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. . CHAPTER'I: THE MODEL. - . . S -
s . . ) .
la- J . ; » w ?‘ .. , -_ ‘ l'
T - . ‘ Introduction S IV R

: Hith the advent of the concept ‘of }1fe-long education for perSOnalt

improvement and satlsfaction, new emphasps is be1ng p]aced on, the

[ ] Y -.'

R development and rev1s1on of adu]t education programs. Howeger, these

™~

\research and development actlvitles have been he1d back because of a
paucity'nf sultable eva]uatlon models. o : S -
Norton (1970) recognlzed that evaluatlon of programs was an im-

3

portant prerequ1s1te for 1mprov1ng them:- ' e:."'

, ..~ access to programs of hwgh quall y can be insured, - ‘
. ~.. . adequate systems ahd techniques o evalpation must .
’ ' -be developed and implemented. Thd use 6f quick and
Yo ’ often. highly subjective devices fo appraising the
quantity, qua]nty, and cost-effectiveness of programs ot *,
. will not suffice, * Educators are gradually: recognizing
. ' -the importance and complexity of the evaluation
<o * process, -but have not yet taken the necessary steps
to fully.develop and operationalize effectlve eva]- .
uation _programs (p.’ 1) ‘ © .
’ -t '

Ray . i/?73) after an- extens1ve review of the evatuation 11terature
t

'

found .that/ the methods empﬂoyed varied dramatlcally g CT
Lo The methods of evaluation differ widely, they
. ' . include general checklists, questionnaires, inter-
v -\, .views, follow-up analyses, and standardlzed test
. '\ s results. (p. 21).

""\
Norton and Ray express views that are 1mportant for an understandlng \

LI

of the current controversies concerning program e‘aluatlon As Norton

points out'gost educators seem to recognlze the need for adequate systems ;
- /.\ » \., . . » .




and technioues of evaiuatjpn;'hut as-Ray said:_“the methods usedézary'
 widely. . . B o ,
- Thﬁs author's revfew of the 11terature also revealed a Tack of
~:::> | dstandardized 1nstruments and prooedures suitahle for use 1n)the eva]u- .
& ation of’ adu]t educat1on programs - In add1t1on the reviewnalso
* confirmed the need for a better methodp]oglcal approach wh1ch wou]d N e
incerporate input from a variety of sdurces and’ effectiyely ut111ze
the existing. knowledge in the field.” With this in m1nd th1s pro}ect
was begun in an effort to develop and test a comprehens1ve mode] for

the evaluation and reV}éIOn of adult education programs

. L] . Kl N .
‘ . “ . -
. ¢
A - 4
. / « ‘ \ 4 . Y
L . F " ’
.

. L Rationale for the‘Mode] L

-

Process Component \
. AN ’ )

A review of the 11terature revea]ed that thevmethods and prdcedures T
used to eva]uate educational programs dﬁffered w1de1y, but the metHod- ’

AN
_ology emp]oyed in most cases was process eva]uatlon._ Im th1s approach s
] A B
. organizational structunes, educational pracesses, equipment and facili- . .
ties are Judged against preset standards. This type of eva]uation has

ot . -

been used for accreditation and many other purposes, 1nc]ud1ng the

allocatIon of resources (Starr, 1970). a0 .. ;: St
This method usually 1nvo]Ves a comprehen51ve se]f-eva]uation, -and

an on-site visit by a team of profeSS1ona1s. Memhers of the team areh_j., ) .

:usually drawn from the ranks of state department personne] teacher:_‘ ’

educators and educational administrators. L, f' ' 1 S T

Despite the preva]ence of this approach the’ 11terature a]so con-" . '\i’”

: ) tained many sources who proposed oply a se]f-evaluation, becguse they
. A Y P : . .




\ . a . P 3 ) A

- e . [ A ‘
felt 1t was easier and more ®conomical to conduct (Byram, 1965; Starr, T

1970, Ray, 1973; wallace, 1975) Furthermpre, it was,found- thqt many
authors be11eved on~s1te v1s1ts to bg com cated in nature, and t1me- .

fconswning They a]so requ1re oons1derab]e human and - f1nanc1a3 resources

. F

and are believed by some to be basically 1nconc1u51ve (Starr, 1970;

¢ Byram,~1965). ' .t
: o

Critics of the se]f—adminﬁstered process eyaluation conducted

wifhout a subseguent on -site visit, be17eve that the results Qf such < .,

a study wou]d be biased and that on]y an on site_ V1$1t wou]d va11date -

LT

" the se]f-study and suggest further improvements (AVA 197I) . Despite ,4 .
such obJect1ons this author belfeved that savings 1n time and money

ﬂwere strong ar@uments for the use of a se]f-evaTuatIon, parttcularly.
when 1t is recogn1zed that effect1ve eva]uat1on must. be cont1nuous }_ -
and on-ﬁbfﬁﬁ ~ Add1t1ona]1y, severa1 success examp]es of the use of '
th1s approgch had been reported 1n the literature (Ray, 1973, 1974
Wallace, 1973) c A

1 : A11 8f the abbve factqrs were con51dered and it was decided that . ° °

+

. this .project would uti]ize a self- admjnistered process evaluation, * .- s
< without an on-S1te visit by a team of professwnals. )The approach -

used was similar to ‘the ohe proposed by~Ray (1973), and featured the
%ﬁ v, A . »
. fol]owing components Lo : o ‘ ’

) N * ' . ’.

1. A student evaluation--information obtained from current /
R students. This form assessed perceptions dealing with
’ * the quality of the educational process, the interests
znd needs of the-student, motives for en 111ng,
uggestions concetrning educationa] prioritjes, and”
, basic demographic’ data. \

2. A _teacher eva]uation-th1s form solicited information
T = simi]ar to the Student evaluation, however, it was ’

- -

’
. . v . /o
- . N » . | B . v
. Y . - .
- R s .. N
. . L ” '
. * N -
i s . - A
' I3
.
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2 s o] .
u - . . * ﬂ ’ ‘
Lo~ " broader in scope. It obtained additiona) infor- :
L mation on the.administration of adult programs,
™~ <// . adequacy of budgetgfsand other information of a .,
N pnofessionei naturn .
~ N )
,  -Needs Component R ) t
ﬂ ’ ’

‘s o

. TFhe review of the literature also raised some doubts as to the «
o

abiiity qf pnpcess evaluations to give adult education administrators

all the 1nformat10n needed for proper program rev1sions. It was be- e

Yieved that these leaders needed more data on' the effectiveness of\\\\\\

thejr programs iR meeting the needs of their constatuents. Nava i

(196\9 recognized ‘the importance of analyzing needs, aﬁﬁ called for =

i \
a thorough and cont}nuing study of the community Neyian and Verner ?
(1966) lso pointed out that ;;&_ffJ " . .f ’ .

-comprehen51ve curr1cu1um evaluation and /- .
vision.model will increase support for and . \ | '
ticipation in adult programs, because the . \\
curriculum will be related to real life .

problems, interests, ang needs\ (p. 59) \

This author felt that if 1nfo ation\on comnunity .needs as to be -
\
useful it had to be coTiected on a s*'tema_ c andﬁgontinuous :§§15 for
the express puipose of improvihg and’ odifyi g pro

rams. Thi i ew-
\ .

f'

-

Toe

\
future students In order to insure fiexibiiity nd responsivendss,

curriculum must be amenable td revi51on and rel vant 0 presentjand
tt was felt that informaqionnfrom a variety of ‘sou ES'Was needed
But the review of .the ]1terature indicated that oni the Context-Input- '
Process Product (CIPP) model proposed by Stuffiebbam (1974) focused on

the needs of the community (contextuai dimens*on) This lack of attention‘u

reinforced the necasstty of a need component in the dBrrent modei

12.
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The evaluatidn of community needs was viewed as\:qcomplex and

difficult problem. A review of the literature -revealed that the most

A 2
commonly used method of co]]ecting this information was the questionnaire

survey, .but the development of a‘suitabie form was found tobe a formi-

dabie task.  Foremost among these measurement problems was the diversity .

‘ of the ciientele Many adults wgre known to have weaknesses in the
basic educationa] skiifs while others had four or more years of co]]ege
These differing abilities prohibited the use of a questionnaire as, the

sole source of information t‘Isjgwas felt that differences in verba]
o | '

"'abilnty made it probable thatfonly the more articulate would respond

to a survey puestionnaire. ‘ '

Y The widely differing content of adult educatioh.classes.was also

viewed as a prob]em. Some courses were known to be\taught for the ensoy-
'ment of the student, whi]e others attempted to hmprbve and/or upgrade
bas1c educational and vocational skJL]s " These wideiy differing pug--
poses compounded the measurement ‘prgblem, and limited the usefu]ness

X |

‘of a questidnnaire It was felt that rtain kinds of information

. re{ating to basic educationai'and vocational needs could best be obtained
f

‘.'o 3 T L - :r N 3 N
speciaiized secondary sources, while data on personal ihterest,

‘

and improvement courses could best be obtained from the general puoiic—-jgg-

These beliefs led to the constchtion of.separate forms for use in

-
hd ’

collecting data from secondary and primary sources
;urthermOre a nelevance prob]em was feared. The Writer‘s past

‘ reseagch indicated that the wishes and desires of actual and potential

students differed greatly from their abilities,'aptitudes% and motives.

It was felt that the stated preference of a respondent for.a particular

- 13 J -

¢ ‘ . K “
.
-

’

-
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{
class would not insure that he coulq,:or'wouio, enroll and complete ’ R
. It successfully. This discrepancy betueen e§pressed and actual be-.

E havior cast a shadow over the relevance of the infogmation whichguould '
) A be obtaineo in a single questionnaire study. In order to redute tnf .
chance of actﬁng on irrelevant information, inputs were solicited from

a numher of sources w1thin the community : '

The measurement pwoblems were evaluated, and thé'?ollowing infor-.

" mation was collected: . ” ‘ “
1. A general communjty survey--a questionnaire sent to a AN
representative sample of citizens to determine their
perceptions of their own Yndividual interests and '
needs, their priorities for offering classes to meet
these interests and needs, suggestions for new
" courses, and basic demographic data. S
2. An emp]oyer survey--a qgestionnaire sent to a repre-
sentative sample of local employers to determine their -
perceptions of the educational and vocational training
needs of their organization; their priorities for
R offering classes to meet these needs, and bas‘ic
//// organizational data.

¢ 3. .A secondary data analysis of ‘community ‘peeds--a forma]
.review of census and employment data was undertaken.
Information on the educatignal‘level, age,<octcupation,
unemployment rates, and local occupationa] employment
projections were selected as the minimum inputs.

4. An evaluation of the educationa] opportunities available
- to adults from-other local education agencies. .

I . s o

. a . . ConcluSions :
+ 1

It was assumed that’ adu]t programs could be improved: by deter-

mining the perceived educational needs of the community, and by eval-
- - ) \ \
* uating the effectiveness of the programs established to meet these needs.

. ‘ " ' N L

While it was recognized that this approach was not truly comprehensivg,‘

) it was :e}ieVed that it would facilitate the development\of a relevant
) ‘ A .
‘ .. 14

6 -




curriculum, insyre the maintenance of that curriculum in adult programs,

and serve as the bas1s for‘a more comprehens1ve analysis in the, future.

’

v The development of this project was- influenced by the program
plann1ng model proposed by Durston (1969). His method consisted of the .
& -
‘following steps: ~ C ' T ‘.

1. Determine the needs, 1nterests and problems , of the
. adults in the community (contextual evaluation);

2. ldentify educational objectives; t.
{ 3. .Structure'the learning activjties; ,
4. Establish an evatuation procedure. ' (Writer's note:

i preferably with process, product, and cost-benefit

‘ components. )
This prOJect emphas1zed the f1rst and fourth elements of the Durston
i quel. Pro“ﬁures and 1hstruments were devel0ped for the assessment of
community needs, and for the self- evaluation of the process eiements of .
adult programs (see Figure 1) Unfortunately, tlme and fund:ng con- ot
straints prevented the log1cal extenSIon of the research into curriculum

\
development (items 2 and 3 of the Durston model), and the development

of cost-benefit and produqt evaluation techniques to supplement the

+
L

‘process and contextual evaluation components (see review of Titerature).
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" CHAPTER 1I: THE PROBLEM AND THE PROCEDURE .

