasingly important variable particﬁlafly in -

3

3 - .
vocationail education programs. The finding sthat

. . .1, .
Vocational educatlon students, 'including aalarge

-

portlon of CHE enrollees,‘manlfegd,aow self concepts,

e

reflects the cumulative fallures these students have
. experienced in-their public school caré*}s. Although
vocational education progfams cannot'stand/alone in

meeting this need, the fact remalns that a hlgh majorlty

-

»

of'students served ﬁn CHE programs have fundamental

\ . s -

feellngs of dnadequacy and insecurity. Fufthermore,’“

hese féelings are manlfest at a time when a new

pareer‘and famlly constellation is in the offlng.»

-
.

. ) . .
Recogfiizing that "time in instruction" has been isolated

as an important variable, some consideration needs to:

. be given to more systematic planning in the length

‘4,

of CHE courses-
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L3 ‘® Six impé:;ant instructional approaches have béen
4 empirically related to .student achievement. “These
y are (1) resource personsc”(Z) debates, (3) séudént
demonstrations, (4) hulti-meéié, }5) teém teaching,

and ks) field trips. Eaah of these six instruct;onal
approaches is charédcteristic of the high achieving
¢élassrooms to a éignificantly greater degree than they

are characteristic of low achieving classrooms.

Attempts shohld be made to communicate these findings .
to teachers and.for‘gigtemaéicaily 1ncorporqtiﬁg .

these approaches into future contracts.

’

Contractual agreeﬁent s%ogld be a result of fa;rly well
" defined qB}delines and the. guidelines should receive -their .
definition from prior years' evaluation results. Specifically,

product and process evaluatioﬁ,skills should be in evidence

in the prbposals} and the requiregent for objectives should

either be dropped, developed by the clagsropm instructor, or

«

- solicited accordfng to overall program evaluation results.

’ i . i . 3
Subject to current policy positions and legislative authority,

the authors suggest the following options.as, stépbinb off points

. %
for modifications to the Consumer and Homemaking Education Program,

1. Delineate, in a more precise manner, student eligi-~
- bility requirements.
- . .
. 2, Increase the amount of funding to those districts
evidencing the largest disadvantaged population.

»

» v

i/
-
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3. 'Hake the Illinois Test of Consumer Knowledge avail- ‘i

able at cost to those districts who participated in
this assessment.

.

4. Establish as a Primary contrdcting focus, those
distrigts who propose a ‘Consumer !and Homemaking
Education course emphasizing affective learning.

5{' Fund a contract for the exclusive development of

affective  learning materials in Cgnsumer and Homemaking
Education. 3

6. Develop a process manual for those approaches de-
" termined to ge the most significant in their impact. -

7. Establish a- "methods team” to provide consultive
service to contracted districts.

[3 3

8. Require contracting districts to supply answers to
evaluation questions of interest deyeloped by the
Special Programs Unit. '

9. Substitute evaluation questions for objectives.

r .
»




III. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION N

Fl
s

. < .
‘We have all heard the expression."in one ear and out the

other". We suggest that a comparable adage "in one eye and out
the other™ will never attain equivalent usage. The. ove}whelming

*\ .
. 1mpact of v1sua1 stimulil on the youthfﬁl consumer appears to be

*.

at the center of consumer dna homemaklng education. That is to
say that these youthful consumers need a more complete awareness
of the host of 1nst1tut10ns and organizations who daily attempt

4 to 1nfluence their juégements (via the media) on the adoption of

a life style. Additionally, ‘they must come to understand the
‘.relationship'which their value¢s and aspirations have to the

limitless judgements they make as consdmerq and homemakers.

) * -
.
«

We are not suggesting that the mission of consumer and home-

-

maklng educatlon is to develop students who dlsregard ali 1nduce-

~ ments of the media, -We do suggestg however,, that the mission is

to foster a level of competence in cotsumer skills and knowledge
wq‘Fh allows the students to understand what their real desire is
in an-appropriate value stgucture. This galned S¥ fostered .
competence allows the students‘to apprgpfi;tgly use the resources
available to them'in)reiationshiP té their emerging iife style.

The process, of.courée,'is an evolving one which becomes the

foﬁndation of sound cQnsumer skills for’life.

, -
¢ . ~

One Ais hard p;essed to recall, in modern times.,, when wage
earners énd homemakers were in éteater need of expanded knowledge
and skills to cope with the increasingly difficuft demands of:
individual and family ecoﬁomics.

12 : ’ '

’
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.8rea to be served covering at least:

Appl

i e3.cazion agencics, acting 1n accord with State Board
cnal idacat:ion and Rehabilitation policies wnich

comrurities, and autnorizatiorn from the 1968

.
<

7. Vocational Education Act of 1963 may estaplish
€ricourage home economics to give grea:zer.

¥
57 to spcial and cultural conditions and needs,

v treceratiorn for profess:ional leaderghlp, 3) are

L3
1oprerare yLutt and adalts for ke rcie cf homemaxer,
TTow ettt otme Ttilcyazilic, of suee youth and adults
2. roae of rneresfacer-and wale carher, 4; 1nclude con-
[ . »
SELiCr nrofrars, and 3. oare dus:grned for persons who
r i, or srd preccr.-c tr <-sor, \~e w~or¥ of the home.
* [
-n eccrcericelly depressed and nign unemployment areas
”
2TT. AN tne Divis:0on of Vocaticnal and Technical

for épproval and funding of Consumcq‘and Homemaking

Trcgrans.

.

Generally, the proposed program or project

r the fcllowing minimam content areas:

- : o N A
Fatiorale ‘describing the corditions in tre geographic
?

L'
t s .
1. rate of unemployment; .
2. median family 1ncom-~; A .
- . L~y
3. numwer of persons per thousand receiving q?neral

assistance; :
4. 'number of .children per thousand receiving aid
to dependent children; and ° :
5. other data supporting an economically depressed
¢r high unemployment confiduration.

lcants. must quote statistical gata source.

' 17y




B. Statement of management objectives to:be achieved; ’

.

C. Implementation procedures illustrating a proposed
plan of action via a curriculum outline, approximate

allocation of time devoted to each unit of study,

»

numper‘of students enrolled in éhe ¢ourse and course
: o

credits to be given; ,
.D. Names and amount of time to be given to the program
by both Home Economics‘teachers and those teaching

Consumer and Homemaking Education;

[y

E. A dascription of the evaluation procedures to be

r

,utilized; . - .
F. Budget data showing prorated teachers'‘salaries and

covering instructional materials.

3 ¢ .
-

One hun;:;a\iwqgﬁyreight (128) school systems having contracts

. 4

w o, . . . »
- for Consumer and Homem&king Education are covered in this assess-

~

ment. All districts met at -least one of the criteria for qual-

ifying as disadﬁaqtaged, i.e., (1) unemployment in excess of

six percent, (2) number of persons receiving general assistance
above 10 per thoumsand, (3)° aid to dependent children of 60 or

.. 3 , e~
more per thousand, or (4) an income below the national average
‘ N , . " .
. S - r

of $5,400.00.

>
2

All systems either had in their possession or had acces?

- -

to the following documents for guidance in operating Consumer and

4
Homemeking Education programs: Guidelines for Consumer Education,

1973, An Annotated Biblioq;aphy for Consumer and Homemaking Edu-

cation and Suggested Learnings: Consumer and Homemaking Education,

1972." 18
: 14 .

—




IV. EVALUATION DESIGN SUMMARY
.

¢

ot

4

Lhe expandlng llterature on educatlonal evaluatlon has

bécome 1ncrea31ngly devoted to crltlcal appralsal of the avail-
able tools and methodologles, since the reallzatlon that evaluation
can gulde ratlonal thought and actlon within the decision-making
process Evaluatlonﬁi?h31sts of spec1fy1ng needs for 1nformatlon

-and subsequently coLLectlég énaly21ng and reporting data to
satisfy those needs. Ngst information needs come from individuails
o - ~ S~——
Y, in decision-making capacities. In the Consumer and Homemaking

&

Education assessment, individuals making up that group were
- contract teachers, supefwisors; and slaffs of the Special
Programs and Research~an@'Development Units. .

€.,

[ \
.

. !

. - -

ﬁiahhi:: of this evaluation has followed the guidelines of

S
LR

' the Informa ien Based Evaluation Model (IBE). Under this system,

~
o

°. attention tq brograh/gbﬁectives ie viewed in the context of

"supplying information to those individuals up and down sthe line

* who have the responsiblllty for the ultimate success of program o

operation. The system's’ flelelllty contrasts with the. limited
responsiveness of evaluatlons that are based on flxed objectlves

> »

The Informatlon Based quluatlon approach allows for changes in
'1nformatlon needs; it permlts the posing of new question$ through-

out the program cycle.

19 S
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Education, with a school size and population mix and geograph-

- members.

[N

(_Homemaking Education. This focus was.two-fold; it provided

) \]
and Research and Development Units staffs for review and further

"€or the data base. -

/ ‘ >
.

Chronological Overview . - ) ‘ .

The evaluation staff applied'the first broad strokes to
the dé;ign in the fall of.1974. We requested the Division of '
Vocational a;d Technical Education ident;fy a érbup of repre-
éeniative ingtrdbtors, teaching in local systems under agree;

e 4

ments, executed with the Divis%on of.Vocational and Technical

ically spread over the entire state. Three one-day Dimension
Ahalysis sessions took place in Harvey, Marion and Collinsville,
Illinois with Consumer and Homemaking Education instructoré,

Special Programs and Research Staff, and IBEX evaluation team

~

' oy’
The overriding focus of the three sessions was, what out-

comes (criteria) were considered important for Consumer and

targets in establishing questions of interest and provided ;-f

tentative identification of potential dimensions which were  ~

—

the. foundation of our inquiry statements.

) '

Subseguent to the Dimension Analysis sessions, the data .

was compiled, organized and’submitted:to the Special Programs

analysis. The output of this-qeview further delineated the :
nature and gcope of eventual inquiry statements. A preliminary

review of all contracts is on file to'identify existing sources

7




The reviewed output. from the Dimension Analysis gessiong

v

was get up in a crogss dimensional matrix from which the evalua-

. +

tion team developed the following primary set of evaluation -

'

questions of interest. . Lo

. ¢
L4 N, {

Program Strycture Analysis | . ' j

1. What are the dimensions of Consumer and Homemakinga/ ce s
"Education which produce the desired outcomes? - "

2. What characteristics of Consumgr” and Homemaking Edycation
teachers differentiate the st ‘'successful from th
least successful? ot

3. What modification shoufd oceur in the Consumer an .
Homemaking Education programs to increase their effective-
ness?

-
-
A

Student Outcomes; hon-cognitive \

Iy
"

4. ' Does exposure to Consumer and Hememaking Educatgon .
have an impact on stydents' self concept?

5. Do ‘students have a positiverattitudestoward Consumer
and Homemaking Education? ‘

‘ . ‘- ' t
. Tos * .
N ¢ ’ - - 2
Student Outcomes: cognitive Jﬁ - ///

¢ . . 1

. 4 ')

6. Compared:to students not taking consumer and Home- ..
making Education courses,’ do Consumer and Homemaking-
Education students evidence greater knowledge of
Con'sumer and Homemaking Education facts? .

7. What is the relationship between classroom instruction
and knowledge of Coqsumer and Homemaking Education?

.
.
. /
.
.

Process Approaches

[ h 4 ¢

’ l ’

8. What is the range of use and characteristics of .
materials used in Consumer and- Honfemaking instruction?

-

9. Are there distinct inétructional styles which are
. identifiable, and if so, what are the concomitants
of the styles? ' ’

) 21
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Course Structure

. .o } T
10. What is the relationship between studept needs in
Consumer and Hcmemaklng Education and 1nstructors'
priorities? e
s * .
11. wWhat 1is the relatlonshlp between course structure
(length, departmental sponsorship, sex ratio, etc.)
.y and student outcomes? o X \
’ £ -

Lo .

-

Student Backyround

K)

12. MWhat are ¢haracteristics of the most successful
and least §uccessful students?

13, Whgi,is—tnguég}ationshiﬁ between student grades
in Consume Homemaking Education and performance

on a test of ¢donsumer knowledge?

Samplindgy Procedu.pe/ o ’ .
> .

‘r

One hundred twenty-eight (128) school districts were

selected for participation in the assessment. "Each district

M .

was asked to administer:

.
~

1. a Teacher Data Sheet for every teacher tedching
under agreement with the Division of Vocational
. and Technical Education;

o f '
2. a Student Data Sheet for at least one full class
(a maximum of 30) of students currently taking
Consumer and Homemaking Education;

3. 'the Illinois Test of Consumer Knowledge: (ITOCK)
- . Form A or B to one full class (maximum of 30)
of studentd currently taklng Consumer and Home-
making Education;

4. the Secondary Level of the Self Observation Scales
) " (S0S) to one full class (a maximum of 30) of
"students currently taking Consumer and Homemaklng
Education; T
“ 5. the Illinois Test of Consumer Knowledge (ITQCK)
‘ to fifteen students who have not had, or wexe not
‘ taking, Consumer and Homemaking Education.

s 0
]

/

~

" /18
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"7tIﬁstrumen£éti§p .

‘I‘he data coilectmn mstruments wez:e deyeloped and ravzewed

in consort with the staff partic;pants of Spec;al ?regrams Unxt
and Research and Devélopment Unlt.l Each 1nstrument is brlefly

deacrlbed and data elements or scales are llsted

. — . . -

—

. -
¢S - - . o -

1. Proposal Data Sheet - contains -selected data from.the pré-:

sals submitted and approved for funding by the D1v181on

.‘l - -7
HI

P4

[

(file elements) . i oo

0f\ Vocational and Technical Educatlen.

contract price

-

Rprees
IS

° teachers* salaries (pro rated)
° ollars of ipstructional materials ber student
° n er of students

e ufemployment rate

° geheral assistance level (district)

° AD level (district)

[ pr osed program objectives by cognitive level

cCordlng to Bloom's Taxonomy):

. _’ } 3
2. Student Data Sheet - pmpleted by the student

(data elements)
® sSex ' ,
ik

° ConsumeJ and Homemékiqg Education grade average

® school grade average

® number of semesters in Consumer and Home king Education

® part-time work history~

19
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3.

4.

. e amount of spending money
. RE L ,
o future plans . _ )
® selection of instructional methods considered to
be most beneficial to :tudent T T .-

e preference listing of cognitive 5x111;

Teacher Data Sheet - completed by the teacher

N >N

{(Gdata elements)

‘e total inservice and preservice hoyrs- .

»

¢ years of teaching (211 subjects)

e Number of contacts with the Division of Vocational and
Technical Education

e participation in the developﬁent of the proposal

° number of units developed and impl ented for this
course eQ\iN‘

v

e use frequency of instructional methods
o prefergnce listing of student cognitive skills

»
e number of courses taught outside Home Economics
Department:

e school graduated from

Illinois Test of Consumer Knowledge'KITOCK)‘- a group administered
instrument, designed to assess knowledge in the following areas:

e individual consumer in the marketplace and in society

® money management

-~

e consumer credit

e housing > , !

e food

24
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5. .Self

ment

determlned dimensions of a student's self-cdncept, the . ‘

‘ [ ]

]

.

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

scales are: .-

h a{,n services, drugs and cosmetics
recreation . ’
furnishings and appliances _ .o . R
insurance
savings ‘and investments

h] . -
taxes " .

]

the consumer and society
v

s
-

Observation Scales (SO0S) - a direct self-report instru-

z»

(group admjnistered) in which the student answers yes

«

or no to a series of questlons, measurlng several factorally

3 : <

“self acceptance ) -

self security’ ) .

. . \ . ,

social confidence : 0 .
- . 4 . .

social maturity

3

self assertion

’
-

family affiliation ' K
peer effiif%tiOn " ) .-
teacher affiliation . .

schqbl affiliation : "




All instrument packages were assembled, mailed directly to, s T
or discussed personally with, district Superintendents and contained

.assurances that no data would be reported out on 1nd1v1dual students T

and that our intent was to assess at the program.level only. &
.
subset of data on 393 studenfs was'develoged to proyide a base for .

® an analysis of interrelationships between self-concept, consumer ° -

‘knowledge and certain student demographic ‘data. A}l means_of

>

- identifyirlg individual students in this subset have beep desttroyed

as of this writing.  ° )
K

The analytical modeilseIECted for this,evaluation addresses
two major classes of guestion$: (1) Is the-program effective in’

communicathng consumer knowledge and, if so, in what areas is the .
‘3 .

program ‘strongest and@ in what areas 1is it weakest, and (2) Given -
that the program is successful, can certain program dimensions

or instrudtional strategies be isolated‘that are ‘related to program

»
(S

‘L , L . ‘ .
success? Simple descriptive statistics.are effectlve for answering

.o .- Ty .
; (4

Type 1 questions. Type 2 guestions will be answered using a

methodolody termed "program structure analysis" which employs -

e 0

multlple dlscrlmlnant analys;s to rsolate program dimensions that

.

dlscrlmlnate successful from unsuccessful classroom approaches.’

- -




V. ZVALUATION RESULTS ° ' o
2‘_\‘ ) . . . , . o ., . . T ) -‘ . .

, : ' o : '
This chapter organizes the findings: of the Consumer and -
Homemaking Educdtion program evaluatlon 1nto several domalns or .
X .

areas 'Tne first section presents a profile of the Consumer

L]

-

and Homemaxlng Educatlon student and hlghllghts some of the o

?

cnaracter;stlcs which set: these students apart from typlcal high

.

school students., The secdnd sectlon gives a brief hlstory of t,oe

. e

the development of the Illinois Test of Consdmer,Knowledge

(ITOCK). Thls‘instrument was used in assessing student achieve-

.

ment in fourteen areas of the Consumer and homemaking Education'
domaln. Results are presented which compare experlmental and
control stuaents onr the fourteen subtests as well as a battery C o
total Atte{tlon i1s also g1ven to the- dlfferentlal performance

of program students across subtests w1th emphasls on 1nstructlonal

1mp11catlons of these findings. The third section describes the ¢

. . f R [ 2
Self Observatlon Scales - Senior Level, and dlscusses soqe rela-

tlonshlps between the..nine scales of the SOS and scholastlc :

achievement, student part1c1pat10n in extracurrlcular act1v1t1es,

post school plans, family 1ncome, and teacher -rated popular1ty

- §
The fourth.section addresses those program characteristics and .
i) b ..

v . ‘
instructional approaches that best discriminate between'high :

ach1ev1ng classrooms and low ach1ev1ng classrooms. The last
‘ \

) sectlon looks at some’ 1mportant dlfferences between student and

- .
4

teacher perceptions. ) .

-




*

-

A Profile of Consumer and HomemakKing Education Students

'Important considerations in any program evaluation are the
characteristic’s of the students enrolled in the program. The
Illinois Consumer and Homemaking Education.Program enrplls

‘students in over one hundred school districts throughout the

-

state and, thus, there is some variability among participating

students with respect to sociveconomic status, scholastic.stand—

.

ing, popularity with other -students, race, sex, etc. This sec-

tion of the report provides a mulg;dlmen31onal plcture of the

. Consumer and Homémaklng Educatlon student against which the

program outcomes can be 1nterpreted and generalized. Strictly
speaking, the results reported in thisvvolume'cad only be general-
: . ~ : ' .

ized, in the best case, to student populations with character-

=

+sistics.similar to those of the Consumer and Homemaking Education
Program participants. Fortunately, the group of students selec-

ted for this dvaluation 1s close to a random probablllfy sample
.?
k‘ of all Consumer and Homemaking Educatlon students and, thus,

generallzathn of the findings in thls report to the Consumer

and Homemaking Education population appears warranted. oo
’ '

]

As mighq berexpecged, there are twice as ﬁany femaleg as
males represented in the evaluation sample of 2577 students. .
Eighty-three percent of thg stuq§nts are white and thirteen percent
;re black. The average student has between a C+ and B- overall

g;ade averadge. 'Twelvelpercent of thef%}udents have A averages,
. =2 ' . .

séven percent’ have D averages, and thirty-nine percent have C

14
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- Thirty percent of the students are rated by their teachers

. ¢

as above average or highly popular, while fifty percent are
rated as average. Only fifteen percent and four percent, rer

spectively, of the students are rated below average and low on .

popularity. . N

Thirty-nine percent of the .Consumer and Homemaking Education

Program participants plan to finish high sehodl and begin work-

ing immediately after graduation. Twelve percegt intend to enroll
. ° 'l
in a trade school, nineteen percent wish to attend a community =~ .
<

college and twenty-nine percént want to go on to college and get

L]

a college degree.

Sixty percent of the students live in families with incomes
below the national average, six percent live in families with

incomes below the Census Bureau poverty income level, and seven-
PR |

teen percent of the students have famlly 1ncomes exceeding

-

$16,000. All in all, the family incomes are quite representatiwe"
of the national distribution, with a slight overrepresentation '

f 1 .
of low .income families. '

More than half of the students in the program are seniors,

) t%enty-fi%e percent are juniors, and sixteen percent are sophomores.

"~+ 7 - White studente are more likely to, enroll in the Consumer and Home~
making Program during their sophohore year then are black ftudents,
but no differences in distribution are evident at the junior-and
senior levels. thte males are almost twice as likely as black i
males to enroll in the Conegfig/and Homemaking Education Program,

whereas black females gre slightly more representea .than white females.

The female scholastic performance is slightly, §?t significantly,

hlgher than the males with mare top female students than top male

Q 29




students enrolled in the pr'ogram.d

v 4

One-third of the males, compared with forty-two percent of
the females, plan ta.begin working after finishing high school. .
Twice as many males as females plan tq attend a trade‘'school, ;

while Junior college and college degree plans are equally repre-

~

sented across the sexes. Tﬁenty seven percent of the blacgéaang\~

forty-one percent of the whltes plan to beglnfﬁorklng after leav1n\\\

hlgh school, while tﬁe*reve;se\gfgrorty percent of the blacks and ~
twenty-seven percent'of the white upgan to go to college and get '
a degree. The black students:'in the prqgram are ccnsiderably more

~
. . . ~ .
socioeconomically disadvantaged than the whites with an estimated

&

average difference of five to six fﬂgnsand dollars in family income.

A ] . . * -

S

4

Of those that plan to go to college, twenty-three percent are

L

—
A students, forty-five percent are B students and twenty-=six percent

_are C students. Of those plinnigg”tb go to trade schoal, eight

[

percent are A students, thirty-six percent are B studeilts, forty-

.

seven percent are C students and nine percent dre D students. of
those planning to.finish hlgh school and go to work, five percent,

are A students, «thirty-five percent are B,studenés, f?rty-nlne

- >

percent are C students and eleven percent are D students. "The

~

—
el

correlation between school plans and sCholastic.grades is .33 (p .001).

Although\EEe relatlonshlp between post school plans and school grades

- ‘
is s1gn1f1cant, it is not. as large as one mlght suspect, and seems

to indicate unreasonably high expectations on the part of some

™~

students.

. " ‘ 1 J
* .
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-

~
averages are overrepresented in the higher income categorieX.

“TT~\\‘?eacher ratings of popularity are also related to school grades

- <

wlth high achievers being viewed by their teachers as more popu-

lar than %ow achievers. Not surprisingly, popularity 1is éISQ\\
related to socieeconomiC status, with students from lower family
income cetegories being considerably less popular than studénts

from higher family income categories.

4 ’ .
* . N
3 “ o

Nge way to summarizé the characteristics of the Consumer and

Homemaxlng qucatlon Program part1c1paﬁts is to 1maglne that we

/

Hh{f Just selected one.1nd1v1dual at random and want to predlct

the & aracterlstics that will describe this hypothetical person.