Background LT
A review of the literaturé had ind1cated

1. The need for the eva]uat1on of adu]t programs a]ong severa]
. d1men51ons

s ¢

2. A variety of methods and 1nstruments werencurrent1y¢1nzyse ‘.

3. A need for an evaluation modh; which would perm1t eva]uatnon
} and-revision of adult programs based on conmun1ty needs. cig o

" 4. That no model had been reported, which featured both pnocess-
o *and need components. i e

>
. - S .
¢ { '

Since eva]uatxon was one -of the top priorities yn Kentucky, the'ﬁ}o-' -9
posed mode] was brought to the attéht1on of the State Department of

Educat1on and funding was arranged through the Bureau of Vocat1ona1

: . : ¢ . RN N
- Education. - A . ~ . .
LA

The largest adu]t educat1on progrﬁm in Kentucky was conducted by : AN

\& 2

the Jefferson County School System. This system was chosen as the site

for the testing of the model. . o : co-

v

- The JeffersontCounty System was independeqt of the Lou1svi]1e City .

J v System at the time th1§ reSearch was condﬁcted and - the Iatter a]so 5 ‘ - ‘
-conducted adult education programs The Universﬁty of‘}ou1sv111e, the i
Universfty of Kentucky Community Co]]ege Systen, _and vari;us gp1vate ‘? '
colleges a]so affeged c0urses in adult and cont1nu1ng ed/cation. . .; r .'

The county System was .‘faced with the prg;pect of merger with the

. city system, and a corresponding 1ncrease 1n thefr responsibi]ity for




N ]

the~delivery of hduit education services. Because of its current and

‘future connutments, officials of the Jefferson County‘System were
-< ' . ~
x5 ’ especialiy interested in the proaect EHilliam Aaken, director of

5o LY
L] L

vocationai education, and Curtis whitman. direqtor of continuing L _ )

edu’ation ?ere especially helpful duringuthe entire proaect.
v« Testing of the model took place during the spring-and summer of
T R

. A ’ o
T P A Statement of the Probiem . ‘ .

v [ 4

?he problem was defined as fo]lows

<

"How adequately does the adylt education. program in

o the Jefferson County School System supply quality adult

,h ‘e )

, education programs to meet the needs of the c1tizeqs of . B o f

. ~ S , ¢ 7 K
< o7 thatﬁcommunity?" 3 ‘ ' .o 5
-~ » \"‘ v . - M
IS N PR ' . . . . 'r‘ . L,
» _ o Purgpses and Ohjectiyes Tk

»

This research wag descriptive 1n\n§tﬁre—_:ﬁs such 1t was difflcult

to méke statements ab0ut expected outcomes Instead the purposes of )

) ]

the-project were spec1fica1}y delineated by the foiiowing information ..

obJectives, or questions to be answered by the research~ " a0
1. What shouldbe the criteria f0r evaluating adult’ . ,
: education programs? ‘ .

2. How should adult program areas be defined andiclassifiéd?' :? .

3. What were the adult education opportunities avallabie-tb - ,'.f '
' the adults of Jefferson County? _ < .ot

4. What were the areas where adult prbgrams provrded dupTica- . , )
tion.of services?: \If duplication existed, was it warranted? i
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'S, wh;t’uas the present qéatus of the existing adult ediucation programéz
in Jefferson County? “How adequate were these'brograms? .

* ’ . ) ' R
6. How did past-participants in the Jefferson County program feel-about
the effectiveness of these courses? Are recommendationg for improve-
N ment to -be madeatased on these evaluations? . :
;o o .t L . . . .
7. What'was the eurrent educational level of the adults in Jeffersdn“Coupty ;
(¥y census traet)? - : . o ’ -
' 8. What'wére perceived educational needs Sf the citizehs of Jefferson T
- County? . . _ : et ‘ot
- : . o : ) -
.~ 9. What were the professional and océupa;ioﬁal aspirations of\She citizensg
of Jefferson Gounty? Lo
10. What were the educational requirements of the business and industry
ogganizafions of Jefferson, County? ' :

"11.) Based on the demangd for classes and the adequacy of existing programs
what‘rgcommendatiqancén be made concerning: course revisions? deletions?
additions? v / - - . ’ N

) . N ; - - : . . . -

12, What recommendations can ﬁe made to'standardize termjnology and .
¢ clearly identify adult qugrﬁm areas? ’ ‘
{ " . .
13. How do adult educatdon~p£ogram preferences differ among teachers,
students, employers, and the geperal public? : Y
' ro 3. . . . » »
14. How do vgcatioﬁal traiding‘prg rences differ among students, employers
and the general public? ’ 5 :
15. 1Is there a significanp difference between the evaluatiqn of teachers
. .and students when ratiing adult education programs dn Jefferson County?
- /‘ , ' ) .
16. What is the relationship between gelected-students demographic variables
and the vocational ireferences, adult program preferences, program evalua-
.7 - tion, teacher and class evaluations, ard the adult motivation index?
o
. 4. . [ h Py -
’ S ‘ r 3
Tt Definitions : :
[ v
- H :l \
’ For purposes.of this study the. following definitions were adopted:
1. Adequacy - As a factor for evaluation was considered a positive response ’
to the following questions: *
(a) Do B < _— — .
. - -
. ‘e ) ¢
r ’ - 11\ : ' "‘_.F
. . ¢ ”
i9 Lo
\) ' r;u u-’i'




‘family, consumer and parenta] roles, (g) Recreation and/or

\, Comm unitx--For purposes of this study, the community included’. -

we have enough programs of a sufficient qua]aty to
satisfy the educational needs of our adults? (b) Are

these programs conducted by instructors and administrators .
who can provide relevant and meaningful instruction? .

(c) Is the curriculum broad enough to include all areas

of  interest t¢ the community? (d) Do we have enough

*facilities, equipment, and supplies of a proper quality ) -

available for adult programs? (e) Do the methods.of ' '
instruction tdke into‘consideration the characteristics .

of adult learners?” (f) Do the present and prospective R
adult learners receive the guidance and counseling théy - -~ s

heed to be successful? : - :

ualit --A qua]it adult education progFam~1s one that
will enroll an interested, qualified student, regardless
of his'mental or physical capabilities, in a program of
study designed to meet his personal needs and/or degires.
Quality programs will always strive o offer a curriculum

. that will meet the needs of the community. y

Adult Programs (adopted from Deerw & Loagne, 1967)--(a)
Adult basic education, (b) Literagy and secandary education,
(c) Psychology and human relations, (d) Continuing education
in vocational-techmical and professional areas, (&) lManage-
ment and superv1sory trajning, (f) Family healtth and home .
management, i.er, vccupational training:of adults for home} -

[

leisure time, act1v1ties, i'e.,~arts, crafts, and recreation,
(h) The fine arts (mu51c, Creative writing, drama).

oth Jefferson ‘County and the Cityebf Louisvidle. In addition,-

the term also. referred to several.publics within this geo- .
graphical area: {a) Students--partfcipants in adult education
programs during the fall and spring of 1974, (b) General
public--potenttal students residing in the c0mnunity, (c). -

- Bysiness organizations and public institutions which were «

both suppliers of* students and employers of graduates,

. . {d) Teachers in adult education pregrams during 1974.

_ institutions of this type.

Yoy

& . .
Adult Education--Lnstruction affer®d day or evening to

* adults or out-of-school youth, over’'16 years of age, who

are not seeking a two- or foursyear degree at a-college,
univeﬁsity, Junior college, technical school; or other

2 . g

Evaiuationa-The process, of obtaining, and proV1ding useful
information for judging decision alternatives to individuals
charged with the responsibility for improving the quality of i
edu;g;ion (Stufflebeam, 1974 P 267 and Norton, 1970 .
P. . i
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7, Accreditation--A method of periodic educational ,
; evaluation, which assumes that if certain standards |
. -are met, quality education-is; the outcome (Brown, . =
|
.

p. 3). Based on the information’collected, decisions
7 are made on the ability of-the educational agency
: - to supp]y'quality\educatlonal services. -

. |
s 8. Program Evaluation~<The contingous process of collecting
] valid and reliable data for the purposes-.of comparing \
" -, .. program oytcomes with program objectives. The process .
) , + 15 condicted to provide useful information for making
. sound ‘educational decisions. ™ Educational “decisions

refér to making a: choige among alternatives for .action

in response to educational needs and limited resgurces.

(Norton, 19703 p. 1). THe most commonly used form of ,

program evaluation is the process evdluation, but other -
.. gypes "include product, ‘cost-benefit, and'contextual - o
" evalyations.” . ¢ - - Ce e T ~

9. .Process ‘Evaluation--The procedére by which organizational , ‘
structures, educational processes, equipment; and facili-
ties are judged against preset standards. This evaluation

" methodology* {normally) includes’a self-evaluation, plus <
.~ an -extehsive,local. school viSitation by state level personnel
- to secure evaluation data about programs, équipmént and
- facilities (Starr, 1970, pp. 4-5). R ~

»

A

10. Self-evaluation; or Self-administered ChecRlist Evaluation--
PR A comprehensive procedure by which the staff af a local
« - _ . . education agency, .or school, examines thiimprogr.ams by .
- means of a rating scale type .of checklist furnished by & ¢
higher authority.' The checklist gathers data on the :
(quality aspects of .the program, as perceived by local
. staff, " - s e . ot

L4
. . - * !

v N o ‘.
11. On-site-Visiting Team--A panel of experienced educators
who visit and evaluate a local adylt program. ‘The group
could have-mambers drawn from one, or more; of the following
‘types of professionals: state staff, teacher-edicators, -
; advisory council members, business and industry volunteers;
S - and knowledgeable citizens. “ . % :

i - »

12. . €ontextual Evaluations--ReSearch’ that will aid planning
decisions by identifying unmet needs, unused opportunities,
unsolved problems, which affect various-segments of the e
population. The resalts are uséd as the basis for &
curriculum and program development.

.. ) - - i . . ’
13. Product Evaluations--Research that assesses the quality

- of -the performance of the graduates of adult programs.




14. Cost-benefit Evaluations--A marginal form of economic :
analysis, in which the benefits to the community are ) .o v
. compared with the dollars’ spent for adult education :
" {costs). In theory, as long as the dollar value of
the benefits exceeds the expenditure, society shouid

assume those costs. . - . -,
J , .’f
Research Design and Field Nork - ‘ o
A\Conteptual FrameworJ _— ' f B . PR
This study s organized into three ﬁhases. - _"
. . o ) .
1. Phase 0 el-%a§ed on a review of the Titerature, evaluative . N

critiera, i. é~:7;t3333?ﬁs~60:_thf;process evaluat1on were deve{pped. N
These evaluattpn compernts ﬂg{s$(see Table 1): a ‘ o

/$a4 Instructional mateMials _ -

/ (b) Nonsinstructional services " S . - '
(c)kCurricu]um | F . C .
(d) facidities / x _ “ * S
(e) School Reorgan%zatioh S‘\: . '

Us1ng_ex1st1ng courses, and DeCrow and Loagne s {1967) taxonomy, .

the fo lawing standardized categor1es of program areas yeré developed
[ ‘ -

(2){ Ad#it basic education t

™,
h

£b) Lfieracy atd sécondgry education -

(c) Psycholggy énd;ﬁuma ‘relations ) ) . . r

(d) Vocationél/gechnical training

PR

. |
(e) Management and supervisory training T
(f) Family health and home management - . -

(g) Regreation and leisure time activities : ‘ T o \\\‘\ .

(h) The. fine arts )
’ ‘ ! . ° '

.
\\ - R
. [
.
.
'

‘ 22
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. TABLE 1 ° .
A Conceptual’ Model ‘of the Researeh De51gn ’
(/Phase 1) ¢
\ A ' .
> ( ] . . . -~ &
Area of St)& Popul_ation/Sample Data Requirements | Data Collection
. ; \ a , | . _ ‘ . 1 )
A. Evaluative ; // - o ’ 7 N
Criteria ] N/A - 1. Behavioral Ob- | 1. Literature
* Jectives. review
‘ 2. Standards 2 Panel of
, expe,rts
ey /‘ N [N
B. Taxonomy O N/A, 1. Existing class | . Literature
of Program | offerings review
Al’e'aS ) * ’ | 3 3
" : 2. Panel of
\ : experts .,
¢ /. ’ .
- ' - "
',:( . .
M ' = s
R .) ‘ . .
. .
¢ T - ) ' G
- . ‘ ‘3 ) l.' - .l
K .. S * \‘
( . ‘ 23 « ! -
s (8 . . ) ,
y - P 1 15 .