-

re 2 to' 1 that our person is female and a high schéfi///// »

‘The odds

senior, and 6 to 1 that she is whjte. The cha

are she 1is
.‘\'; ~

from a family with aﬁ\éverage annual in of about $10,000 :'

$12,000. he is a C+ ro B~ stude of aboGE—avérage popuiarity.
‘The chances are our h?pothetical young lady will éo‘to work
after gradu tlon from high school, although she is almest as
likely to go to college. éverythlng.con51dered this young

-“lady does not dlffer mgch from the average female high school

'

senior encountered in high schools across the country.

31 o ~
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Illinois Test of Consumer Knowledge (ITOCK)

* ’

v

Initially the purpose for devsiopiné a test for assescsing
competency in coflsumer education was to _determine competencies

at various developmental levels as a basis for planning curricula.

L4 / .
Dr. Charlotte L. McCall of Auburn University established

‘parameters for the universe of concepts utilizing Suggested

Guidelines for Consumer Edquefbn Grades Kindergarten Through

Twelve (1970) whlcb/wﬁg/éeveloped by the staff of ghe President's

Committee on Consumer Interests. She developed a pool of 782

items which was validated by two juries who critiqued the items

for ihportance,of the concepts and form and structure. . Only

’

those items which had approval of 93 percent or more of the

combined juries were utilized.

'Parallel forms of one hundred items were construéted in-

corporating a three-peint certainty scale with the true-false
% .

. ! .
format. Data were collected on a population pf 1256 subjects

which’resulted in a reliability of .703 for one form and .804

for the other. . _ i . .

‘Using Dr. McCallts item pooi dnd changing the %tem fprmat
to a multiple choice format, bDr. MéCaIf and t;e-IBEX staff de-
velebed the illinois Tes£ of #onsumer Knowledge\(ITOCK). The _
ITOCK is a group admlnlstered test in a multlple choice fo;mat

“

con51st1ng of the follow1ng 14 subtests

) ,".,32..




3.

Consumer in the Marketplace - the essence of this subtest

-

1s to establish Ehe.degree of awareness in the area of
~

personal and public pollcy economics and’ the rlghts and
responsibilities of all participants.

A representative item would be:

it
Long range family goals

a. are a waste of time as the future is too indefinite.

b. are set using only the resources available at present.

¢. are not realistic for those famllles who do not have
a savings accoupnt.

d. take 1nto consideration any changes in resources
which may occur. o

L

I\
Money/Maragement - 1tems treat the difference between rational

3

and emotional decisions when utilizing resources for goal
- attainment. .

A representative item would be:

A family who is "living in the red" :

. 18 living well on their income.

uses credit cards instead of cash.

. lives from payday to payday and saves no money
spends more'money in a month than they make.

"

[oTR o TN o 2 \1

Consumer Credit - the focus is on the choice of credit Lest

"suited to individual needs.
A representative item would be: ’

’

- 5

When buylpg 3 hOme, the monthly payments include
money for ) y

the prlnc1p&l interest,” insurance and taxes.
excrow, taxes, garbage, and sewage.

realtor, builder, utilities, ‘and architect.

. property 1mgrovements, repairs, liability and F.H.A.

3‘%

'
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4. Housing - attends to needs, responsibilities, obligations,

¢ .
> and options in acquiring housing. . o
A representative item would be:

If you rent an apartment you are respons;ble for

replacing rusted put plumbing. »

the repair of unsafe stairs. ; !
. leaving it in as good condition' as when you moved in.

all maintenance.

2.0 0w

5. Food - covers the use of the dollar based upon the ability

to evaluate needs in relationship to wants.

A representative item would be:: _ : : ..

Grade labels on beef .tell consumers
-/ a. the age of the meat.
’ b. the nutritional value of the meat.
c. the quality of the meat as to.tenderness. .o
.. . d. the level of wholesomeness of the meat.

. 6. Transportation - items in this subtest are designed to

establish awareness levels which primarily focus on the
complexities in purchasing an automobile.

A representative item would be: /
/

/' , Lo

Automobile liability insurance

requirements are set by federal law.

is required in order to get a driver's license.,.
is not reguired in all states. ‘

has been replaced with.no-fault insurance.

.

a
b
d.
d

* ) & . . —_—
- N e
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7. Clothlné_jiassesses basic principles of good buymanship.'

)

A representative item would be: . v i

In examining ready-made garments for good workmanship,
one of the most improtant considerations is

a. bound buttonholes.
. . b. the way the garment hangs. - ]
c. * the construction of the seamns.
d. the way‘the buttons are sewed. .

>

-

. - 8. Health Services - the focus is on _the exercise of sound

judgement’in the purchasé of products and serv%fes.

2}

A representative item would be: . N

'
»

The Council on Dental Therapeutics “

a. does not recommend rinsing the mouth:- " - .
b. recommendifa solution of salt and soda.-
X . ¢. recommends any of the well known mouth washes.
d. has found the mint flavored washes to be more
* : effective than others. - -

¢ -

~
.

. 9. Recreation - assesses the appropriate use of discretionary

time.

A representative item would be:

-When there is leisure time

a. the government should provide some activities.
b. it is welcomed by everybody. )
c.' it means you are out of work.
d. it is up to indiwviduals to use the time to their
advantage. . ) 3

3
J \ -

- L2l
10. Furnishings and Appliances - focuses on the skills in decision-

-

3

* making relative to alternative chHoices. .

A representative item would be.

: 35




No wood used for furniture is perfect, which of these
groups is the most desirable?’

a. pine, nak, cherry
) b. - walnut, oak, birch

G. spruce, pine, oak

d. maple, walnut, oak

*11. Insurance - items treat the difference in the nature and

scope of various forms of insurance. . - o

A represéntative item would be: , '

The least expensive type of life insﬁrance is -

a a straight life policy. .

b. a term policy. ' )
Cc. an endowment policy.

d. an annuity policy. . . . ’

>

12. Savings and Investments - attends to the role, importance and

1mplementat10n of savings and 1nvestments.

A representative &tem would be: : . ' .

-

A bank draft is a . .

a. notice an account’ is overdrawn. e

b. check which is acceptable by those who.do not o
know you. ’ .

C. notice t6 the bank that a largeé sum will be withdrawn.

d. statement of acecount status.

.
A

13. Taxes - this subtest addresses 1tself to the nature and use :
2 a
of taxes. . , » . .

. .

A representative item would be:

- Tradiéionally public schools have been financed by * ° ¢ -

a. local salégs tax.
.b. gasoline tax.

C, property tax. .
d. car license tag sales.

: 36 .
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l4. Consumer in Society - focuses on the impact of public

-policy decisions in relationship to individual purchasing
power. )

' /
A representative item would be:

When a manufacturer maintains product price, but in-
creases the product quality,

v - , . ,

. it has the same effect as lowering the price.

. it has the same.effect as lowering the quality.
. it limits choices available to the consumer. 1
- 1t increases choices available to the consumer. '

\ .

00w

'

-

. The split half reliabifity (stepped up by the Spearman
7. : " .
Brown formula) for the Total ITOCK scores, Form A and B respec-

tively, are -92,and .86. These reliabilities are consistent with
most reported relfabilitieg in the achievement domain. Because -

of the small number of items measuring certain content areas

.

no attempt was made to compute reliabilities for each subtest

s L4

ji.e. Hdusing, Taxes). Table 1, on the following page, gives

the correlation of each of the subtests with the ITOCK Total

.

score for Ferm A and>B. . ‘ .




Table 1
) . ‘ ‘ ' , ’ :
' Correlation between Correlation between | é
. , Subtest and Total ITOCK Subtest and Total ITOCK -
Subtest « Form A JForm B ' .
consumes In The ’ N = (1079) ".N = (1‘533):
Marketplace « .84 (13) .81 (13) N
Money Management .72 (4) : 52 (?; .
Constmer Credit - 69 T (6) .45,. (s) 7 S
Housing e @ 50 (4
Food .65 (4) . (8 f
Transportation .48 (4) - .53 (4)
Clothing .59 (3) .61 (4) b
Health Services \ .67 (8) . T .(0)
" Recreation T .62 (2) e .49 (2)
’Furnishings and . . ’
Appliances 3 . - .62 (5) . .49 {4)
Ingurance ) .45 (-8) .Sg (6) )
'Saﬁingg and . . - o
Invegtments .63 (4) y .37 (4) ‘
Taxes ‘ .58 (3) 53 (3)

Consumer in Society .76 (9) .69 -(10)

’ t

A d

( ) = Number of items .on subtest

-

2 .
ThHe subtest Toqtal correlations are generally higher for Form A

which is consistent with the higher splitﬂhalf reliability opo;’

=,
¢

Form A. Most correlations are high, suggesting that a pommonééon-_

struct (consumer knowfedge) is being measured by the ITOCK items.
. . R . ? "

In general, the, psychometric progerﬁiés of the ITOCK are satis-

factory and the instrument can bé:uéed with confidence for the ' \
. . . . ' ' 5
purposes at hand.. - ' -0 ’ v '
® .88, L
s \‘1~ 1] ’ . .
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The intent of this section is to
. . . & . .
ship between enrollment in the Consumer and Homemaking Education . 4

investigate the relatioh~ '

* Program and’subséquent perfofm&nce on the Illinois Test of Consumér

-Kﬂoyledgé (ITOCK);, an expressed objective of virtually évery

- ~ "’~':::/’ . . . ,. 2
teacher-prepared proposal wag for students to acquire information

and understanding about ConsuQer and Bomemaking content areas.

In én effort €%,provide broad coverage of the Congumer and Homemaking
démain, each of the above described areas was treated as a sub-

test iﬁ the ITOCK. Itg% emphasis 6n the ITOCK paralleled the .
emphasis given éo the various areas by feachers throughout the

»

state. Thus, the Consumer in The Marketplace subtest includes

twenty-six items on tht combined A-B form; likewise, Insurance

— [}
. s, . " . .
includes fourteen  items, and Consumer in Séciety, nineteen items,

. T3 Y . o
while Recreation apd Glothing include only four and seven items
- 1 ~% ~
] . i -
respectively. ., ‘

»

Assuming that the/ITOCK provides broad coverage of the in-

>

. ’ g . ) . ) N %
structional cpntenf, #reas addressed in the Consumer and Homemaking
Education Prog classes, one would expect that students enrolled .

“

)

in the program (experimental group) would outperform similar

students not enrolled in the program. It is not diffic¢ult, how-

13

ever, to envision and explain a situation in which this expecta-

tion is not realized. With the current, somewhat faddish (in )

.
v & .
E ] ‘ ¢

-~ - o LS &
theksepse that it may be transient) interest in consumer rights
. - » . .

and responsibilities, terage high school student is exposed,
? & - v

-~ -

Fhrough the mass media, to considerable consumer-oriented education.

Thus, that which is professéd to comprise the curriculum of the

.
©

’ -
‘l L] 3 . .
. . ~
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s Congumer and Homemaking Educdtion Program ﬁiqht simply be a
review of that which is already available through radio, tele— .
vision and magaz%nes. Thus, unlike chenistry, keypunching or
autobody repair courses, Consuﬁer and Honenaking Edﬁcation as "

2a body of knowledge is acquired through con51derably more channels '

El

than the average school course. The home, as an.instructional .

agent, is potentially as powerful as the school in imparting -
information like that covered in a Consumer and Homenaking Edu-
) ,
. _ o
cation course. '
’ ' <

The first question then, .is whether students enrolled ih the

program score higher on the ITOCK subtests than, control students. .
To anticipate the answer, the conclusion 1is that experimental

students do, in fact, outperform control students. Table 2 - 0

[
E3 «

‘ summarizes the findings. On Form A&, * experlmental students score

significahtly higher than control_students on all subtests .

b .
1

without exception. The largest program effects are registered .
on the Consumer Credit, Hodsing, Consumer in the Marketplace,

Money Management, Food and Clothlng subtests. The smallest

. & ’ >

effects are on the Transportatlon, Insurance, and Furnlshlngs and

vy -

Appliances subtests. As would be expected, the dlfference between

lexperimental and control students on the ITOCK total score i

highly significant. —7
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! r—’Hous1ng and Insurance subtests. With- the.exception of the Money

L

level on ;he Consumer in the Markegplace,

: Management subtest, all remalnxng differences favor the experl-

mental group, but ‘are not slgnlflcant. The d1fference between

-

experimental and control on Form B Total favors the experimental

group, but is not close to appsaaching the Form A difference.

-

One conclusion from the vadf ance between Form A aﬁd Form B~

’

results is that the four subfests (Consumer in the Marketplace,

Consumer Credit, Housing, and'Insurance)'which show consistent
¥

dlfferences across ‘forms, are more clearly a product of the in-

\
struct10na1 program. One possible explanation for the differences

in findings bet&een Form A and B is the differential difficulty
levels of the two forms - Form B be1ng decidedly more d1ff1cult.

Several other explanations are offered in the sectlon on compon—

P -

4
‘ents of success.

1
¢

-

In summary, the Consumer and Homemaking Program is' having a
slgnlflcant 1mpact on student performance os‘the ITOCK if we can
assume that experimental and control students. were equal on
consumer knowledge prlor to the program 8 inception.. wlthout a
ére-post design,‘tne alternatiwe hypothesis that Consumer and

Homemaklng Educatlon program students were initially more aware

than the controls renra:.na plauS:LbIe. However, we cons:_der it
»

hlghly unllkely that such an initial d1fference could manlfeSt %‘

o U g

’




v

itself so consistently and evenly’across fourteen subtests.

The pattern 6f scores is mdre conducive £5 an- exploration based

On pro~ram effect than to one based on a sampling deficiency.
- } ~
Every attenpt was .made to malntaln a constant readlng level

[4

-

requlrement across subtests. To the extent to which thls task

v

was accomplished; some information about program emphasis\can T

=

be obtained from an examination of subtest profiles for the

experimentai group. The best indication of d1fferent1al pro-

gram effect on certa1n subtests is. to compare percent of perfect

score for experimental and control groups. If experimental

{
- students score closer to perfect score on certain subtesgts than

do controls, then a case can be made for dlfferential program

impact. 1If" the difference between experimental and control

students remains relatively constant across subtests and the ‘

percent of perfect 8core remains constant, then a claim for

differential program impact cannot be'supportea.

-~

‘N

Several subtest scores see to be influenced by dlfferentlal

P

program emphases. In partlcular, the Honey Management,

Housing,
'Food' Clothing, Recreation, and Consumer in Society s&btegts/g;;;/

gignificant’ varlatlon from expectatIOn, suggesting that these

areaé\recelve more than average emphasls in most of the Consumer

-]
and Homemaking Educatlon program classes. Interestingly, these//

areas are among the ones c1ted‘by teachers as of most importance.

. This flndlng is particularly 1mportant because it suggests that .
4 :

43 >
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the ITOCK is sensitive -to different instructional emphases and
hd ’

thus, might be useful for classroom level evaluation.

/.

Whenever a program efféct'is reported, the next qﬁ stion
1s, "What instructional strategies or program design considera-
tions are related to the differences between the most success=
ful Consumer and Homemaking éducation Program classes and the
least successful classé;?" It is £o this question that we now

¥
turn.

é
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Components of Sucoess

.

a .

One aspect of program evaluation which is given very little

attention is the identification of processes (methods, materials,

4

orientations) which are responsible for differential prograb_

o

effects. If one instructional.app;oéch shows greater gains -on »
national;y normed_grvcriperion referenced achievement tests, - .
then presumably, the "whole program" is responsible. Imagine

where medicai science would be if pharmacologists accepted that

a particular drug was effective and never asked "why?" The

majQrity of program evaluations address the issue of outcomes

and some look at the process,but seldom are the relation%hips

between the two empirically ‘tested.

H . .

-

Program evaluation can be subdivided.iﬁto at least three

.
) 3 R

major aspects: (1) product evalhation, (2) process’ evaluation, .
and (3) process/product evaluation. Product evaluation monitors .
‘the outcomes or effects of the program: Process evaluation

monitors the Strategies and procedures designed to change stu-

dent or teacher behavior. Process/procduct evaluation egplores the

relationships aﬁong products and-processes. Although often

N 4

ignored, process/product eva}uation is no less impqgtant than

© ~

either preduct or process evaluation. 1In terms of questions to

”
-~

be answered, product evaluation asks: "How are the students or

teachers different after exposure to the new program"?

Process evaluation asks: "What strategies differentiate the

-,
new program from traditional approaches, and were these strate-

a

‘gies implemented"? Process/product evaluation asks: "What is

45
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the relationship between the jnstructional strategies and the out-

-

comes. of the progrém"? \

-~

.
1y

Process evaluation is important because program manag?rs
" need to know "why" a program worked just as much as they .-need '
to know how successful it was. The first and'mostﬁhifficult . © ]

step in process evaluation is to decide on what strategies are .

being implemented that discriminate one experimental class- o }

room from another. By definition, an innovative educational

program'will possess charécterlstlcs which diffe}entlate 1t

from more tfaditioqal educational practices. Thése character- ~
1stics are thé ingfedients'in the program's "recipe". 'If the
"recipé"'can be explicitly formulaged, then it is iikely that

it can be fepllcated; however, more oféen than not, a program

.1s judged §uccessful in terms of the student outcome data,
b%t the staff does not have the féintesi idea of which éimen;ions
of'thg prggram were responsible for success. Identification

‘of the "components" or ingredients of program succes 1s the

goal of process/product evaluation.

In contrasting educational programs ana classroomg, eVal;§>\\ -
. - “

tions often identify the most salient characteristics of the

§rqgrams, and subsequent succeses or failures are attributed

to these salient program, features. For example, the difference

between two reading programs is described’as'“linguiétic" vs

"phonetic" approach, or "small group" vs "tutorial”. The

designators "linguistic", "phonetic", "small group" and
gnat g

. .
"turorial" are accepted as sufficient for program comparison,

46
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“despite the faqt that there are, undoubtedly, Bozens of more subt%é
differences (dimensions) between the approaches which Qre'potentially
more descriptive. Furthermore, the ways the approaches are alike

receive liétle, if any, attention. This failure to go beyond

simplistic, nominal designators or program descriptors contributes

»

substahtfélly to our i1nability to*build a technology of instruction.

Program Stgucture Analysis {PSA) is a methodological tool,
combining several analytical strategies, designed to empirically

define the ways programs differ and to relate these differences to

program outcomes. Irr the evalhatgon of the Consumer and Homemaking

H
Education program, two broad prbcess domains were selected for

study: (1) program characteristacs includiﬁg length of course,
- [N

number of units developed and implemented, etc., and (2) relative

importance of varipus instructional approaches including resourge

persons, textbooks, field trips, lecture approach, etc. ‘Two

3

separate discriminant analyses were run relating the prqcess
variables to Total score on the ITOCK. The dichotomous criterion
variable was group membership. Grdup 1 was composed of teachers

with low classroom mean scores on.tﬁe ITOCK, while group 2 was .

composed of teachers with high .classroom mean scores. .

-
' .

Wt

The first analysis employed ten program characteristics in

[
Al

aﬁ attémpt to discriminate high ;chieving‘ from low achieving class-
rooms. The program characteri;tic; ihcludq@l(l) total number of
female students, (2) total number ;f male sFQdents, (3) years in
teaching, (4) ;e;gth of course (in gays); (5) number of contacts

with the Division of Vocational and Technical Education cénsultants,

: ) g
: _ 43
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(6) whether course was elective or required, (7) teacher involve-

ment in deveioping the contract agfeement, (8) numser of units «

developed for the course, (9) numée: of units'impiemented, and

(10) number ?f&years teaching Coﬁsumer.and Homemaking Egucation.
Three of the éen program charac;eristidé are highly signifi-

cant in predicting classroom performance on the -ITOCK: The first

important variable is length of the course (in days). The high

K 4 .
achieving group received an.average of 31% more instructional

time in a Consumer and Homemaking Education class than did the

low achieving group. Wiley and Harnischfeger (1974) state:

It is obvious that if a child does not go to ) .
school at all, he will not directly benefit - -
from schooling. If a child goes to school
every day for a ¥ull scliool year, he will
achieve his maximum benefit from that schooling, .
’ other circumstances being equal. It would also .
- Sseem clear that if he attends school less than
the full year, but more than not at all, the
benefits he derives from schgoling should be
in between. That is, the quantity of schooling
should be a major determinant of school outcomes.

-

This is, in essence, what we have found in this evaluation.

Students' knowledge of Consumer and Homemaking Education is .
) w & -

directly related tS amount of time spent in Consumer and Homemaking
Education classes. At first glance this finding may seem obvious,

but recent studies claiming that school ‘does not' make, a difference

~
a .

in student achievement are plentiful. The results reported. here run
 CFC

~ ’ . d

directly counter to such claims. Increased exposure to Consumer

and Homemak}ng Education instruction results_in increased learning,

‘

as measured by the ITOCK. ,

44




was considerable variability in the number of D.V.T.E. consultant ,

Two other variables (numbea of units developed, and number
of units implepented) are inversely related to student achieve=-
ment. As the number of units developed and implemented increases,
the achievement of students decreases. At first glance this
might seem a little diffiéulé to explain, however, the number
of units developed and implemented rqnggs.from 0 to 400. One
E;ght argue tpat'it is’ the gquality of the units and time spent
in 1n§truc :on which aré the'major program.dimensions“predictive

of student achievement, not the number of units implemented in

any given period of time. -—-—

It is sometimes just as ‘informative to look at non significant |,

predictors as it is to exahine_thbse that are significant. Number

of male and female students in a class is not a hiéh1§ significant °*

+

predictor, although there is a tendency for classrooms with more

. A . b .
males to evidence lower achievement. Teacher experience is not

.

anp important factor, nor is it apparently important whether
teachers are involved in developing the contract agreement. This

latter finding is somewhat contrary to the expectation that thosé

A

teachers developing the contracts might be more effective than

those not invq}ved in the development process. Although there

cdntacié, this variable was unrelated.to'student performance.

Likewise, it apparently does not matter whether the course is

’

elective or required - students learn the same amounts under both

structures. ‘

.45
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In summary, the ma]or program dimension predictive of student
performance is t1me spent 1n 1nstructlon. Apparently, a few‘well
implemented course wunits is superior to a smorgasbord o: course

-unlts The instructional implications of these findihgs,are'

(1) to increase, if at all possible, either the number of days

which the Consumer and “Homemaking Education classes meet or increase
the length of the class period, and (2) to focus the .course content
on several well developed units as opposed to a shotgun activities

approach. We turn now .to a look at some of the key 1nstructlonal

A -
strategies predictive, of student success.

3

Teachers were asked to rank twenty-two instructional approaches

, .

in order from those most used in their classroom to tnose least
usgd. The 11st of approaches included: (1) textbooks, (2) multi-
media, (3) resource persons’, {4) games, (5) puzzles, (6) case

-

studies,'(y) discussions, (8) field trips, (9)’team teaching,
(10)\s£udentldemonstrations, (11) group dehonstrations, (12) product'
evaluation, (13) reference books, (14) audio-visual, (15)- lecture
approach, (16) individual research, (17) bulletin boards, (18) de-
bates, (lgl panel discussions, (20) roie playing, (21 ingerview/
survey and 222i observation,. Table A ‘gives the rank order of

rhese approaches from the most used approach (i.e., discussions)

to the least used approach (i.e., case studies). Although the

rank ordering reflects the general emphasis éiven to these in-
structional approaches, ir should be noted rhat a dgreat deal of

variability exists among teachers in the strategies with which

they feel most comfortable. 50
n . ’ .

e . | | <
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Table A

. 7/
1. Discussion§
2. “Textbooks |
*3. Multi-media . o
4. Reference Books/Haterlals/Papers/Medla : —"

5. Audio-visual
6. Group Presentations )
*7. Student Demonstrations
.8. Observations ° .
9. Panel Discussions
10. 1Individual Research .
11. Bulletin Boards .- )
12. Lecture Approach
*13. Resource Persons N ' .
14. Product Evalunation’
“*15. Team Teaching
*16. Debates .
17. Games .
18. Interview/Surveys
19. Puzzles
20. Role Playing .
*21. Field Trips . ‘ ) .
22. Case Studies - . . \ . 'y

Asterisk denotes significant contrlbutlon to discriminant
function.