2. Phase Two--In this phase, comprehensive self-evaluations w
conducted by mai] The primary purpose of this research was to degerm ne °
~the status of adult education in Jefferson County. It was conducted .in
three primary areas (see Table 2): v

(a) A Self-study--A random sample of 100 adult education

teachers from various schools and programs were asked

to complete a sqlf-rating process ey¥1uatioh form. It
was based on the components identified in Phase One. '. ) K
The. respondents were. also asked to g1ve a contextual . v . /
evaluation of the re]at1ve 1mportance of the’ var1ous
adult program areas. (See Append1x A) About 704 of

the teachers part1c1pated in the evaluat1on L _\ . St

(b) Student Eva uation--Three hundred adult students were S _;
. randomly se]ected‘!from the rosters %f the'.fall and spring 7,
classes of the 1973- 74 $choo] year. Ihey were contacted _
by mail and asked to part1c1pate Informat1on was ‘ _ T
obtained on their percept1ons of the quality of adu}t o S
education programs classes, and teachers N Additional R .

‘s

informat1o§ was obta1ned o the students' 1nterests,-. ’.

. needs,-and priorities concerﬁing adult edﬂcation ‘j. . A\
' Students were also .asked to vo]untee;\ﬁnformat1on‘con- ‘ S
cerning their motives for enrolling in an adult program , Y
About 53% of the sample:returned the forms. A copy of

- this eva1uation instrument {s included as Appendix g\\\'

“or - . ., N LA




-

4
..ﬂr , H
m ia . °
e .

TABLE ¢

cu:>wm ._.zo. >zc 4:xmmv

¥

~

7

> noznmv._.c>_.. zocm_. OF § M&m mmmm>xo= DESIGN

Area .ww Study

~

Population/Sample.

Data Requirements

pow oo -
4

Data Collection™~—

LT TP TR

—F

~ ~ s -
“A. Self-Stdy ~ - - 1. A random mmagm/\". 1. Evaluation in md. Two stage mail
Process » of teachers in ) terms of estab- survey
Evaluation . - all 12 adult .- !} Jishéd standards | .
A e learning centers | . 2> Obtained a 70%
H in Jefferson €o. ! 2..Ranking of pri-. | return . \
L7 : BRI m * «iorities for b )
.o .
K - m \ N nww%wwﬁmﬂmww 100 m m.a,:n mnw:nmn._oJ m - ,
. ! contacted ! 3. Perceived import- | T
. . o8 ance of adult H
e . - program areas , | ¢ _ -
l.'lﬁl'l‘lﬂllll'l"l'*ll"ll|||y|||||lll||||||||~l|||||||||||ll||lll|llll'm-n.vlll'll'llllllllllllll
N O o P ‘
B. .Evaluation . - 1. A1 students -+ . 1. Evaluation of the 1. Two stage mail
: by students L -enrolled-in the . | quality of adult |} survey .
— .Y .. . fall and spring ! - programs ' . .
S ! of the 1973-74 | .2. Interests & needs }2. Obtained a 53%
. R RE mn:ood year . .} -of the -students m - return '
, . ; 2. A random sample” i 3. MOtives for enrgl-i :
. g . H - 11 M 4 .
< o ~o. .. 1 - ] . .
DR o oo mieoreord
\ - ' = . ties for adu - . -
.- Coo - programs . education i o
AR ; .V 5. Basic %3832: H R
S Lo Lo o 4 data - R
‘4 - - o ] HE -
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3.
with four target groups: teachers and studentshisee Appendices A and

B), the generai community (see Appendix DJ, and employers isee Appendix

1

Phase Three--Contéxtuaiveyaiﬁ;;jons were conducted by mail

-

E). Certain eiements of the forms were the same for all groups and thisA]

made it possible to compare the perceptions of several researcH popu=-

?
t

_Mations (see Table 3). . e e

(a) The teacher and student evaluations have already been

o

(c) Enpioye?s Survey--Three hundred employers were sefected

i~”

(b) General ommunity SUFVGY°-Thrée hundred families iwere ° " .

/ {

discussed in an eariier section; the contextual eiements

-

were mereiy separate sections of the same fonnsz)

.
2

randomiy seiected from the Greater Louisville Street

Directory. About 48% of the respondents returned the - o

.forms. They were asked to 1dentify vocationai training

priorities rank the eight aduit program areas according . L

tOotheir 1mportance, and make suggestions for new courses. S

from the Dunn and -Bradstreet ;Ommercxai iistings ‘which

i

inciuded all types of business (retaii, service, manu-

facturlng, eii ). Only 20% returneg the forms.” : .

(d) Secondary Data Search--In addition to the surveys a cam-

prehensive review of the pubtished data in the community PR
was summarized by means -of Appendix F\ This. information . ’

inciuded data on educaiional Tevels, unempﬂoyment; . '

empioxment, and other pertinent community data. R - o




T L ; TABLE 3 ¢ . & LT .
s . A CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF THE RESEARCH DESIGN =~ ¢ . .
- - —(PHASE TWO AND THREE) ° - —
- i L gnat . " - -ﬂ dﬁd -
L “Area of Study Population/Sample ‘Data Requirements . Data, Collection m h

<

ﬂ;.? ’

vmqmo:md and. .
telephone interview

1. A.census of aTl
institutions, aopen
to the public, who
are involved *slelcltavi;
programs of adult ° N

.. 1. A listing of
courses taught

A. macnmm*ozud
Census

L

2. ndmmm*ﬁk mun:

0

-
EE T P L 2 2

LT TR P EELEEE X e

.'.---.t.---------.,. - e
L ]

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\ . education (see defi-* . adult progr . : . ~
. » nition) T area ¥ - ~ T
2 jmoom T -;-------w----------:--;----------u-m------sufr----;-c-s-s-JJnﬁ ------a----.r--s---«--m foe e
B ! . : ! -1.- Educational levels,.!” .1. Census data an ' e
.. | .B. Secondary ! - age, ‘unemployment’ { educdtional-levels, ! .
o .+t Data. .o rates and octupationsé} age, ynemployment " ! ,
. Y Collection ' of adults in Jefferson! _rates, -and occup- * ! ! o
: ! . ,- County . > mn*osm of adults H Le=r. 0
S =S " -4 in Jefferson Co. .1 . ment Office RS IR
.. WIIIIIIIIllllllllllll”llllllllllllllllﬁfllll”ll JIIIIIPVWIPlhlllllllllllll*ll”Jl'(llllll!llllllilll . -
- " m 1. A1l businesses i 1. Rankings of adult | 1. Two stage mail . ,///
L mm lovers ' 1isted in the Dunn ', education program ‘1t survey - ¢
| ..mcw<m< 1. . & Bradstreet 1istings i " areas L v 2. ‘Recedved a-20% T
.o Y 1. &2: A random: sample t 2. Vocational ‘tratp- ! . - return . ¢
. ' ! “of 300 was selected -! ing preferences ; T .o IR
, “-:--a---u-----------»------;------------------LJ-------------a:::- B Ty
. Sy _ ' 1. ATT*adults 16 i\ 1. Personal data 21 1. Two stage aa*H . b
t D. Gener ! years or older who 1 (age, educational ! survey _ : ‘.
. ' Community : are not candidates . | Tlevel, employment ) ! )
! Survey ! for an academic "1 status, occupation) | 2. Received a 48% i .
) ! - N degree (see defi- ' 2. Future aspir- ' return H .
. , m . {  nition) 1 atfons _ P . P
N \ { . 2. A sample of i, 3. Interest areas & - " - .
H B approximately 300 »  needs R o :
oL ] :  selected.from the ! 4. Ranking of adult %{" N
B T . T Logisville Direc~ m. education program I Lo ! )
. a 1 - tomy 1 areas according to -1 / . _— o
‘ S . . 1 perceived: importance ... . v o7
Y ) - i 5. Curriculum_ i v _
. , ! . w recommendations - 1 : b - 9
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Instrumentation

4
-

-

" These sections of the forms, consisted of A series of ratings

: -\ Teacher and Student Se]f- Eva]ﬁatioh Forms A\

based on these five essentia] components of an educationa] program
Instructional materials

Non-instructional services - . : h \
Cufriculum “ |

Facilities Lo - 1

Schoo] re organizatlon

N N
on > L N [
. . . . .

~

“ Each of these fbrms were designed to be simple and easy*to use.
Iq was intended that they be brief enough for practical use.

During the development of the 1nstruments it was assumed that self-
eva]uations were influenced by the attitudes and opinions of the rater
This led to.;he conc]us1on that the instrument should be geveloped.in a '
way consistent with most oﬁher attitude measuring devices. . The tech-
nigue employed was simi1ar to the pne proposed by Likert (1932) The'
scoring dnd 1nterpretation of these forms 1s given in. fabies 4»and 5. _

Likert advocated' the use of questions worded both positivg}y and o,

negat1ve]y with reSpect to the phenomena being rated. Respondents.were

. asked to complete such a qastionnaire.’ Favorable questions were scored

v [ N g ’ t .' IR . ~‘h~“m‘""-4... .
as folTows:: Y. T e AU -
. . o . . .

2 Strong?y agree = 4. na C $ —~

Agree 3 ' <
Disagree = 2 . -

- Strongly disagree = 1 .




~

This type of scoring allows people having the most favorable
. attitudes to obtain the highest tota]-score..,A summary of the scoring
and interpretation.hf these forms is presented in Tables 4 and 5.*
" The reliability of the forms was determined by means ot_a split-
_ hafves test, which was adjusted by means of the Spearman-Brown ;Prophecy
Formula" (Spearman,.1910). _The coefficients of reliability were .73
for the teachers 1nstrument and .80 for the students form.

A Student Teacher and C]ass Eva]uation Form

This section also featured a four point Likert sca]e, much like
the one described in the above paragraphs: Scoring and tnterpreta-
tion of this section is summarized %n Table 6._ The- adjusted split-
ha]ves reﬂiah1lity coeff1c1ent was 94

Adult Education Program Preferences

This section was used in all of the.forms. It consisted of\a
. simple ranking of the jmportance of each of the eight adult program
areas. The respondents answers were\assigned a numer1cal value, |
which would emphasize programs that were considered not important.
Thus, the nearer‘a _response is to four, the maximum weight, the Tower
the perceived importance of that progranlarea to the rater.

. Student Motivation Index

This sect1on of the form was designed to dqtennine what factors

influenced peop]e to enroll in adult c]asses The adJusted split-

' hav]e!‘re]iabil1ty of this,section was 94 >

Cpnt?hding Remarks S E
. " b
’ The other parts of the forms are self explanatory, and were

1nc]uded'to supp]ement and expand tbe primary sections. They included
S ' o ) 4
.29




i;;ﬁ/ggings as respondent demographics, vocationa] preferences, -

suggestions for new adult classes.
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S T |
AduT't Education Teacher Eva.lyéi_ibrz_"S;oring Sheet *

Question No. . " Component : Scoring

B | Instructional Material ‘ }'-4 ,
2 . " ' - 4=-1
3 Non-instructional Services 4-1
4 “‘. ' 4‘1 [}

© 5 _Curriculum 4-1

6 " P14
7 . 4-1
g . " 1-4 .
9 . ) 4-1
10 ! 4-1
11 Facilities 1-2.
12 " 1-
13 ¢ Q " 1_4 ‘
14 " 1-4
15 = " 1-4
16 ! - 1-4
17 School Reorganizatfon 4-1
18 "o . 1-4
19 - Instructional Materials ° 1-4 e
20 . " 4-1 .

. ar. Qurriculum 1-4
22 Facilities 4-1 -
23 School Reorganization - 1-4 7 )
24 " 4.1 \
25 " 4-1 2
26 " i-4
27 - " 1-4
28 . 3 " 4-1
29 N 1-3

’ ¢




TABLE L
, RBLES

ADULT EDUCATION STUDENT PROGRAM EVALUATION SCORING SHEET*

, Question Number

T

,.w N

10,
1",
2.
13,
1.
15.
16.
7.
18.