€

[N

. ~ . . . \e . .
Six of the instructional approaches are powerful predictors
of student achievement on the ITOCK (accounting for some 20%

of the achievement variance). These are (1) resource persons,

(2) debates, (3) student demonstrations, (4) multi-media,

.
(5) team teaching and (6) field trips. Bach of these six instruc-
. . . . .
tional approaches ;s characteristic®of the high achieving class-
rooms to qrsignificantly greater degree than they are character-

istic of low achieving classrooms.

Refe;ring back t¢ the rank ordérihg of instruétional approaches,
it is inseresting to note that four of tﬂe'six significaht pre-
dictors (asterlsks) are 1n the lowest flfty percent in terms of
use. This f1nd1ng suggests that - students could benefit «from
an increased utll%zstlon of these six approaches and that much

room exists for increased use of at least four of the six approaches.

] -, 51
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Not surprisingly, each of the six apg;oiches involves action and
[ - ~ .

\

movement. A discovery approach underlies eacﬁ of the six signifi—\\

cant predictors and this, as ﬁuch as any other finding in this

evaluation, has implications for' instruction. Students in

Cohsumer and Homemaking Education classes learn mo;:\wh n

are "acting", "doing", "creating®, "moving", and "discovering"

L4 -~

) than when instructional approacﬁes not having an "action-oriepted"

* .

dimension are employed.
(.

A comparison of T scores on the ITOCK.and aﬁognt of conéractlﬂ
gunds devotgd to instruéticnal materials suggests the folléwing:
1) those contracts which produce the highest average I?OCK scores"
(56.05{ utilize an average'pf}$6.22 per student for instructional
materials; 2) those contrac£s whicgfproduce the lowest average
‘ITOCK score (40.56) gbilize an ave?age of $24.77 per student
for.instructional materials; 3) it.is~interesting to note that
the contract which produced the highest mean score’(60.10) had
$2.03 budgetea for instructional materials, and the contract with

the lowest mean score (26.63) had $16.66 budgeted for instruc- ,

tional materials.
’
The previous section of this chapter demonstrated that the %

Consumer ‘and Homemaking Education Program does have an impact én

student achievement ;s measured by the ITOCK. This, section has
iden%ified one major program charact;ristic (time spent in learning)
and six instructioﬂai approaches which are émpirically related to
student achievement. In short, the Consumer and Homemaking

‘ [ 4
Bducation Program is effective, and we have gsome idea of what

ingredients make it effective. ,
, \ /
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Self Observation Scales . -

-

The Self Observation Scales (Senior Level) is a direct;‘
self report, group_;dmlnlstered instrument comprised.of ninety
(90) items which measure how students percelve themselves and
their relationships to'peers, teachers, family and’school.' The

_S0S differs from other similar instruments in (a) the extensive
validation study which accompanied the nationa} norming effort,
and (b) the emphasis Qﬁ the healthy and positive, rather, than

pathological and negative dimensions of students' affective be-

havior. . . -

.The affective development of studentsj'is not received the
attention from educators tht students' cognitive development
has enjoyeds This is pértlally explalned by the lack of w1dely
eppiicable; well standardlzed em ically validated, multl-
dimensional measures.ef affective ‘behavior. ﬁithin the last
five years, there has been a resurgence of 1nterest in the im-

portance of students' affgctlve development. Educators are

' acknowledging substantial relationships among how students feel

about themselves, behavior and scholastic achievement.

| e
~The probability samples on-which the Senior -SOS norms are

based were constructed according to‘criteriq obtained:from the
Office of Civil Rights 1972 data on ethnic and socioeconomis
characteristies of U.S. school children. The norm group gpt
the Senior Level (grades 10-12)‘coﬁsists of 5400 cases drawn
from an original sample of 10,000 students from 84 school systems

s

across the nation. 53 . !
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The Senior Level (Form A),cf'the S50S measures nine dimensions

- of. students' affective behavior. - Before ex;minihg some of the
Al - . /
. X . . . ¢
.. mst important relationsips, a description of each of the scales

is in order. Each scale }s labeled in a positive manner with

/

high scores being most chHaracteristic of the label.

SCALE I - SELF ACCEPTANCE

Students with high scores view themselves positively and’
™ attribute to themselves gualities of basic competence, self
i satisfaction and happiness. They see themselves as being good
) at a lot of activities and as being confident about their future

success. Students with low scores are unsatisfied with their
performance and capabilities and are unsure of their futures.
Three items highly related to this scale are: I am a happy person;
I thlnk I will be successful in lifeé; I am proud of most things
I do. . :

SCALE II - SELF SECURITY - A .

Students with high scores report a high level of emotlonal ,
confidence or stability. They report being - in control of factors
affecting their lives and worry very little about kither specific
or non-specific fears. Students with low scores on this scale
worry a great deal. They report nervousness about non-speciffic
performance expectations and often feel that they worry more
now than in the past. Three items highly related to this scale'
are: I have more fears than most people; At times .I lose sleep
over worry; I worry about losing my friends.

SCALE III ~ SOCIAL CONFIDENCE z ) .

Students w1th high scores on this scale feel confident. of
their ablllty to relate in social situations. They [feel conf1~
dent about thier ability to make and keep friends and believe

"that other peo6plq value their friendship. Students with low
scores have difficulty making friends and lack confidence in
social situations. Three items highly related to this scale %
are: People who are like me don't have a good chance to be
successful; Most of my friends don't care what I think; If ‘
people knew what I am really like, they would .steer clear of.me.

~ ) ’
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E IV - SOCIAL MATURITY

’

Students with high scores on this scale know how they are

supposed to think and feel in a variety of soecial §ituations.

They are comfortable around .younger children afid show empathy

! in their social relations. fhey believe in saying what they
feel and understand the importance of listening to .others.
Students with low 'scores on this scale are socially ,8elf centered, .
lack respansiveness.to other people's feelings and are reticent
to express xﬁg}r own feelings. Three items highly .related to
this scalew®: .I am able to listen and be aware of the needs

., 9f athers; Younger kids usually bore .me; Most df the time I
. feel sorry for somedne 'o is hyrt. )

0 > : * R . -
, SCALE V - SELF ASSERTION - T . N ‘.

s

Students with high scores view themselves as possessing
’ leadership qualities and as being respéctgd by others for these® .
' qualities. The emphasis on this scale.is on how students believe
< . othefs view them. Studen with, low scdres seé themselves as . .
lacking Lea@prship'abilj and-assertivéness. Three items . ~ .
highly related'to this séglé are: Other students 1odk.to me for.
~ legdership; Other studerits "1ook - to me for ideas; 'I enjoy talking
* . in front of a group of people. . SR . '
. oy - ' v,

: . 1 « 0 N\ .
, . - -
SCALE VI- FAMILY AEFILLAT}ON : C _ . .
. . ’ . ‘&_ J-' ) Lt .7 . . . - LA
. -Students wjth high scorés on this Scale'report a positive - R
relationship with their ‘paregts and family. They see their ) .

parents as helping in time of need and as being understanding.
Students with low.scqres,dgn't see home as a place to' go when
froubles begin. They’ do not feel trusted by their family and,
. l¥kewise, do not.féel that they treat their fanily ascwell as
\\\\\~ ’ they should. ' Three items highly related to this scale are: .’

) My parents usually understand my problems; My parents. do all
they can for me; I treat my pirenis as well a¢ I should.

‘

~—

£

’//"‘~$\§sCALE VII. - PEER AFFILIATION ' RN
- ' - : N . , ) - &’ Lt

., *Btudents with high scores on'thig scale consider their
. -relationships with other students to be both of high quality and
. . of considerable 'importance  to them. They sée themselves as
approved of and valued hy their peefs. They,like to be with
other students. Students with -low scores do not see thgir peer
relationships. as an asset. They see other students as unfriendly,
they have few friends, and do not accept the resppnsibilities
of firepdship easily. ‘Three items highly related to this scale
are: ‘Most .people are ‘much better liked than I,am; I feel Yeft
. out, a lot; I can couft gn my friends when I am in trouble.

) v; 5 . - - .o : ,
. . .
2 - . 5 " v ! .
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SCALE VIII = TEACHER AFPILIATION -

Students with 'high scores on this scaleflike their teachers

They see the teacher as helpful, attentxve! derstandlng and
gegerous. Students with low scores see the teacher as arbitrary, . ~ ]
onsiderate of children and/or as a sourcerof emotional pain. | .

Three items highly related to this scale are: My ‘teachers like
to help me; When I do something wrong, ®y teachers correct‘me
without hurting my feelings; My teachers expect tooc much of mg‘ . .

A s

SCALE IX ~ SCHOOL AFFILIATION-- - o . ]
Students w1th high scores view school p051t1vely, enjoy
going to school and enjoy the activities associated with school.
Students scoring low on this scale see school as, a "hassle" that - * d
keeps them from doing what they want to do. Three items'highly
related to this scale are: I like to stay home from school
This school is like a jail; School frequently keeps me Trom
._d01ng what. I want to do.

©

- '

The, correlations among the™“scales are presented in Table 3

~on the following page. . The highest correlation in the matrix

is between Teacher Affiliation and School Affiliation (.61).

-

Self AcceptaﬁCe correlates highly with Family Affiliation and

Peer Aﬁfiliatidﬁ. Likewise, Self Security has its highest

torrelations with Family Affiliagion and Peer.Affiliation. Social
Confidence has its highest correlation with Peer Affiliation.
Social ‘Maturity is, for the most part, erthogonal to the other

— . v N . .
scales.  Self Assertion, is moderately correlated with the four

affiliationfscales and 'Self Acceptarce. In'addition to Self

'Acceptance, Famlly Afflllatlon is moderately COrrelated with

aln

Peer A;flllatlon and Teacher Afflllatlon

/

The scale rellablllty estlmates for the Senlor Level arg
Ty gLven in Table 3. The values axe Spllt -half rellabllltles

correcteé\n51nc the Spearman-Brown Prbphet? Formula

’ L . o ’ 6 ‘/“ ° a ’ . )




9° 0°1

SY* . 0€*

9¢ " (1]

T

og"’/ €€

- ; s

//. ) e
91" e

's0* £1°

8z* o€ ”*

- UOFINF VoY
~TFI3Y¢ - -TRN
ToopRs IHPORAL |,

mo.m. IOFUSS BYL JO SOTROS OY3 HUOWY SUOTIVTLIIOD

AN

FIos

4

]

0°T : ﬁm :, k/
X 0°T
L

oy | 104 0°T

ot -~ ST° 91° 0°T
3

\ - S

6y 8z S5T° €% 0°T

Lz 8" 61" 12 0z* 0°T

Ly’ 4 N ve: LT _ ze: (1}
uoTIeY uoTIeY W3 AT SOUSPPIUCO, A3 Tanoes
~T¥33V ~TIIJV  —I9BEY T®To0S TRTO0S 37198

xeeg Arypumeg .

™
wy




' /
. s . '
_Table 4 - Split Half Reliabilities for the Senior -SOS

L@

¥

- . .

Y Al

Self ‘ Self Family Peer Teacher School
Acoap- Self Scc1a1 Social Asger- Affil- Affil- APFil- Affil-
tance Seaq1ﬁr Oaﬁidaxg Maturity tion jation iation iation iatie

.73 .80 .79 . .57 .82 .85 .87 .83 .87

f . “With the possible exception of the Social Mafurity scale,

all rellabllltles are moderately high with five scales having

///A\_Nj}&bllltles in the eighties.
&

All results are presented as “T" scores.wigh a national

norm mean of 50 and a standard- deviation of lO. The results
whlch follow deal with the relationships between the SDS and
average school grades, part1c1patlon in extracurrlculpr ac-

-

tivities, pogt school pians, and teacher-rated popularity.

Table '5 piesents‘mean SOS scores for levels of achieve-

ment, and the multiple correlation between the SOS scores and

. ackievement. ),— .

¢ < o

f; L4
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Table 5

Avgrage S$chool Grades and Self Observation
f:;\\ Scale Scores
Scale ‘
NS .
/
Self - Self Family Peer - Teacher School
Accep—~ Self Social .Social Asser- Affil- &Affil- Affil-" -Affil-
tance Security OCmnfidence Maturity tion  iation iation ,iatznn_ ation
AWO . . * ' - . . \ ~
Grade N - : AN
A 134 51 5, 51.2 50.93 53.3 55.7 52.8, 49.8 52.9 52.4
N (7.4)  (9.8) (9.7) (8,9) {10.2) (9.5) ° (10.6) ‘(12.5)  (10.5)
‘A~ .162 51.4 50.7  50.7 54.0 536 51.3  49.9 52.5  52.4
(9.1) " (9.7) (9.3) {7.9)  (9.8) (8.7) ' (10.5) | (20.8)  (9.9Y
B+ 313 51.0° 49.7. 52.2 53.2  51.8 . 50.2  50.0 51.4 . 50.6.
(9.4) (10.7) (8.8) (8.6) (10.1) (10.2) (10.7) (11.5) {10.7) -
B 461 50.6  49.1 51.8 51.9 49.0  49.4 50.0  49.9  48.7
(9.0) (9.7) (8.7) (8.9) . (9.8) (9.9) (10.0) (11.8) .. (10.9)
B~' 246 50.6  50.0 50.0 51.7 49.4  49.8 . 50.9  49.1  48.8
(9.2) (9.9) (8.9) (8.5) (9.3) (10.1) ° (9.6) (11.5) . (10.5)
C+ 317 50.3 - 49.7 49.9 50.2 48.8  49.8 51.0  48.2  49.0
{8.7) (10.0) (8.6) (9.0) (9.1) (10.1) (8.9) (12.3) (10.7)
C 469 48.7 48.4 49.7 47.7 ‘ 45.9 48.1 48.9 44.8 46.1
(10.6) (10.2) .(9.0) (9.8) (8.8) (L0.0) (10.3) '(13.0) (10.8)
Cc- 162 46.8 - 47,5 45.0 47.0  46.4  -45.8  .48.7 44.8 45.7
. (10.8) (8.9) (8.8) (10.3) (9.1) (10.4) (10.5) . (11.8) (10.0)
D+ 60 45.3  49.4 46.1 46.9  45.4 46.1  48.4 43.5 44.8
D 75 44.9 48.1 47.3 44.8  43.7  45.0 47.3 +41.3  40.5
(10.9) -(9.3) (9.4) t11.3) (8.6) (9.8) (10.?) *(13.8) (10.6)
D~ 27 44.0 47.2 47.6 40.5 46.7 42.3 4.7 .38.1 40.0
(11.2) (10.9) . (12.3) (10.0) (8.3) (11.2) (10.7) (14.3) (10.6)
Multiple correlatlon of S0S scales_and average school grades
r = 46 (p £ 001)
National Norm Mean = 50. B
National Norm Standard Deviation = (10.0)" >
Q 55
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The relationships between the SOS scales and average school
grades are dramatic, to say the least. Large differences are
particularly ev%?ent between top and bottom students. Recalling

that half the sample are high schodl seniors, we can glimpse
. - ,

‘one of the outcomes of repeated failure across twelve or thirteen

years of public school experience. The human cost of repeated
faildre cam\ be partially animated by noting the one-half standard ' .

deviation difference in Self Acceptance, Social Confidence,
»
Social Maturity, Self Assertion, Pamily Affiliation, Teacher

’

—

_Affiiiatien and School Affiliation, between B average and D average

students. This sample includes those:students-that, for éne}
reason of anothg¥, eleéted to stay in school. An interesting.
qguestion concerns the self concepts of the dropouts, seeklng
employment w1th inadeqguate sgkills and a fundamental feellng ‘of

dissatisfaction with themselves.

Lavin (1965) asserts’that few consistent and sizable rela-
tionships between academic achievement and affective behavior

have been found. This evaluation provides some of the first
z

large-scale evidence that students' affective behavior is in-

i

extricably implicated in.scholastic achievement. The instructional

implications of these results (coupled™wjith past research with
the SOS) appear clear and straightforward. “Instructional strate-

gies in Consumer and Homemaklng Bducation which provide a means for

more students to have more success would seem preferable to those

which do not because of the potential impact on affective aevelop-

‘ment of the students. This implication presupposes that affec-

tive development is a direct product of cumulative success and

56 ' A
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failure, and the be;t available evidenbé suggests tﬁat this is,
.in fact, the case. Imporﬁint in this formulation .is the recog-
nition that. one semester»&flqne year of success may have little
‘impact, rather, cumulative ‘success over several years is néeded

to positively influence something as fundamental as students'’ m.tﬂ

self concepts. What is needed in Consumer and Homemaking Bducation.

is an inténsive and extended exposure to success- and compaetence-
enhancing experiernces. ;\

Consumer'and Homemaking EdQCatron c;njﬁgj;iewed as opening

‘(new options for gtudents and famili;rizing the student with |
aspects of his immediate environment of which he hag had lirrle
occaéion to explore. Homemaking_is‘an important’aspect of both

men's and women's adult existence, and Cdnsumer and -Homemaking -

Education is the first intense exposure that many students get .
. - ) . .
to this area. Because QRnsumer and Homemaking Educatioen represents

e

. < o
a "new activity" with potential for generating interests in any

ndmper Sf pursuits, the relationships bétw?en extracurricﬁlar.'
activities and afféctive“deyelopmént was investiggtpd. Table 6
-presents the §bs scores for.students with varying thbers of out-
,-sidé*intergsts.' As can be seen from’an %éaminatign of Tabie 6,
the more extracurricular activities a student ia involved . in,
the higher his S0S scores. ﬁe can h&péthesizé that this finding
has a similar explanation to the achievement results and that
again, competence and success, in whatever the endeavor, breeds
strong self concept development. Students with no outside inter-
ests are significantly lower on most SOS scales than those atuv

dents pursulng two or more extracurricular activitles.

’ - 61
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Table 6 Extracurricular Activfty Participation’ .
and Self Observation Scale Scores. .

~

Scale _ . A v
- Self » Social Self Family Peer Teacher School
Accep~ Self Confi- Social Asger- Affil- Affil-" Affil- Affil-
tance = Security' dence Maturity tion iation iation iation iation
. . [N \/.o

S0

—_— . ‘-

-
*

1123 485 49.2 - 49.8  49.0  46.5  48.1 48.6  47.0  46.9

- "(10.7) (10.1) (9.2)- (9.9), (8.8) (10.3) (10.9) (12.8) - (11.0)
. A ' ¥ ’ : e

690 50.3 49.1 50.8 50.2 | 49.0 - 50.0 50.1 48.7 48.8

(8.9) (9.7 (8.9) (9.3) (9.4) (9.9) (9.2) (12.1) (10.9)

519 50.5 49.3 50.4 52.4 52.0. 49.7 50.8 -49.4 Sl.é

(9.1y 9.8 (9.0) . (9.0) (10.3) (10.2) (10.0) (12.5) (10.4)

——

4 30.3 51.2 53.6 53.3 51.0 52.3 50.6 52.3
.0y (10%2) (9.2) (9.0) (10.1) ~ 19.4) (8.2) (12.2) (10.3)

. . { -

" The fact that Consumer and Homemaking Education is housed under

’ '— — . . ‘ ‘ . -‘ * ‘- n
the aegis of Vocational education makes the relationships betweegm

post school plans and self concept particularly pertinent. More

than one-third of the students enrolled in the Consumer and Homemaking

Eéucation program will be beginning jobs and Bresumably leaving
home soonﬁafter high school. Unfortunately, these students who
most‘needfihe information and guidance offered in Consumer and Home-
making Education are those with the lowest self concepts and,

self conéﬁdence. It is most likely that the sgudents planning

to finisﬁ;high schéol and go to work are the same studénts who

have expér;enced repeated ‘failure throughout their school careers.

- '
-3
-
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It is unlikely that one year of Consumer and Homemaking Bducation
\ . .
can réverse a trend established over twelve years, but it is

conceivable: that each Consumer and Homemaking Education.student” can

enter the world of work with confidence in his own ability to

understand ‘the new economic and soéial pressures he will face. ?
Table 7 Post School Plans and Self Observation
, Scales Scores
Scale T .
Self Sccial " Self  Family Peer  Teacher School
Accep~ Self Confi- Social Asser- Affil- Affil- Affil- Affil-
tance Security dence. Maturity tion - jation iation iation iation
N S
Finish <
School, )
‘Go to 940 48.6 48.2 50.2 "48.8 . 45.7 47.3 48.9 . 45.7 45.8
work (10.4) (9.9) (9.1) (9.8) (8.4) (10.1) {10.5) (13.0) (10.7)
' .
Go to a . . ’ .
Trade . . . ‘ -
School 299 50.2 ° 51.1 47.3 49.7 48.5  49.5 50.2 ,47.6 48.4
(8.8) (9.7) (9.9) (9.5) (9.1) (9.7) (9.4) (12.4) (11.1)
Go to E e
Jlmior : 4 ‘-
College 472 49.6 48.2 51.4 51.0 48.6 48.8 48.8 48,7 49.0
(10.5) . (9.8) (8.5) -(9.2) (9.5) (10.2) (10.7) (12.3) (10.4)
Go to - '
College 708 51.2 50.7 51.3 52.3 54.1 51.7 51.3 51.8 52.1
(8.3) (9.9) (8.7) (9.0) (9.9) (9.8) (9.3) (11.0)‘ (10.2)

Multiple Correlation of SOS Scales and Post School Plans

T = .41 Ap<.001). , - ,
63 '
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A discriminant analys:is was run to determaine the extent to

which the nine SOS scales could discriminate between four .

-

categorlies of post school plans. All nine SOS scales contributed

significantly (p € .00l1) to the dlscrfmlnant function with Self

Assertion, School Affiliation, Family Affiliation and Teacher

Affiliation leading the way.

sults.

while values i1n the off-diagonal are misclassifications.

Table 8

[

.

Table 6 gives the prediction re-

*

Prediction Results - Using SOS Scales

to Predict Post School Plans

Values in the diagonal are correct class;ficatloné,

Predicted Group Membership

’

/

64

60

Number Group Group Group Srouag.
Actual Group of Cases 1 "2 2 4
Growp 1 ’
To finish high
school, then .
go to work 940 424 215 157 144
) 45.1% o 22.9% 16.7¢% 15.3%
- Group 2
To finish hagh
school, then go
to a trade school 299 78 103 41 77
) 26.1% 347 4% 13»2% 25.8%
To finish high o
school, then go
to a two-year )
junior college 472 148 92 96 136,
31.4% 19.5% 20.3% 28.8%
Group 4 v
To finish high
school, then go :
to college 708 99 130 124 355
: N\ 14.0%  18.4% * 17.5%4  50.1%




Forty-five percent of those students reporting a desire '
to finish high school and go to‘work can be correctly classified,
while only 34% and 20% of the trade school-bound and junior
college-bound students can be correctly classified. The best
predictions can be made witp the college~bound stﬁdent, in that

o oxo

50% of these students' pqst school plans. are correctly predicted.