Component ' ~ Scoring
Iqst;rt;ctional Maieri al 1-4
" : " . s 8-

Non-instructional Services | 4-1
. " " 4.1
Cumsiculum . ‘ 4 -1
u ‘ 1-4
" . " 41
\;:{ I J1-4
Bl ' 4 -1

v .

! 4 -1
Facilities ' ' 1-4
| T
) 1-4

" 1.4
| R
School Reorganization . 4 -1
" “ | 1-4

. ]

*These questions are the same as the first 18 on the form used by

teachers. -

\ §
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TABLE 6
) "~ ADULT EDUCATION .TEACHER AND CLASS SCORING SHEET . :
" Question Number . Component : Scoring .
| 1. - Class - 1-4 .
t 2 ’ Teacher - , 4 - '
T3 '_Teacher:' 1-4.
-4, n o 4 -1
5. " - . S 1-4
. 6. | 4 - .1‘ :
‘ 7. " 1-4
8. " 41,
9. . n ‘1 - 4§
10 " 1-4°
N Class 4 -1 ’
12. : " TR )
]-30 “ 4 - ] 1‘: '.
\
14. n 1-4 o
IQ " 4 -1
1. " : 1-4
/ \ \ \
\ ..' N \\ ‘ . AN}
\ 33
25 \ ‘
{ Y
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CHAPTER I1I: A REVIEW OF THE EVALUATION LITERATURE

| .
;\\roduction ' f .

This review is divided 1nto the two major sections listed below,

s -

“

o
and for the convenience of the reader a summany'of each is presented

Y i)
Evaluative Criteria . . @'

Evaluation is not possible without preseﬁ’standards, or norms.
Criteria are based on goals and obJectives. Qae frequent]y mentloned

gbal is quality. \ i;
Types and Methods of Evaluation ; %?

* There are a number of types in current uéeage, but the most

>

".commonly used is the- process evaluation. Thit type of research is a

\

necessary part of a total eva]uatlon program, ?but other 1mportant~
elemerits are . product eva]uatlons cost- bene&ﬁt evalug\jonsg and
community needs eva]uations (contextua]) Eahh of these can~proper1y
be’classified as’different forms of program e;aluation

Process evaluations are useful for stimdlating action to 1mprove
programs , and to maintain minimum standards. But they are not very useful
for measuring the amhount and'effeétiveness ofzthe material learned
(product evaluation).” Nor, can they help to,justify the costs of
‘educating students. Furthermore, they utually do not protide the

nformation necessary to determine if the community's needs are being‘

met. \ .o




1 4 o

L Process evaﬂuatfﬁhs analyzé the total educationa1'systemAin terms
/ A

?

of pre-selected qualit& standards. 'Tﬁe normal\proeedure involves a

[y

self-sdudy, which is followed by an on-site visit by a committee of ' %

»

experfs. However, many authors believe that a se]f—evaluatioﬁ is
s sufficient, These writers feel that self-ratings are particularly
_ useful for on-going types of evaluations designeg to improve programs,
and that on=site vis?ts are "costly and time consymingﬂﬂ
Very few process'evaluations include an analysis of community needs,

" their prime concern being?ﬁhe quality of existing programs, but several

*

authors have advocated a contextual (needs) dimension for program eval- \

»
uations. - ’ o -

Students, teachers, advisof}'commiffees, i§ministrators and the

&
general pub11c were all found to figure prom1nent1y in both contextual

and process evaluations.
Conclusions . - S%;é roo. e

The rev%ew of the Titerature revealed that the proposed medel |
?ns consistent with the prevailing thought in the fﬁe]d. Ié‘a]so )

demonstrated that there were at least four separate dimensions to

program evaluation:

1. Process Eva]uat1ons--se1f—rat1ngs with, or w1thoug¢ an
on-site visit. \

» 4 2. Product Evaluations--test scores, job success, emotional
stability and persona1 satisfaction measurements.

3. Cost-Benefit Eva1uatfons -margnnal analyses of the benef1ts'
obtained from each additional do1lar spent. \
\
4. Contextual Evaluations--perceived needs. in the community
(surveys of advisory committees, the genera] public, students,
teachers, and & ployers) . C

\ ' .
. 85 . e
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The search//;so 1ndicated that there appears to be [ scarcity
of empirical data 1n the 11terature dealing with postsecondary pro-
gram evaluations. What Jittle data that is available treats the
process evaluation of two-year community colleges, and on]j/Baker
(19735 mentions adult programs in his postsecondany evaluation model,
Obvqous1y, thera is a neea for further research in the area of adu]t
fprogram eva1uation.

1 , >

Evaluative Criteria . ' ;

Evaluative criterfa have been def1ned as "measures against which

something is judged (rules, standards, norms, objectives’, or conditions)"
(Steele and Moss, 1970). It has been generally conceded that evaluation
is not possible without tgese c‘iteria In fact, Croft Educationa}l
Services, an evaluation consu1t1ng bus1ness, in a recent brochure,
stated: ’ _ : . .
The term criteria has long been equated with *
precise measurements in the field of evaluation.
One formylates goals, analyzes them into perfor~ "
., mance objectives, and then establishes levels

- "of perfgrmance or standards, which are called ©

criteria. . . Criter1a are the bases on whigh
_choices are made (p. 4)..

The key COncept “in estab11sh1ng eva1uat1ve crater1a 1s‘the
festabllshment(of goals and objectives. One goal that seems to be ‘
mentioned more than any other is qua11ty (AVA, 19715 Ray, ;973?.
The appfaacﬁ proposed~by Ray and the AVA calls for the develop-
ment of a 11st of characterist1cs of qua11ty programs, and qua]ity
. outcomes Educat1ona1 programs are:thén eva1uafé§ in light of these ‘

character1st1cs

36
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Squires k1969)'pro§osed that an evaluation should examine the
quality characteristics of these program components: - o o
. L Instructional stéff
Curriculum .
Supervision and administration

;S )
Facilities o Yo

5L’Equiggfnt and éupp]ies

-Méthods of -instruction o

R

Guidance and counseling . . ..

R

Instructor training -bi . Ve

b Y . R .
Program development . , A R

W W N o g e W N
[ ]

-

Researchers at the Uhiyersity of Kentuéky/deVeloééé se]#—evalhaéion
forms for parenié and teachéﬁs, and they identified tpé fol]ow%ng quélity_
criteria: B : ‘ '

1. . Instruetional materials héeds .

Non-instructional services

.
3
e
~

School reorganization ' L
Curriculum : ' - .\

r . LY -
. -

2
3
4.
5. fﬁpysical fac%fi%ﬁes.
6.

Communi ty invelverient ‘ )
Stutz studied seven two-year postsecondary institutions in New ’
* York to determine the conditions under which programs succeed. He \

based his criteria on these elements:

1. Administrative and fiscal support ) , -
2. Curriculum . - e T '\
N p .. . '/( B v J
3. .Staffing patterns L
A g 37 S : ‘
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. Counseling -

A
5. Instruction‘and piacement
6

. Regional relations
Jg. Att}tudes toward the program
Blai (1970) conducted self-evaluations in two-year postsecondary
. vocational, academic and adult programs. He examined:

' 1, Admissions procedures

2. Counseling

3. Student personnel sérvices

4. Plegement ' .
5. Program planning and evaluation .~ : i;

-

~Summar
In each of these studies, organizational factors, curriculum, .
- ! ' o (] - L3 M - "l‘ .
facilities, non-instructional services, and instructional materials . .

‘were identified most frequently as evaluative criteria components.

- Al
s

Program Evaluation: Types, Methods, and Procepures~

N . Rationale for Program Evaluation : .
! Harris (1967) has identified the purposes of state agency program ".."
evaluation ‘ .
1. To stimuTate action (ﬁitth local educat1ona1 agenc1es) E‘ .

about eva]uation

2. To maintain an atmosphere conducive to. the improvement of
instruction throughout the schools of the commonwea]th '

3. Provide a means of promoting 1mprovement in the- operation

. of school progkams. S A oo,
" s
I ’ T4, Focus attentian upon “dhe pupi]s their needs, the .
R ’ offerings and 1istruct1ona1 programs, and teaching -
. ’ effectiveness (p.' 3
i .
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A similar view is advanced by Barraclough £1973), who stafed

L]

that program eva]uatioﬂlenables adminjgtratofs: " ‘.

”

However, Brown (1970} cautfons: . R | ‘ S

McCracken (1972) reminded us thathprogram evaluation sboq]d be

. to determine the merits of existing
programs, and the need for ‘new ones. It
can lead to additjons, revisions, deletions,
or the inception of new programs (p. 1).

Evfihuation of the total program is .-i.. satis-,
fatlory for external (summative) administrative
evaluation, where the administrator only needs

to decide whether or®not he should keep on -
funding this, or 'similar programs’(p. 1). . X

A " :

{

continuous and ongoing if it is to be of~value. Fincher (1973), af}er

an extensive examination of the current approaches to program eval-
/ -

B . & -
uation in postsecondary,education, agreed. ' He felt that program

evaludtion was a management imperative, and its purposes were "to

~

measure the effects of a brogram against thé goals it sets out to

accomplish" (p. 10).

A\

.
-’
-~ L

The same author also established guidelines for future ‘evaluatians:

1. An 1ncrease§ emphasis on tess, and*(other similf?)
ts. ) k¥

2. An‘fncreaséégatteﬁtion to ap;x3ed, practical, problem

measuremen

1

"(,

‘solving research, as opposed to theory based research.
. -

3. . A decreased emphasis on experimental research, but ?}

increased attention to action:research (p. 11).

‘It appears that the rationale for program‘évaluation rests on

[

need for administrators to have objective iﬂformation on the degréé'

A

to.vhich an educational program meets the needs of those it serves. It .

"is also clear that ady e&ﬁlyapion,procedure thaq aids this goal, and "
\ - '
the

are several as we shall” see in the next section, could propgfly

-~

be ::\led program evaluation,” ' . ! - ' ty

39 . : : .
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~ However, as’ Starr (1970) and Barraclough (‘1_973) indicate, most ’
prodram evaluations would be classified as process evaluations (a
..self-eva]uation,'mhich is fo]lowed by'an‘om site visit) ‘ ‘ N\\\f<¢
e Furthermore, Starr (1970) and Moss (1968) also pointed out that -
| the process eva]uations conducted to date have been of qu\stionable
'usefulness because they were not quantifiable Th ugh the work of
Starr, Moss, and Ray (1973, 1974) success has been made in deve]oping

" a quantitatiwve approach to process evaluatiop.

A

"G

Types<of'Eva1uation
"E&ucationa] evaluatibn has grown up mithin the general field of .
' educational.research, and it is only recently that efforts have been
made;ﬁo_distinguish between the two",(Eisner,~1972,’p, 585). These
efforts have %een stimulated by législative ‘actions, such as'thE\ 3
e ' Vocationa] Education Acts of 1968 and 70. | .

-

However, as the Nationai Association‘bf Secondary School Principals

K (1972) indicates: . . B
A In the realm of publ)c education, evaluation : R
is 1n the most archaic state 1maginab1e \
S Program, progess, and personnel evaluatio .
" are nearly no -exlstant (pp. 17- 19) [’
" That association 9uggested a Planning 7rogramm3ng Budgeting -
!
System (PPBS), with data inputs for p]annin » operatidns, evaluation, .
and accountability built i Tﬂe primary goal of such a system wou]d :
be program improvement by means of the followipg procedures:
\ 1. Description of content (program ski]] ). \
_ -2. Development of measurable program obJect1ves W
: 3. Statement of perfonmance criterja. ‘ _ | ) ‘
' ; o /

40 . - . ‘ :
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. The use of achievement tests as a part of; the
* evaluation process.