The total oﬁ;éorrect classifications is 40%, which is 15% better
than chance. By far the greaéest separation,,and thus differences
on the SOS scales, is found in the comparlson.zf'tbe "go to work"
" group and the "college-bound group". Of the 708 students plan~' ° ~
‘' ning colleée careers, only gg/{br 14%) are'mfsclassified as
. pPlanning to "go to work", while of those p}anning to go to work,
only 15% are misclassified as planning to gé to college. Clearly,
students planning to finish high school and go to work are guite
distinguishable from those students plannlng college careers.

The distinguishing characterlstlcs mariifest as depressed Self

Assertion, Family Affiliation, Social Confidence. and School

Affiliation scores.
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Table 9 Panily‘Income and Self Observation

Scales Scores

S.D. = 10) .

Peer _ Teacher School,
Affil- -aAffil- Affil-

(f Scords National Norm Mean - 50;
Scale
Self Social . Self Family
Accep- Self Confi- Social  Asser- Affil-
tance Security dence Maturity tion iation
N - .
Family . .
Income )
Under . .
.$8,000 424 48.2 48.1 51.2 46.0 46.8 47.9
- (10.5) (10.3) (8.3) (10.5) (9.3) (10.1)
1y - . )
Incame
hetween - -
$8,000
ard
$16,000 843 49.7 49.2 50.2 51.3 48.6 48.8
(10.0) (9.8) (8.8) (9.1) (9.7) (10.3)
Fauily
Inoame
over . -
' >§16,000 254 50.6 50.4 50.3 53.2 51.9 50.3

(8.7) (9.8) (9.3) (7.9) (10.1) (10.1)

iation iation iation

' 47.1  46.9  48.7

(10.6) (12.9) (11.4)

50.4  48.4  48.5
(10.1) (12.7) (11.2)

L]

\

\

51.0 48.1 \‘47.1
(10.2) (12.9) \ (10.7)

!

2 “ '

Educators have long recognized the pervasive effect that

socio-economic status (SES) registers on students' achievement.

Table 9 suggests that SES in the form of family income also

substantially affects students' affective development. With ' \

the exception of two scales (Social Confidénce and School

| 4

Affiliation) there is a positivé relationship between family
T

income and SOS scores, ie., as family income increases, SOS

scores increase. Rather sizeable differences are apparent on

Social Maturity, Self Assertion and Peer Affiliation:




Table 10, Teacher-Rated Popﬁlarity and Self Observation,
‘ Scales Scores

v J .
Scale
) Self Social ‘ - Self Family ‘Peer Teacher School
Accep- Self Confi~- Social Asser- Affil- Affil- Affil- Affil-
tance Security dence Maturity tion dation ‘iation iation iation
ity Rating N L : T , 7
"High 115 52,6 49.6 -+ 51.7 ° 55.3 56.5  53.0 .53.7 52.4  52.2
. (5.8) (10.1) (8.2) (8.0) (9.5) L(8.9) 7 (7.4) (11.5) (9.7)
Above

Average 330 51.5  49.4 51.6  53.2 51.5 50.8 52.2  80.7  49.8
, (7.3)  (9.6) (8.1) (8.3) (10.00 (9.4 (8.7) (ILI) (10.4)
: P
Average 733 49.7  49.4 50.5  49.7 47.8  48.9 . 49.5 48.0  48.5
(9.6)  (9.8) (8.6)  {(9.6) - (9.3) (10,2), (10.0) (12.6) (11.3)

Below . “

Average 222 47.00 47.6 49.2 . 46.7 45.8  45.5  46.8  44.3  46.1
(11.9) (10.7)  (9.4) (10.3)  (9.0) (10.6) -~ (10.9). (14.1) (1i.6)

Iow % 64 42,7 48.9 47.1 45.6 42.9 44.6 - 41.7  44.5 45.3 - -
(13.8)<$£;D.5) (9.7) (10.0) (8.5) (10.9) ({(13.9) (13.4) (11.4) ~

Multiple Correlation SOS Scales with Teacher-Rated Popularity
r=.3 (p<.00l).
~Naticdnal Norm Mean - 50.90

National Norm Standard Deviation - (10.'0) b

l
-
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' . . L
The results in Table 10 coTt ast teacher ratings of student

popularity with SOS scores. ThF .onsumér and Homemaking Education
Y .

. /
teachers rated each stude as high, above average, average,

L™

below average, or low, /in te of popularity with peers. As
might be suspectgd, 1arge differences are evident between'high

and low popularity students on Peer Affiliation, Self Acceptéhce,

-~

Self Assertion, Social Maturity and Family Affiliation. One 4m-

plication of this fidding 1s that teachers can identify students

. who hold low opinions of themselve;/gpd/iégg/gocial confidence.

Armed with. this information, Consumer and Homemaking Education

teachers might be able to begin identifying teaching strategie9\§-Jr,af‘

which contribute to positive-affective development in their students.
. A _

Knowledge gained from the SOS, or an instrument like it, can make -

* teachers aware of specific student deficiencies in the affective

2

area.

-~

- . A . :
All in all, it_is safe to say that self concept 1s profoundly

<

influenced by what goes on in the classroom. Consumer and Home-

-y

making Education teachers are not exempt from a respbnsibility

for the affective development qf their students. Quite the
contrary, Consumer and Homemaking Education teachers appear to
AN exerqise more freeéom and tend to innovate more in selecting and
- implementing\§du?étioh§l sérategies, and thus might be more likely
to address students' affective needs. Many_of/thé stﬂdgqts served

s by Consumer and Homemaking Education prodgrams evidence low self

s

concepts and are about to face the néw demands aﬁd;préssuresoof & N"//
'7% ' job and family. .Aﬁy contrfbution that the;;onsume; and Homgdaki‘ f/l, ‘
/ Educa%ion Program can make to feelings of self worth and cOngteﬁée
v would be welcome. . ’ . T e / . .-
o . 64 ) s, .
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Student versus Teacher Perceptions

\J

-
- o

.

. The next area isolated for-analy51s is the relatlonshlp of

4

'ﬁident de31rab1L4ty and teacher importance qf spec1f1c cognltlve

. outcomes.‘ We gathered de31rab111ty indices from‘students and

~

levels of 1mportance from the teachers. Addltlonaliy, the

,)

, ) authars rev1ewed every funded Qroposal and tallled adcordlng
J
!

f’ to MetfeSSel Bhlchael and Klrsner s Instrumentatlon of ‘Bloom's.

¢¢Eaxonomy of Cognltlve Ob)eétlves, every proposed‘grpgram objec*
. ’ [ %4

tive. . K ! :

- - ' ,‘\ ’ &

- The instrumentation prouldeé examples of 1nf1n1t1ves and
[

dlrect objects for each cognltlve level _/Whlle the authpors .
suggest that the 1nf1n1t1ves and objectlves ot be u$ed as a

formula for the development of objectaves, they prov1de, in

thlSnlnstance, guidance for cla831f1catlon of each objectiye.

v .

4L . i}' "’.

Descrlpt;ons of the cognltlve levels were modlfled for ‘the

-

. Student Data Sheet and the Instructor Data Sheet 4in the f81lowing

. . »
+ «.Manner: - . .

A Y
\\

Instructor Data Sheet Student Data,Sheet
+ " Leve}l I < Knowledge of: . To.Know: what something
meanings, propertres, means, what it is made o
rules, process,. methods,' tha# . tﬂo or more things
1aterrelat10nsh1ps are related, and how to
. . ‘do thlngg; »

-




.Instructor Data Sheet® .
. < ¥

s

Level II ~ Comprehension &’
of: deflnltlons,\relatlon- .
" ships, c@nclusions,:
probabilities ) .
. ‘ ﬁ
AR ) a.
y ‘ L. -
Level III - Application of:
methods, procedures, .

n generalizations . ,
- ~ hd
- )
-Fevel IV - Analysis of:

[

assumptions, statements,
- evidence, techniques . .
. ‘ ‘. ‘ 7
é

Level V - To produce:

objectives, solutions,

operations, generali- .
" zations N

N

Le@ql VI - To assess:
fallacies, altgrnatives,
o .standards, reliabilities

12 ..’ s . ~

‘different way,

Student Data-Sheet'

To undérsﬁap@: what a -
definition means, why two

- or-more things .are-related

and why you come to a Certain-
conclusion &
» o

To be able to: follow ar,
procedure to %et 'something
dohe, "apply a skill you have
in different’ 31tuat10ns,

and apply a theory- you-have
learned to a dlfferent

-

'31tuat10n

To be able to analyze:

what will happen to some-

one gs.a result of your
actions, -the’ difference be-
tween what is and what could
be, and when someone is trying
to get you to act in-.a way
they want you to act '

-

To be able to produce: ' a

plan of -action for you and/or
others to follow, an improved '
set af objectives for a

small group of people, ‘and

sa list of correct reasons for

why people do things the way

they do /‘(

'To be able to make a judgement

the truth, choosing a
how efficient
something is, and if there
.errors in what someone
t#Mis you .

about:

4

.

-

~ Additionally) ﬁw%néy—two distinct.process appéoacﬁes were
listed or grouped and”teachers were asked to lfgt, according to
.use, and §tﬁdents werg'asked‘to select ihe‘method which helped
] them the most in Consumer and Homemaking Education. -
o . [
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- The authors reviewed every contract on file and, talllgp L

g

. every bb]ectlve accordlng to 1ts level within the cognltlve

&
domain. Addltlonally, teachers were asked to rank each cognitive -

/

level accordlng to its deslrablllty as a student outcome, and -

students were asked to rank them as abllLtlQS thex,would like

.

‘to have upon completion of the course. The comparlson of ‘rank -

orders is illustrated below.

Student - )
Desired . " 'TJeacher Desired
t

Proposal Objéctives Abilities udent Outcomes
Knowledge Analysis +~  Synthesis
Application Application Evaluation
Comprehénsion . Evaluation Analysis .-
Analysis Knowledge .+ Comprehension
Synthesis ) Comprehénsion Knowledge -
Evaluatjion - Synthesis Application

~ .
.. B

A rank order correlation coeff1c1ent of -.88 ‘exists between

e 3

proposal ob]ectlves and teacher desired outcomes which. suggests
*that the fundlng agency should elther rethink the requlrement of
- . propos1ng objeetlves, involve the classroom 1nstructor in the ,

%

N ' preparatlon of tHe proposal, or SOllClt ob]ectlves accordlng to

‘
'

- " an announced ranking: ‘.

The correlation between student choice and teacher choice
is greaterl’ It appears that students are desirous of develooing ~
and applying Consumer and Hoﬁeﬁaking skills.- While student '
desires are not norm%l}y thought of as mandates, the authors

' suggest contracting schools should reassess their outcome ob-

jectives in relation to these findings.
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Table 11 ‘compazes the rénk.order of instructional approaches

by teachers and the top seven choices of the most helpful

approaches selected by students;, A
r_\\
' Table 11
Teacher Rankings Student Rankings
. 1. Discussions 1. Discussions ,
2. Textbooks . * 2. Field Trips
* 3, Multi-media ) * 3, Debates
4, Reference Books/ " 47, Textbooks
, Materials/Papers * 5. Multi-media
- 5. Audio-visual * 6. Resource persons
.. . 6. Group Presentations- 7. Reference Books, etc.
* 7. Student Demonstrations L
Asterisk denotes 31gn1£g§ant contrlbutlon to dlscrlmlnant

function. .
'y

.It is extreme%y noteworthy that four of the top six pée-

dictors of achievemeht are ambng,the top third of étudent pre- B
ferred instructional approaches. ThlS result certalnly supports -
the notion that students could beneflt from an 1ncreased utili-

zation of these methods, and suggestgg-that students are highly*

‘ ‘receptive to such an increase. . . ' .

-
! *




Percent of,Instrhctional Time Devoted to Bach Content Area

¢
. 4 ¢

The authors are not completely clear apout the monltorlng

-agency s philosophy of control i.e., does it seek to have an

extreme amouht of diversity of approaches from the contracting

2.