The gaéhering of cost data, and deve]opment of B
cost-benefit fratios (ibid. , pp 14115) ‘:x o

b
quertson (1969) also proposed a systems anaiyszs approach

Kaufman (1969) suggested a oost-effectiveness systems model that is

very promising Unfortunately, there are few of these systems models

in current operation Despite the djfficulties. pf impe]ementing a

sﬁtems mode’l. Brown (1969) sugges;that most educationa’l agenc1es

could undertake the fbllowing type program evaluat1on 1N

AN

_ll Accred1tat1on visits -

-

2. Fol]ow~up of graduates--the success of the program w;)ﬁrr<
be detennined by the employment record of the graduates.

3, .Standardized tests of cognitive and conative $kills.
4. Licensing examination succe§§\:ates§¥or various occupations. -
« 5, Unemployment rates, and discharge rates of graduotes

It should be noted that Brown 6 model features only one element .
~

of process evaluation--the accredg!!tion visit; the other ‘items refer

-

Yo product -evaluations.
Arother author (Dénton, 1973) also recognized that there are L

many forms of program evaluation, but he suggested a comprehens1ve

»

- approach wh1ch featured: g X : N

1. The use of. demographic var1ab1es for students and teachers.
?

[4

2. Achievement teets.
3. .Criterion referenced tests.
4, Survey questionnaires.

~ 5 Direct and unohtrusive observat1ons
6" Follow-up studies. '//h
7. Cost-effect1 veness data. :

33
41




P

. " Bruhns (1968) believed that the field of edu:ationa1'e9a1uation ;
had two dimensions: quafitat%ve, and quantitative. He also identi-r‘
f1ed the fo]lowing consensus eva]uat1onﬂdev1ces . |

1. Test1ng--e1ther teacher made, or standard1zed

2. Interviews with graduates before they Jeave school to
_ develop aata on their pe tiond of the program.

3. <Career follow-up of éraduates to monitor their occupatiomal

success. ‘
4. Achievement testing. ' .
5. State and national liéensing examinations.
6. Visits and/or reports made by an adyisory council. | L
‘ 7. éystems approach (PPBS mentioned earlier is an examﬁ]e).
| "8.1 Acereditation visits. , , ' o
g. Self- 1nitiated evaluat1ons .
" 10. Meqsures of perSonal1ty change (pp. 1- 17) ,
. Bruhns maintained that there were at least three segarate sets

- of evaluat1ve cn]ter1a that could be employed in an evaluation. He

!

’identified them as.

'
« o + <

. 1. Structural--an eyaTuation of the quality of the hysical
F , facilities, plant, and equ1pment used to carry out the
pmgram .
2. Process--an evaluation of the quality of the entire educationa]
process, 1nc1ud1ng faci]1ties, facu]ty, content, method, etc

3. Product--an evaluation of the quality of the parformance of ,,1?\
. the graduates of a program (1968, pp. 1-17).

-

In contrast, Squires (1969) recognized only two key areas:

1. Accountabjlity requirements--enrallment, student data,
and fo]low-up .

N

2. -Program evaluation

‘42. K
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Moss (1971) indicated that the scope and methods employed in

L]

« {
* evaluations varied widely. and he felt that a.more rational classi-

d

fication would be based op the reason for the procedure. He proposed -
three types: ’ !
1. Those required to obtain quantitative information
for reports to bureaus, United States Qffice of
Education, advisory councils, etgc. ‘In these eval-

uations the only data usually required is the
number and type of students. -

2. Those necessary to develop new curriculum and measure '
tts success (sometimes called formative evaluations).

3. . Those necessary to make decisions about the quality
of the curriculum (sometimes called summative) (p. 3).

The preceding paragraphs should have demonstrated to the reader .
that the types of evaluation to belinvestigated in this report are oniy
part of a total evaluation system. The other procedures identified
bg_gggwn_and.sruhns are equally important, and each could supply . '
valuable information for improving the quality of adult education
programs . - " i . : J

-However. Stevenson and ward (1973) suggested that a'total eval-

-‘uation system may‘oe too expensive to be practical They based this

9
' few on a review o ovqr 350 evaluation related reponts, and they
- ‘ l/
‘ proposed tpese criteria for. evaluating evaluation systems:
,..How-accurately does the data collected by the
Co $ystem reflect,the true situation? .

: Mhat are the fects, or impact, of the infor-

. . /mation generated by the system on the local o .

.program? '/

-

. A - )
3. Ts the system too expensive? ‘ s

. Perhap¥ebecause of its simplicity, and ease of 6rganizing, the .

process evaluation is used most often.. As Starr (1970) has noted:
35 o g
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, The eva]uation methodology which has been used L BN
e " most by states . . . is process evaluation, . :

in which organizational structures, educational

« .\ processes, equipment, and facilities are Jjudged

) against preset standards (p. 4). : S

Using Bfuhns taionomy of evaluation methods (structure, process,
product) we -find the most commonly used procedure is the process
- evaluation. On the other hand, the.least used is the prohuct Assess-

ment.

1

What seems to be needed is h comprehensive evaluation system,

' encompassing morg of the dimensions of both product and process. Qne
promising approach is descrtbed by Stuff]ebeam (1974) as the CIRP Model. .-
This model was composed of four types of evaluations:

1. Context evaluation--it serves p]ann1ng dec1s1ons v - )
by identifying unmet needs, unused opportynities ,/’/ .
" and underlying problems, wh1ch'prevent the meeting ,
) of needs, or the dgse of opportunities. ’ .o
2. Input evaluation--it serves to structure’ decisions"',’ ,
by -projecting qnd analyzing a]ternative procedures. - . iy
and designs. SN

2 -3. Process‘eva}uat1on--it serves the 1mp1ementation
_of decisions by monitoring proaéct operattons.

4. Product eva?uation--it serves decision making by ~ : R
. determining the deyree to which objectives have ° , '
. been achieved, and by determining the cause of - et
‘the obtaine¢ results (p. 268). ) ‘

Another comp;ehensive grogram eva]uation system hos been developed
in Massachusetts. Spiess (1969) identified the major components as:
A process-product éva]uation '

A cost-benefit eva]uation ‘ ) ‘ "

w n —
. L]

. An impact study of the effects of vocationale : ‘ ¢ e -
technical education on the community. : o S
t T
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Yoelkner (1971) advocates a somewhat different approach. His

+" model is almost entirely devoted to an analysis of the educational

[ : 1)
product. H%s apﬁroach.was.described as follows:

Y. The'ﬁeveloﬁment of behavioral objectives, these
objectives are oriented to the students' success

Ll .

and are spe¢ific and measureable.
L

-

2. Experimental studies, especially for the evaluation
of rew approaches ‘to teaching the subject matter.

3. 'Fqllow-up studies, covering such factors as:

. {(a) The time.elépsed between graduation, and the
r . first job.
< —
.+, (b) Employment security, as measured by the amount
T . and frequency of time out of work betayse of
lay-offs or dismissals.

L -*(c) The length of time spent on ‘the first job
after graduation. )

Ld

D , J(d).Earnjngszignd earnings progression.
" (e) Rate of advancement on the job:

4. Explqgatory'data, which is used to explain the differing
affects of the various programs on their students.

]

Protess.Evalhation--Hethod and Procedure

The American Vocational Association (1971) recommended that a

tomplete.eyalpat%on cbnsis;'Pf'a.sé!f-eva1ua;10n spread over a one . .
ye;r beriod._followéd by’an on-site visit fB.,13)L The sequence =
‘tndicated was: . '

i. An in-depth sle-eva]uatioﬁ"(subjective);

2. An in-depth audit by a team of qualiRied people
outside the institution. ~ .

: 3. -A review by art independent third group, who-examined

. both the self-evaluation, and the teari report, and .
- made jecomndations . :

. " T 45¥/“
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‘ Pennsylvania has developed a Peer Evaluation Program (REP), which .t
features an objective self-evaluation, followed by an on-site visit
fellow educators (peers) (Grotsky, 1973).
A Program Analysis Questionnaire is employeJ in Rhode I laﬁd.

. This form is completed By administrators and staff, an on-site evals
udtion team, and by rebresentatives of industry (Rhode Islamd State
Department of Education, undated). Their model complies with the one
suggested by the American Vocational Association. {he Rhode Island
evaluation form is divided into the following sectigns: oy

I. Adm{nistration and Guidapce--this section is comp]etld
by Tocal school personnel,. the evaluation team guidance

specialist, and an area school coordinator from a
. different district. N

/

2. Curriculuh--this section is completed by local schdoi
personnel, tpe evaluation team academic and curriculum
specialists,”arnd industry representatives.

3. Physical Facilities--this section is completed by local
school personnel, the evaluation team facilities g
“specialist, and industry representatives.
4. Instruction--this section is completed by local gchool

|
personnel, the evaluation team academic specialist, e N i
and a visiting area school coordinator. A |
|
|
|

Edsall (1973) suggested that process evaluations should follow a
ten step procedure: _ . . . v’
1. Contact by the state department of education.’
Dectde how much will be evaluated. '
Select the evaluation -team.

Decide what to evalugie.

[34] > (98] N
. . . .

Orient the eva]uatinglteam.

6. Provide matericls for the evaluation team.’ /// _ e

46 ' ~
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"7, Collect and record the data.  N_,
©8. Report the results. -, -

. 9. Use the.resu1ts. '
10. Write a follow-up report to the eha]uation team. >
The state of Georgia has established an evaluation system that

solicits 1nformat10n from teachers employers; students, and parents

(Annual Eva]uation Report, 1971).
‘In California, the Community Co]lege Occupational Prdgram Eva]uatiqn
System (COPES) has been developed (California Community Colleges, 1973).

This system calls for the following sequence: -

1. A decision is made to Eequest an evaluation by an
fndividual commurfity college.

2. Preliminary arrahgements and scheddiing are arranged.

3. Selection of the v1s1ting team is made (5-7 members
* are fecommended). _

"4, An orientatiorf visit is made to the co]]ege to explatn
the. purpose of the study, and to distribute instruments.

5. The instruments are comp]eted by the local staff. 'i

4

6. The data 1s'processed by computer.

7. The evaluatior team makes an on-site visit, it has .
as {ts purpose the validation of the self va]uat1on
(the visit lasts three days). -

8. A written report is prepared. '
The COPES system.employs A College’Self-Appraisal, which is

R \

: deve1oped and signed by the president; A Perceptions of Occupational

+  Education form, which is completed by teachers department heads,
and divisional chairmen; and a s1ightly different variation of the,

éerceptions of Occupaticnal Education form is completed by Deans,

e counselors, and administrators—
~ . ‘ | // . | 4 7
Q . | . 39

v
o e,




\

. .
\ \According to ﬂortbn (1970) the institution -that 1mitmétee Fhe {
evaluation is a key element in determining the procedures which will -
be foTlowed. He identified four.possibilities: |
1. State directed evaluation of é atewide programs. ,
2. $tate directed evaluation of Tocal programs.
3. “§tate assisted evaluation of local programs. ?' |
doca]ly directed evaluations of local. progrems ' '
Byram (1970) favored local evaluation, and believed they should
be conducéed by those closest to the program However, he did concede
“that the beople_who operate the program may be too close to sense needed
changes:',He favored these three strategie52 '
1. State_initiated'and/of state led. . R
2. State led. )
3. Independent local evaluation. ' . |
The American Vocational Association (1971) recommended the following

criteria for selecting a visiting team:

-~

A

1. “Include an expert in each field in which programs are offered.

&

2. -=Include a school administrator.

3. If the team member is to observe instructors, obtain 5
individuals who are practioners 1n the field that they . s

.r will be evhlu\Fing (p. 20).

The Rhqde Island Program Analysis evaluations, calls for an
. / .t
onsite committee consisting of a:

1. Vocational guidance specialist. t&’:ryh:’

-

Yocational curriculum specialist. .
3. Vocational.Facilities specialist. ' e
, 4., Oné area schodl coordinatar from a different dis;rict. )
5.

One academic education spec Qlist.%g. 1).
: s .

. l&b » oy
N . T
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1}@ responsibility for completing the evaluation forms varies

frﬁm(model to model. However, the Rhode Island Prograh Andlysis 2

Questionnéire approach appearsﬁquﬁfe logical. It w3as mentioned
earlier that the form had four parts:.’admiﬁigiration~and guidance,.

curriculum, physical facflities, ind instruction. The }esponsibilithes
.-“( . ! !
_af] the local~School personnel are as follows: !
1. The principal, area coordinator, and guiQane.;punse1or
4 fil1 out all parts of the program analysis form for the
total program. Teachers rate their own programs, but
. they omit the section on administration..

" The évaluation team Pesponsibilities vary. The bvergll
program of admint®ration is rated by the team leader,

the vocational guidance specialist, and the visiting o

area coordinator. Individual programs are rated by the
curriculum specialist, facilities specialist, and the
visiting area coordinator. The overall curriculum is
rated by the team leader, the academic specialist,

and the visiting area coordinator. The overall physical
facilities are rated by the team leader, and the facili-
ties specialist. The overall program of instruction is !/
rated by the team leader, the visiting area coordinator, .
and the academic specialist. ‘

3. The industry representatives evaluate the facfiitﬁes and
curriculum for each individual program. There are
- usually two specialists for &ach program.

e g e

Harrs (1967) 1dentified the duties of the on-site vfriting staff as:

L)
1. To review materials submitted: . '

iq hold a preliminary conference with the personnel involved.

2
3. To vfsit'the program, and observe, juestion, etc.
.4

To p@epare and submit a written report.”

¢

-~

_Self-Evaluation--Method and Procedure

A . . . _‘ - B
Sxarr, (1970 .Afifand WalTace (1973, p. 22), after &xtensive

reviews qQf theJiterature, concluded that throughout the published




“and time:consuming process.” Because of this limitation, the above

evaludtion. o | e !

-

writers broposed a process eyaluatfon ba%ed 6n a quantifiable self-

e
Bruhns (1968),also agreed

-

- v

‘
with the above pos‘ltion w /

The. se]*-evaluation of the accrediting: proceﬂure "
should not be discounted. . Withdut th:E proc&ere .

. educgtors,are frequently kept sd busy ['minding
the store" thdt they do not voluntariTy take time
to examine it in detail (p. 13) :

Another author after reviewing the literature, cites research
that indlcated a couttnuous self-evaluation by educators is necessary
for program improvement (Barraclough 1973, p. 2).

Reynolds (1967) ira work on eva]uat1ve criteria "made . this-

statement: "The At evaluation is carried on by the local /schoo1
diétrict as self-evaluation” (p3)." /
. . ;

The type of self-evaluation employed .is a matter\of preference,
because a process type of evaluation is’not the only method. available.
For example, Rosenfeld (1967) proposed a self—eva]uatiqn by the sch001

staff of an area voqational school, which used quantitatiVe data on l

~ students as the main source of data. Information was collected on:

actual vs, potential enrof]ments, the number of admission applications,
the/drop-out rate, and scores on aPtitude, interest, and achievementﬂ
tests. This self-rating apprbagh is j#%duct-oriented, and.has an
intqitive appeal becauée.af itt_simp]icity. S ] P
' Heweber, most te]fJevaluations are of the process variety. The

most popular approach involves the local staff and administrators

a joint effort. Byram (1971) advocated this approach, in fatt he(stated:

r »
. IS
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(So called)|outside experts may not have a feel
-for the conderns of the school staff, and of .the
people of tHe commun1ty - plus thenr advice may .o
fot be heeded (p. b .

re

\.-

However,‘Byram vocatpd the usé of consuitants ja 1ntroduce the

—5-

.%"

,seif«yaping forms to fEhe lokal evaluators, and explai about their -

|

. N/ - -
completion. He d1so .a]led’for an obJective*rating scale, and it was

sug sted'that.loéa1 staff ommittees consisting of: department héiﬁs,
}

coordinators of cooperative education, director of guidance, director

of adult education, and th p]acement coordinator éomplete the eval-
uation. Byram a]so sugges hat the part1c1pants should have re-
}gased time from thelr regular jobs tor conduct the.eva1uat1on He v
'a]so presented a strategy and‘;gthodology forlthe self—evaluatla:\bf .
local vocational education prdg%ams (Byram,. 1969).

In an earlier wbrk;{By;am (1%65)‘reconmended a self-evaluation by .
local ﬁeaders in conjunction with state evaluations. .He further advo-
cated that area vocational schools be lnvolved in selfodlrected evalu-
ations. Byram recognized the lack of trained evaluatons, and called
fof‘greater efforts in training 10ca1 Teadeks in the skills of evalu-

ation. S . R

Ray (1974) cautioned that self—evaluation should fot be 11m1ted

to the mere collection of data: N ~Ze
The value of a:self-evaluation.does.not lie in A
the mean performance score, but rather in the uses {
a school program makes of the results. Used with.

" other data the self-evaluation checklist can servé

-as a valuable tool for program lmprovement (p. 31).

The American Vocat1ona1 Association (1971a) has published an.

extensive set of guide]ines covering process and product self-evaluations.

rd

Four primary evaluation areas were 1dent1f1ed

o 51
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1. Manipu]atire skills acquired.”

2. Technical knpwledge acquired.
3. Re]ateq theory acquired.

4. Auxiliar&'infonmation acouired: L ‘

. [} . -
Byram_(1968) identified the elements necessary for the, success

i

of a self-evaluation by a local school: -

,f. Administrative endorsement ‘and ‘support.
2. A good Tocal 1eadership team \ T t

3. A strong program of pre-service and in-service tryining
in evaluation procedures.

{ : ' . +*
4. A good evaiuat1on program plan. ' .
5. The development of staff committees W1th clearly .o

defined respon51b111t1es - . ..

».
6. On-the-job time,. r@?eised from other duties, to work ,
, on the evaluation commi ttees. . ( .

1

Process Evé‘éetion at the Postsecondary Leuel

Baker (1973) reéorts on the successfu] use of a se]f-eva] tion
approach H1£ methods were based on efforts’ of over 500 adm1n1strators
and teachers, who developed a manua] for the self~appraisa1 of adult
supplementary programs, and adult secondary “and postsecondary occupa-

" tional and non-occupetional programs. This manual aids administrqtors
in establishing objectives, i&entié&ing evidence of attainment, and .
making inferences from the evidenbe | e 7 ,_.T
Stutz (1972) reported another instance of the use of a se]f— ‘

\

evaluation procedure in his study of two-year postsecondary institutigns.

His procedures included a thorough Titereture search,,interviews, re- -

,-.,]‘

quests for written 1nformatiph, and the use of a student questionnaire.

.~ ) "
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i

|

.

i

|

*

The student evaTuation was used to estimate the perceived quality,

and the other d ta was.used to make recommendat1on concerning adm1n-

. - . | .
istrative and puogram changes. . 1 g oo L
R : s

. B]ai.(févo also reported on the use o? a. sel -appraisal techn1que
Ion programs.

. \
in Junior college academ1c, vocational, and ad 1t educa
He also presentad 16 evaluation needs and tech

iques. ' f

Y

The Califormia Community College Systeﬁ has‘also deve]oped a

pkocedure based {in part on a se]f-appraisa]'hy local s;aff and a

' a

fhllow -up visit by a visiting team. .

b

StLdent {valuat1ons - ' . T

The Ohio State Department of Vocational Education developed an
instrument (PRIDE, 1970) to evaluate attitudes towards eXisting
/ -

' secondary vocational programs. It was used #n a. state-w1de study

v

invo]v1ng 40, 000 students and parents

Ray (1973b 1974) also used students as a key component in
”~

. his secondary program evaluation model.

o

Webb (1970)/reported the deve]dpment of an instrument to evaluate

the needs and expectations of students in an academic up-grading program.

4

His approach appears to have great prom1se for the eva]uat1on of the
atiitudina] d1mens1ons of adult students. wong (1973) advocated a
similar approach but her 1nstrument was developed far use with

students in area vocational schools. .
) . e s

,

Contextual Evaluations 1 : - .

(b
The 1mpocxan;:aof survey1ng community needs is frequentYy over-
Tooked as an 4nfo tion element in program‘evaluation. ‘Tﬁfi-gpsessment




. inte the adequacy of the: . . 1 :

of cbmmunity needs is the cpntextua] element of aLcomprehens1ve
eva]udtion'(Stuffiebeam, 4). One outstanding example of this ‘
. ;) study, which was dete]oped by the
Phio State Depaztment of V 1ationa1 Education -
community attitudes about %Tfsting educationa1 prLgrams, a d it inquir d

'Y
approach was the PRIDE (19

This pnojeet examined

; 1. Curriculum S 1 i
2." Guidance ‘and Counseltng . F . ‘

3. Finances, . ! t . 1
4. Facilities and Eduipment"

5. Instructional Staff-

Another study, reported by Dobbs (1965 surveyed the conmunity

4
to determine what ;yéy perceived as adult education needs His study

covered the foHow ng general areas: “
1. Personal characteristics of the respondents
2. Aspirations

3., Problems’ :
[ 4

4. .Interests and Needs ’ N ‘ .. \
A offewhat yhique approach was advocated by Helch (1971), who

,drgued for the development of conmunity profiles. These profiles'would

~establish the values and prigrities of various localit The Bureau

of School Services (1971) at the/University of Kentucky also suggested

the use of community priority-profiles. In the.latter case, these

' profiles served as.input into a comprehensive educational planning

and evaluation model. g . N

b




" Intu_i_tively, business and industry would,aﬁ:‘ appear to be fruit-
ful sources of cbqinunity information for program valuation, afid

curriculum design. However, a review of the literature.uncovered very
., o :

”

few authors that proposed any sort of model for obtaining information _

-, - / o
‘from business and industry. One®author, Shoemaker (1965), proposed two

»

approaches: : .
14
y Advisory Committee Survey--It assumes a Jarge and . —
representative community advisory committee. Un-
- fortunatedy, this approach is not feasible in areas

. ‘ . whére no such committee exists. .

+ 2./Citizens Surveyd-This is 3.community Survey of
employers covermhg such things as: (a) number of
. employees by industry, (b) number of employees in |,
training, (c) emp‘loyment practices by industri

1

(d) new jobs dben, (e) level of skills required,

' : (f) attitudes towards education,.(g) attitudes -
— towards cooperative edt}oation, (h) rate of employee
’ turnover. /-2 . .
< o fhe Food, Drink, and Tt;baceo Industry Train‘ping’ Board (1969) mro- A

posed. a comprehensive self-evaluation form for businesses. It was

. designed to assess the training needs of an organization. . This ° a

» instrument provided an orbanigation with a'logical R step-'by-step,
guide for forecasting fu‘a‘e' manpowerhﬁnjng neeg. Its use
¢ - Bec',essitates an examination of a company's future plans ‘and problems,
‘fo]_l_oweq by an estimate of the people involved in these plans and their
training needs. The instrument provides an opportunity. fo‘r/evaluation
by merely answering key questions in the following areds:.

o
(a) Long arid Short Range,Planning -

™ (b) Anticipated Sales

LY

(c) Recruitment and Labor Turnover . v

~ (d) Delsftion of Authority < . g




/ {d) ‘Delegation of Authority

(e) Performance ' R
= (f) Organizational Structu‘re\ ‘
(gi\fosts y/inances o <7
.(h) Metfiods and Plant . ' )
. " (1) Stocks_and Materials . " h <
' i (3) QuaTity ;nd Hygiene .° o ,.//;//// -
‘\‘ (k) Indnstria'l Relations ' | o
(1) The Law . : v
(m) Safety - - LT B

This gpproach forces the evaluator to look at the peop'le involved’
. N *

o

-

-

+-in each area and to attémpt.tocfore;ast'their training needs But, it °

not on'ly forces an organizatwn to examine their trarnmg needs they

¢

must a'lso compare their ab111t1es and preferences about in-house tra1mng,
with the supply of suitable tra1n1ng outside of the organizatien It
1§ quite comp'rehens'[ve and could have many app'licatwns for educators

- wishing ta survey employers. . ' o o, ‘ B
“ - ; o 1 ’ ) 7 . 7 n(\,

9 o . e : ) -
Curriculum for Adult Programs’

* 1

‘ . . The 'Hterat,ure surveyed se’emed to 1ndicate that ady'lt 'learners
" are not very d1fferent from younger’students (Lasson, 1970). In his
research, Lasson identified the fol'lomng 'characteristics of the
adult 'l‘earner* T o - 5
(a) Inte'l'h ence continues re'lative'ly unchanged untﬂ age 65.

‘(b)»zR acgion tink s'lows and hearing and eyesight decHne
. with age.

(c) Health.problems can slow down learning.
' y R

'G( . 56 . .
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-

;7 (d) Adults must unlearn some things and this can be a problem.

(e) If Adearning is based on past experiences, adu]ts cart learn
faster fhan younger people.

{f) Adults dislike compet1t1ve classroom situations, and discipline.

(g) AQuits work better in an atmosphere of cooperation which is

L no uatery, and non-compet1t1ve

(h) Many adu]ts 1n1t1a11y fee] a lot, of insecurity.

(1) These fee11ngs -of 1nsecur1ty must be.reduced

-

Awareness of the character1st1cs of the adu]t learner leads one

- to adopt this strategy for curriculum deve]opment probosed by Mager

(1983).