"djistricts or does it desire a fair degree of homogeneity in the

approach to the instructional problem? 1In either avent, we wish
to make the following observations.

k4
.

There exists a fair amount of varlablllty in the allocat;on
of 1nstruct10na1 time among the top 26% of the content areas listed
below. At eiﬁher end of the range, a significant number of teachers

are devoting an insignificakt‘or excessive amount of instructional

-

time to Consggif~Credit, Money Management,'Consumer in the Mar&et-

place, and Housing::

Consumer Credit

Money Management

Consumer in the Marketplace |

Housing . .

Insurance ‘.

Food -

Savings and Investments

Consumer in Society .

The Dual Role . . -

Furnishing and Appllances .

Transportation

Clothing . ! .
:  Taxes

Health Services

Resreation

=
NWHBBRBELUVMUVUARYIYO O

-Dh\OD—'-Dsm\ONU\\lW\lw\ObJU\
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Interest and Achievement in Consumer and Homemaking Education

|

In the volumes of literature within the field of education

there exists a significantly large segment. devoted to teaching

strategies designed to increase learning. The interrélatioqr

. ship of interest toward, and learning in, a specific subject

area is an important determinant in the development of such

strategies. As Muriel Gerhard in Effective Teaching Strategies

With Behavior Outsomes Approach states "How the pupil perceives

the.task, how he feels about it, will determine the degree of

involvement and learning" (1971, p. 71). T~

.

Concern over the importance of interest to classroom learn-

r

ing in modern American education began with John Dewey's Imterest

and Effort in Education published in 1913. Dewey recognized that

1nterests are related to effort in learning, but could only 1m—
ply an opinion that in such a relationship 1nterest was a result
of some other basic variables of learning. Although subsequent

learning theorists were divided over the importance of in-

Tolman (1932) consldered them pivotal to successful learning -

Winter (1973) and Marx (1970) have shown how the development of

most learning theories has expanded to include interest and
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1

motivation® as important aspects of learning pagadigms.

. Of 'primary concern in understanding the interrelationship

’ - ?
of interest and learning achievement, or any other interrelation-
ship, is the predominant causal direction between the two varia-

bles. Knowing whether changes in variable "A" cause variable

"B" to change more than changes in variable "B" cause variable 3

. v
"A" to change, and in which direction those changes occur, allows

T

the researcher to better understand behavior affected by "A" and
"B". Accordingly, to understand whether changes in interest cause
changes in learning achievement more than changes in learning ,

SN—
. achievement cause changes in interests allows an educator to better.

Within this literature "interest" seems to be defined as one,
or a combination of the following: -

»@. A perceptual condition of less magnitude than
an attitude qf‘value.

-

b. A tendency to seek out and participate.

C. A tendency to prefer or direct attention.;n one way

rather than in another.
7

. d. A further anticipation of derived pleasure (whether
v that pleasure be originated from an external press- .
.X " phenomenon of learning. A

The perceived relationship to motivation also varies in

the literature. At times authors use "interest" and "motiva-

tion" as synonymous terms. Others imply that interest is a
—<directive-selective behavior while motivation is the quanti-

fs?iue,nature of that behavior. For example, one may be
interested in a subject area, but no "action" or learning may
be generated in thkat area until a motive exists. Recently
Atkinson and Raynor (1974), Luborsky et al (1971), and McClelland
and Winter (1969) haveé gerceived interest to be a conscious
directive sub-part of a general concept of motivation. For
the purpose af this study interest is defined as a conscious :
level of preference for a subject area without any attempt to
define the origin of such a feeling.
A | 75 . )
\‘l‘-' \ . 71 -




A

1]
. P
perceive the most effectivq\{izg/;fficient) manner rich to
v * /-‘,' )
address certain problems concerning classroom achie For
$ - .
example, because budget dollars are limited, it would be“advan-

* .. tageous to know whether expenditures for special student ctivi-
ties designed to increase interest in Consumer and Homemaking
Education are more justified than expenditures in more sophisti-
cated approaches to teaching which, if successful, may inérease

student interest toward thisg area.

A survey of the literature finds, however, that few authors
explicitly state an opinion as to the nature or causal direction
of the interrelationshjip’/between interest and classroom achieve-
ment. Those learning theorists and classroom strategists who do

~venture an oﬁfﬁiaﬁ'on the subject are at® variance concerning the
predéminant causal direction in the interrelatioﬂship. From ﬁhe
., theoretical works of Arnold (1962), Atkinson and Raynor (1974),
C¥andall et al (1960), Gagne (19657 Hunt (1970) and McClelland
et al (1953), it is implied that the predominant causal direction
is from interest to achievement. Gordon (1973) and Moulton
- (13]4), however, Jimply that success will generate interest. .
,/Aﬁong tgaching strategists Alschuier (1973), Gerhard (1971), and
| Standley %19]3) impiy that ;ncredéed student interest causes in-
"’ creased classroom achievement. Ausubel (1968), Hanachek (1970)

and Mager (1968), however, imply the opposite. .

The survey also -indicated that there appearg to be a lack of
research investigating the relationhhig.of interest and achieve-
- 7

¢ . \
mertt. 7 Most research has either been concerned with the problema

S 72 ’
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of identifying and measuring the two variables (Cattell, 1965;

McClelland et al, 1975), or i; investigating the relationship

no fﬁrthe; than simple correlation (McClelland and Winters,‘

1974; Krug, 1975; Uhlinger and Stephens, 60). With the single
exception of Raymond Cattell (Illinois 1962, 1975) there appears- .
to be no mention of the critical question of causation. Cattell - ,

acknowledged the need for investiqétion into causality, and ex-

pressed the belief that modern téchniques and the computer make

-

such research possible.

-

Recent work by A. Jackson Stenner and William G. xatzenmeyer
at Duke University working in ;ooperation with the West Virginiag
State Education Agency, suggests that achiévement causes interest.
The, as yet unpublished, study involved 17,000 students géas%fed
as ninth graders and again as eleventh graders. -Achievement .
and interest measures were administered at both points in time
and an analytical model called cross lagged panel analysis was
used to establish the direction of causal influence. The results
were ovetwhelmingly in favor of the ‘hypothesis that achievement

causes interest.

These findingsiare reported here because a rather substantial

correlatidb was found between interes# in Consumer Education and

achievement on the ITOCK (r = .38). An explanation for this

. 7
finding can be gleaned from the West Virginia study. Students

become interested in those activities which prOV1de an opportunity

to learn new concepts and apply new relationships. The correlatlon

..

73
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- .

. between achievement and interest, coupled with the previous
findings that a discovery action-orienged approach'is effective,
suggests that students learn more and are most interésted in
courses in which they actively participaté. The active parti-
cipation causes learning, and learninq‘causes increased interest.
The ihstructional implications of this model ‘are obvious. :

Attempts at making a course more interesting so phat children i

will learn more is putting thevcart before the horse, ‘ Children

become interested because of successful learning experiences,

not vice versa. By emphasizing action-oriented student partici-

pation activities, the Consumer and Homemaking Education Program

teacher can promote student learning and, as a by-product, in-

crease student interest in the Consumer and Homemaking Education

area.




ﬁibliography

~

’
~»

Alschuler, A.S. Developing Achievement Motivation in Adolescents.
. Englewood Cliffs: Educational Technology Pub., 1373.
Arnold, M.B. Story Sequence Analysis. New York: Columbia Univ.
Press, 1962. ’

Atkinson, J.W., and Raynor, J. (eds) Motivation and Achievement.
Washington, D.C.: Winston & Sons, 1974.

Ausubel, D.P. Educational Ps cﬂblo :t AC itive View. New
York: Holt-Rinehard and Winston, Inc., 1968.
Bakalis, Michael J. Office of the Superintendent of Public In-

struction, State of I1linois: Guidelines For Consumer
Education, July, 1973.

. Cattell, R.B. The general relations of changes in personality
S and interests to changes in school performance. Urbana:
"~ Univ. of Illinois, 1965. :

’ g&andall, V.; Katovsky, W.; and Preston, A. A conceptual formula-
tion of some research on children's achievement development.
Child Development, 1960, no. 31, 787-797.

|_~—~ Dewey, John. Interest and effort in education. New York:
Houghton-Mifflin, 1913.

Edmondson, Dorothy J.; Swanson, Bettye B.; and wWarner, Dr. Wilma.
Suggested Learnings: Consumer and Homemaking Education.
Western Illinois .University, April, 1972.

Gagne, R.M. TRE conditions of learning. New York: Macmillan, 1975.
Gerharh,'M. Effective teaching strategies with the behavior out-
P /,/ come approach. New York': Parker P ., 1971,
Cordon, W.J.J. The Metaphorical way of learning and knowing.
Cambridge; Mass.: Porpoise BoOkS, 1 .

-

Hadpéhek, D.E. Teaching techniques to enhance motivation and
- learning in Harvey Clarizio, Rober Craig and Wm. Mehrens (eds)

Contemporary issues in educational psychology. Boston: Allyn
and Bacon, Inc., 1970. .

Héll, C.L. Simple trial-and-error lé€arning. Pgychological Review,
- 4930, 37, 24le256: .

:
—

Hunt. J. Experience and the development of motivatibn. Some in-
terpretations. Child Development, 1960, no. 31, 489~-504.

. 4hnmenmeyei, W.G., and Stenner, A.J. Self Observation Scales, Juniqr
2and Senior High. Durham, N.C., National Testing Svc., 1975. °
. I'd

Krug, R.E. Over-and-Under/Achieveménf and the Edwards Personal
Preference Schedule. Jourral of Applied Psychology, 1959, !
43, 133-137. 79

75




g

Lavin, D.E. The prediction of academic performance. New York:
John Wiley and Sons, 1965. ¢

Mager, R.FP. Developing attitude toward learning. Palo Alto,
Calif.: Preeman Press, 1968, . o

Marx, M. {ed) Learning: Interactions. London: MacNillan Co., 1970.

McCall, Charlotte L. Develophent of a Test Assessing Competency in
Consumer Education. unpublished doctoral dissertation, the °
Pennsylvania State University, University Park, Pa. .1973.

McClelland, D.C., and Winter, D.G. Motivating economic achieve-
ment. New York:®Free Press, 1969. P

3

McClelland D.; Atkinson, J.; Clark, R.; and Lowel, E. The Arhieve-
ment Motive. New York: Appleton-Centyry-Crofts, 1953. .

- . v

McDougall, W. An introduction to socialfpsychology: London: . /
Methuen .,& Co., 1908.

]

Metfessel, Newton S.; Michael, Wm. B.; and Kirsner, Donald A.
unpublished manuscript, 1968.

Moulton, R. Motivational implications of individual differences
in J. Atkinson and J. Raynor (ed) Motivation and Achievement,
Washlngton, D.C.: Winston and Sons, 19 974.

Smith, S., and Guthrie, E. General psychology in terms of behavior.
New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1921.

Smith, Kéthryn W., and Spitze, Hazel T. An Annotated Bibliography
for Consumer and Homemaking Education., Univ. of Illinois,
Urbana, 1973. . .

Standley, W. Administrator's ghide to an individualized performance
results curriculum. .New York: Center for Applied Research
in Education, 1973. d ,

“
.

Thorndike, E.L. The psychology of wants, interests, and attitudes.
New York: Appleton-Century, 1935.

‘Tolman, E.C. Purposive behavior, in animals and men. - New York:
Century, 1932.

i
Uhlinger, C., and Stephens, M. Relation of achievement motivation

to academic achievement in students of supérior ability.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 1969, 51, 259-266.

Watson, J.B. Psychology from the 8tand201nt of a behaviorist.
Phlladelph1a° Llpplncott, 1919.

Wiley, D.E., and Harnischfeger. Explosion of a myth: Quality of
schooling and exposure to instruction, major educatlonal
vehicles. Educational Researcher, April 1, 1974,

)
! , _
Winter, D.G. The power motive. New York: The Free Press, 1973.

80

76 »