.
L

b

PREPAﬁATION ----- DEVELOPMENT--- - IMPLEMENTATION
buring the preparation pﬁhse the total community is exam1ned .
One author (Tyler, 1969) proposed the following. sources of
curriculum information:
(a) The Learner

(b) Subiect Matter Specialists .

(¢) Local Educators

(d) The Community .~ . v

(e) Psychological Factgc_

-2

When Curriculum is being developed comprehensive ﬁrogram planning

is needed. At least four steps (Dd}ston, 1969) must be followed in

’ . -

this planning stdge:

(a) Determine the needs . . . interests, and problems
- . of the adults in the conmun1ty

%,
(b) Identify educationaJ objectives’
(c) Structure the Izafning activities.

(d) Establish an evaluation procedure. N
57 S
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- CHAPTER {V: XP(ES_ENTAHON OF FINDINGS - -
Introduction
- .-
t 1 ] . .- .
The data will be. presented in six ‘sectiofis - each of which will be
, preceeded by a narrative summary of the important findings. The six
sections are: .
-~ 1. The general community survey, i
‘2, the community survey of employers
. . ' L) -
- 3. The student survey o
o 4. The teacher survey .\/"“\\
. [ « . ~ ¢
° ” 5. A between groups comparison of the data eem}to\_other groups ¢
> ’ » k .--
_ 6. A secondary data surwey of the community. e : .
e ~ - e
L 4 \ \'
& , B
3
» ’ /)
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’-Bopulation. They were older, had a higher income, ﬁere better educated,

" gerial or professional occupat1on.

¢
H

RESULTS OF THE GENERAL COMMUNITY SURVEY = .

3

Demographic Profile: ' ' ﬁ/ B -

. ! - }Y) S M
The 4urvey respondents were not truly representative of the general N

and more than three out of every ten of them were employed in a mana-

*

Awareness of Adult Education:

Nine out of ten of the res}gndents had seen, heard, or read about
adult educatioﬁ. Newspapers, radio and }-V, and.adult school catalogs
were the media metioned most often. Surprisingly, "word-of-mouth® com-
munications was ment‘rone'd b} ‘almost one-third of the sax‘nplg.

Forty "percent of .the reséondeﬁts had enrolled in at‘!east one adult

/

class in the past. - . -

Adult Program Preferencesé N

Vocational trdining, family health and home management, the basic

0l subjects, and hﬁman reTétions training were ?he program areas
of greatest importance to‘the‘fespondenfs. ~ - N
Marital status was negative]y related to the program preferences ,l
for the basic high school and finefarts subjects. Due to the coding
system employed this would indicate that more single than married res

- 4

spondents felt these.subjects were important, and vice-versa. e

There was a significant positj 't Jationship between income and

preference for vocational educatio n analysis of the.data revealed

1

that as income increases the preceived importance of vocational edu-

?
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r
The number of years,of school completed, and a preference for the
' =, .
fine arts were also significantly related. -It appeared/;hat the ‘hidher
the educational level of the person the higher the preference for th%

-

fine arts.

Program Preference and Source of Information Concerning_Adult Education'

A negafive relationship was found between hearing about adult edu-
cation on radio or television and a preference for the basic high school
subjects. It appeared that those.who felt the basic skills Were impor-
tant tended to Jearn about adult education by means of radio and tele-
vision. A positive relationship‘was found bet#een;finding nut about
adult education from the sehool cétafog and a' preference for Psychology

and human relations training.

Vocatignal Traininngreferences:

No significant relationships were discovered between marital status
and any of the vocational career fields, thus it was concluded' that '
these ;;riables are independent of each other |

Significant negative correlations were found between educational
level and a preference ;or electronics and pract1cal nursing. An analysis:
of the data indicated that the lower the educational level of the indi-
vidual, the more Tikely their preference for training in these two
occupations. ‘

" It was” found that a preference fé} eomputer programming was signj%i-'
:cantly correjated with age. %he corre{at{on”nee negative, which meant

that the younger the person the more 1ikely 1t was™that they would express

| é preference for Af:h'ls type of vocational training. " The a'gé of the re-

. ¢ M
. spondent was also found to be significantly related to a preference for
v 0 E -
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training in plumbing installation ahd repair. The relationship was posi-
tive, which indicated that the older the person the more likely they were
. - ‘

to prefer training in plumbing(installation.and repair. )
Preférence for training in auto bohy repair, carpentry, and plumbing
1Astallation and repair were all dtrong]y related to income level. This
significant pos1ti¢e relationship was interpreted to mean that the higher
the person's income the stronger the chance that they would pr;fer Frain-

ing in these three areas. ' -

N
AN
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DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

Occupation of Respondents

™

Professiona1l’ \\"

Manager/Self-Employed
Sales Worker
" Crédftsman/Fdreman

Vehicle Operator/Manufacturing
and Assembly Worker

Service Worker
Laborer (Non-Férm)
Farmer/Farm Manager
Housewi fe

' *Clerical

Unemployed/Retired

AR &

-~

Faﬁ%ly.[ncome Dis;ributioq
4
Under $4,000
© $47000 to $5,999 ,
" $6,000 té 39,999
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 and over

Median Income = More than
$15,000

H

Cen;us" Data Totals* Community Survey R

8

. 13.38%
7.43%
7.81%

14.13%.

|

' 20.79%,
&
| 10.78%°

4.%:%

- . 15%
“\

18.59%

"100%

Percentage
| 3.42%
.69%
14.38i
21.23%
60.27%

bl

*Census Data: Median Income = $9,814

*Source: 1970 C8hsus of Population and Hdusing,
U. .S. Department of Commerce, May, 1972.

62
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23.94%
11.27%

4.93%
11.97%

2.11%
3.52%
2.11%

o L70%
Vo 32.39%
o2y
. 100%

§N=142)* :




. //

Avgfagé Age of Respondents’ ' Standard Deviatjon

. 40.42 yrs. o 13.22 yrs.

~ . 2
. .

" Educational Level

Averdge Number of Years of School- - Standard Deviation
,  Completed by Respondents — - . S .
s 13.0% T 2.42
CN

-

. . . . | -
~*Census Data: Median Number of Years of School Completed = 11.6

.

*Source: 1970 Census of Population and Housing, U.S. Department of
* Commerce, May, 1972

\
»
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o
/ ‘ HAVE YOU EVER ATTENDED AN ADULT EDUCATION CLASS? o, / |
: ﬁ
Yes ‘ . 40.164% 45.15%  40.71% )' .‘
No - B M (54.85%  59.20% |
B . ©100.00% - 100.00%  100.00% f
| ('=1z7) (N=13) "~ (N=140) C e
= Co .
HAVE YOU EVER READ A BROCHURE, SEEN AN AD, OR HEARD ANYONE TALK ABOUT ADULT
EDUCATION? « \ T )
o Yes . ® 89.31%° 92.31% .  89.58%
oo . S X R
100,003 °'100.00%  100.00%
' (N=131) (N=13) 5N=l44)
R - WHERE DID YOU SEE, READ OR HEAR ABOUT ADULT EDUCATION?
" Newspaper ; ' ) .72.60% ’
“Radfox T L -38.36%
_School Catalog ‘ . B 32.19% .
’ ‘A ?’rienfi of ‘r‘r\gin'e' # ‘ B * 30.82% ’
My.-Empfoyer _ ' 15.06% - )
Employmeént §e_{'{li ce N o | o ’ *M
) | . o (hmge) ()
*Pércentage. wﬂ‘] exceed 100 bécause many réspondents gave more than one
'answer.f o . 64 .
, - ® S ' 5% ’ (
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L4

I'd . R . | . R
, ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES OF THE GENERAL COMMUNITY
r | : — s Number &f Y . ;
~ Program Area : Mean Respondeﬂl Standard Deviation
‘The Basic Learning Skills  2.30 142 .96
* Bagic High School Subjects 2.07 L 97
' _ <{'Psycho]ogy-Human Re]atigps 2.12 - 142 . .80
e L . . ~ N
: » Vocatignal Trainin 1.87 . 142 91
-~ ‘ 9 . S~y
S . L | / ~
Recreation and Leisure 7 . ,
Time Activities 2.24 142 - 785
Family Health and Home c Lo
Management * zf ) 1.94 142 Y75 -
Fine Arts . Y IR I/ .86
Managbment and Superv1sory : L -
Train1ng K : 2.17 142 ) 87
“ .
Score Value _ Rating

(1) Extremely Important - A very large number of adults should éﬁ?n]].
. \ -y
(2) Important - Many adults should enroll.

(3) Unimportant - Few adu]fs should enroll. . 4

(4) Not Important at all - Almost no adults should enroll.




CORRELATION OF THE GENERAL COMMUNITY ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES

* WITH SELECTED DEMPGRAPHIC VARIABLES
Program Preference Marital  Educational . - s '
Ratings ) Status - Level _ Income  Age
Basic Learning 3ki1ls 10 08 .08 .M
° Basic High School Subjects -.16 ¢ N (v . 000 -1 *.
Psychology and Human Refﬁtions -.05 -.04 L= -.01 ‘
Vocational Training 12 .00 23*  -,05
A Recreation-Leisure Timé
Activities -.12 06 -.09 -.03
- Family Health and’ Home ‘ .
Management Co . .08 .00, .06 -.01
Fine Arts * - : V-L20% -.21* -.04 _ .07
i ~ ) . ; .
Management and Superv1sory o "
~ . . Training ’ .09 -.04 01 .04‘ B

- *Significant @ the .05 level (rho # 0)

NOTE: (Program preferences were .scored from (1) to (4). with (1)

repreSentﬁny a rating of very 1mportant ) : ¢




«

M )

-~

CORRELATION OF THE GENERAL COMMUNITY ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES
NITH SOURCES OF INFORMATION ON ADULT EDUCATION (N 146)

~

Program Preference School News- * Em- * Employment Radio,

* Ratings - Catalog paper ployer Friend Sérvice TV
) . \F\ ’ ‘. B . ” o ) .
Basic Learning . T . o " =™

Skills , .8 a2 e 06 <08 -3

Basic High School

Subjects -,9*
Psychology and Human

Relations - -.06
Vgéagional Traininé .00
Recreatjon and Leisure

Time Activities -.03
Fam1]y Health and’/gme ‘ .

Management .01 -.1 -.01 .07 * 17 -.09
Fine Arts .07 03 -.07 " .00 -4 .08

. ™~ .

Management and Super- )

visory Training .04 -.06 -.04 /// L1 * .04 .02

/
v

*Sjgnificant ® the .05 level (rho # 0) .




v . e . e . <

mRRELATION OF THE GENERAL COMMUNITY VOZATIONAL PREFERENCE RATINGS
] WITH SELECTED DEMOGRAPJ[C VARIABLES - . _ ’

< ‘ | Educational—- .
Vocatfon.y Preferences Mamta] Status** Level ' Age Income** S
Accounting-Bookkeep‘ing -.04 ~-.05 % -.14 <=.10 )
‘Eomputer Programming, ) : y
Operation .05 ‘ ) W1 A L -.02 -
Shorthand 0 04 -3 s
Typing .00 01 -.07 .08
Business Machines .08 -07 - -.03 .-.0 _
0ffice Procedure .02 1000 .04 L2
Real Estate o .09 .06 .02 -.06
Business Management =.05 - ] ,/03 ‘ -.10 = .
Advertising .03 N LS | I
. Sa1e§manship . é//\ .03 .04 -’.10 ' -.‘02
Business Research - 03 & .02 -.06 g - BT
Human Relations - RN ©.08 Y05 .03 .
\ Auto Body Repair N .06 . -.13 .b§ .o 30*
| . Carpehtry ‘ 09 w01 .03 JA7*
. Electronics o 14 ‘ -.16* T.07 14
R Bm‘cklaying and Concrete é .
Work -.05 02 -.06 .06
R,esidénti'aI Electrical | | : | ) -
Wiring . -.06 : .o=0 =.01 - '.]0
Welding. ¢ -0 02 -.05 .06
‘ . Appliance Repair . .03 01 - .07 ‘ .14 7
¢ Heat{"!l and Afr-Conditionfng ~,01° . .06 ° 05 .00 " ]
Floristry ‘and Nursery Work = -.07 * 00 -.06  -.00 '
Plumbing Installation J . 7/ . A ..
and Repair’ ‘ -.04 © .06 .15* - 18* .
Machine Shop -05 " .00 02 -0 o
60 AN B r
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"Medical Secretary .06

Dental Assistant -.06 ° ~
- Practical Nurse.. SN '

" *Significait @ the .05 level (rho'= 0)

-

LI Q’ . — -
**Dummy Variables v(coded'o,l) '

- .
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Vi
RESULTS OF THE COMMUNITY SURVEY OF EMPLOYERS L

-
-

Company Profile S a0

The return rate was 'very d1sapp01nt1ng, IQ\f:Ct only one out of

~~

every ¥Five companies selected actually returned the compieted fonns.

However, of those part1c1pat1ng 75% of the respondents companies had

- (- \.s

total sales of over $100,000. } % -
Almost 30% of the respondents were employed by a company who gQperated
aareta11 business. About 20% of the respondents worked for manufacturers.

.

'Awarenessvof Adult Education:’

-

Virtually all (96%) of the respondents had seen, or heard about adult

gducation. Eight out of teh of the ‘respondents otbain&d their information

Sthool catalogs and radio-TV werg Cited as sources by
44% and 42% of the Tespondents respectively. )

.

- Adult Program Preferences: ,

. . / . R

Management agd supervisory training, afong wtth psychology and human
relations training, were clearly the areas in which.most respondents felt

adult educat1on c%uld best serve their emj loyees needsé The basic learning
ski]ls, family health and home management,, and vocational education were
~ 3 . ¢

-

‘also rated as important., .

Vocational Training Preferences:

)

Mandgement, Sales, and hccounting were each listed by about 30% of

£
~

the respondents.

)  Employers Most Critical Need for Employees:

An analysis of the responses indicated that the most critical employee .

-

need of the survey p;rticipants was fof skdlled labor,* They wanted

: employees with a high school diploma and yelated job training. Very little,

if any, practical work experience wassrequired by these types of employers.
. , 70
‘c'. M < ’62 .
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WHAT WAS THE-AMOQUNTOF YOUR COMPANY'S TOTAL SALES
IN CALENDAR YEAR 19737

<

Percentage
//
Less than 50,000 " 18.92%

50,000 to 93,999 , | © o 5.41%
100,000 to 499,999 L 32.43%
500,000 or more ) { ‘ 43.24%

100.00%
(N=37)

.

“

IN HHATfTYPE OF BUSINESS DOES YOUR COMPANY ENGAGE?

- : ' ) : Percentage
E Manufacturing ‘ 19.15% ~
\ « Y
Retailing : . 27.66%
Wholesaling * . ' 8.51%

’ NareHous{ng ’ 2.13%
Banks,'Trust Companies, Savings and Loan 4,26%
Office Businesses and Professions
+ (selling a service) 17.02%
Hotels and Restaurants 4,25%

e |

Natural Resource Industry : -—

- Transportation and Communication ‘ 4.,25%
Constructien and Building 12.77%
/7 100.00%
. < N
' ‘ ¢ L (N=47)
71
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HAVE YOU EVER READ A BROCHURE, SEEN AN AD, OR HEARD ANYONE TALK
ABOUT ADULT EDUCATION CLASSES?

Percentage

Yes S S 96.00% 2 h .
" No : " 4.00% ”
100.00%
- (N=50)

WHERE DID YOU READ, SEE, OR HEAR ABOUT AN ADULT EDUCATION CLASS?

‘ Percentage ’
Newspaper ' ‘ . 84,00%
School Catalog C - 44.00%
Radio," TV _ ] 42.00%

. Friend ’ o ~ ~ 28.00% 5 a
mployer - N 22.00% |
Emplbyment Service - L ‘ _14.00% -
‘ * .. e - :
(N=50 . ‘ L

*Percentages will not total 100% because many respondénts gave more than

- one answer. ! . . ' )

-




EMPLOYER ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES o ' ' :

. ] Numbgr of -  Standard
Program Area , Mean Respondents . Deviation .o,
L N . . . .
The Basic Learnipg Skills 2.80 - 46 . 1.24
Basic-High School Subjects .. 2.96 ° 45 1.26. °
Psychology-Human Relations ‘§§i2.42 . 48 1.18 T
Vocational Training C T 2.85 ) 1.24
Recreaiion and Leisure .
. T'[Ee Activities 3.14 43 1.04
Family Health and Home .
Management 2.84 43 . 1.19.
Fine Arts ‘ . 319 2 1.04
‘ Management.and Supervisory
Training® 2.09 43 1.09
,—:\ P ¢/
 Score Value—" N Rating _
(1) o 4 Extremely Important '
« (2) Im;')or't:ant~ ’
(3) ’ ; Unimportan? P
o _ Not Impov:tah[: at all o
- N Fy ’
’ - |
. A
v e
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S

(N=50)

Business Management
Salesmanship . S
0ff1£e Procedure R
Human Relations :n Business o
Accountihg &,Bookkeefﬂng~ ‘
Advertising
Typing

. Gompuper Programming & Oberatioq\
Business ﬁéthines
Re?l Estate Agent
fBusinéss Research
El‘e‘z tronics
‘Residential Electrical Wiring

»

¥, « Carpentry
] Brick Laying & Concrete Finishing .
Heét%ng & A{r Coqditidnibg
~F10ristry'& Nurﬁery Work
Plumbtng Installation & Repair
Sherthand «

Practical Nurse

Machine Shop _
. Auto Body Repair

\ ”

Appliance Repair (including radio & TV)
.. Hedica] Secretary \
Den;a1.Ass1stant
- Weldifg . : .y

v

one answer. I

ERIC, -+ 4 - 75%

EMPLOYERS VOCATIONAL TRAINING PREFERENCES

Perceﬁtage -

30.,00% Tt

© 20.00%
" 16.00%

8.00% °

4.00%
. £ "

4.00%
 4.00%

S 2

44 .00%
34.00%
32.00%

28.00%

10.00%
10.00% "~

8.00%

6.005 - <
6.60%

4.00%

4.00%
4,003
2,00%

2.00%
2.00%

\

*Percentages will not: total 100% because many respondents gave more thdn '
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o
WHAT ARE YOUR THREE MOST CRITICAL EMPLOYEE NEEDS?
l . - \"\ / .
Percentage who Percentage who feel Percentage who feel
. feel this is their this.is"their'2nd  this is their 3rd
Training Need Most Critical Need Most Critical Need Most Critical Need
Sales 10.00% - hl0ey .-
Science, Mathematics, : ©
' or Engineering 6.00% 2.04% -e-
Skilled Labor 24.00% 8.16% 2.00%
Service 4.00% 2.04% ——
Unskilled Laborers 10.00% 6.12% -4.60% ,
Foreman or ‘ ’
Supervisors 4.00% , 2.04% 2.00%
Cashier or Cletical 8.00% 12.25% 10.00%
+ Managers 4.00 2.04% 2.00% )
Technicians and ‘ [
Creative 8.00% - ~-- 7
No Answer 22.00% - 63.27% _78.00% ..
. 100.00% 100. 00% 100.00%
L (N=50) (N=49) / (N=50)
. .@ ’\
’ e
. : .
' [}
}
/o L "N
’ s . /,Z 0 [’\
T. » ’ 67 .
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’ .
*;Collegejbegree

Some College .

g o002
Releted Job
raining

dob: Training)
\pprenticeship

Jther Vocational
Training

Ho Answer

»
-

O

AMOUNT OF TRAINING REQUIRED

Amoynt Required
fot, the

«Amount Reqdired
for the 2nd .

Amount Required

Most Critical Need Most Critical Need Most Critical Need

7.14%
9.52%

P

-
>

40.48%

11.91%
11.91%

>

7.14%
11.91%
100.00%

| (Ndd)

for-the 3rd
7.69% -
15.39% ' 5.26%
130,774 21.05%
. 7.69% 10.53%
3.85% -
3.85% - 15.78%
30.77% 473318
100, 00% 100.00%
(N=26) (N=19)
AN

NUMBER OF YEARS OR RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE

e
{

N

Number oF Years
Required for the,

Number of Years
Required for 2nd

Numbeﬁ<:f Years -

Required for 3rd

Number of Years

Most Critical Neéd Most Critical Need Most (¢rifical Need

None 29.27% 33.33% | 136/.84% .
One 19.51% 26.67% 10.53%
Two to three 26.83% ¢ 33.33% . 10.53%
Four to five 7.32% 6.670  aem
Six ordyore 4.38%. | P B " 54;&% ‘
No ansher 2.9 == ) 36.84%
' | 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
(N=41) "7 (K= 5) (N=19)




. preferences for the fine arts and recreational and lagisure time activities

- ) )
- e

RESULTS OF THE ADULT EDUCATION STUDENT EVALUATIONS

- A

Demographic Profile: '

Adult students were generally more affluent and better educated than
the average Jefferson County resident (Note: basic adult students.were
not included in this survey). : ‘ o '

Students traveled an average of 5.4] miles (one way mi eage) tn
attend their adult class. The average age of the students uas 33 1/2

years,

Adult Program Preferences:

‘ €

These students fe1t\that vocat1ona1 educat1on, ‘the basic high school

-

subjects, fam11y health and‘home management and the basic learning skills
K

Y
A )

.
LA

\ . X
Were the most important areas of adult programs. - ;\\\\\' T

Analysis of the,data revealed a number of significant re]at1onsh$ps

N
between student demograph1c varrab1es and adu]t program preferences .,

*

Females seemed to prefer'the adult programs of: (a) fam11y hea]th and
home management; (b) the fine arts: . /

No significant relationsh1ps were found bétween marital status and .

adilt program preferences . I ?'2"

~

However sign1f1cant relationships were found‘between the respondentsf

educational ‘level and preferences for the basic 1earntng sk1lls the .

‘-
basic high school subJects, recreat1on and- leisure time act1vit1es, and

the fife arts. fIt seems that as the educat1ona1 level rises the prefer~

ence for the basic skills and for high school courses decreases, but’ the'.: N

-

v
) K

increases. .

.
N )
A ‘ -




. /D/ue to the rating\gystes

Vocationa] Preferences*

-

Ana]ys1s of the data revea%ed a number of s1gn1f1cant re]ationships ]
between sex and vocationa] preﬁerences However, the correlations were
not surprising because the re1at10nsh1ps tended to follow- traditiona] ) ) k
sex stereotypes (e, g men ‘had; a strong p nce for carpentry and women
a strong preferencé\for typ1ng)
: A sign1f1cant correlation was ‘found between marital status and a _pre-
*ference for vocatfonal train1ng in computer programmzng Sing1e peopte
seemed to have a stronger,preference than married 1nd1v1duals
Nhen the educationa] 1e\'1 of the individual was used as tﬁ/ independ-

ent var1able several signifﬁcant tive relationships were found. An

anaJys1s of. the data indicated thé{ as one's educatfional level increased

their preference for training-in shorthand, typing, practical nursing,

<.

and dentai ass1st1ng‘d2creased , /

v
- . ., » -

' Student SelfQRating ﬁrogram Evaluations:

used, a score o# three or more indicated a

faVOrab1e rgspgbse, but of two or less was unfavorable. A mean
neither(c\])ealﬂ bTe or unfavbvlé.
—evaluative criteria were clearly

RS
1—'sgore betWéen swo and three W

MY -

Using these stantjards 'bn1y two ©

rated*hwgh by the students ‘They were: ‘counseling services (question

’

"3 - non—1nstruct10na1 services) and the c]eaning and mai?tenance of the
bu11d1ngs used ﬁor adu]t educat1on (questioh 14 - facilities)

None of the averages-'of the five component scores exceeded three.

[

Schoo] reorganlzat1on, curricu1um and the school fac111t1es received the

best ratings ' . | \\;"/ ‘

. -

) Sign1f1cant positive relationships were found between: (a) teachers and

. counselors availabfjityafor counseling kquestion°3) and the sex of the

h ~ 3 ;




student (b)" the level of noise in the building (question 15) and marital

status. An analysis of the above relationships revea]gd that sing]e’;

individuals and males ténded‘to rate these two criteria higher than.fe- L

males. and married individuals. |

Educational 1evé1 and the one-way mileage from home to the adﬂ]t

> - program were negatively related to the criteria concerning the®admjni-
stration of personality, aptitude, achievement and océupatibna] interest
tests (question 4). Inspection of the dafa 1nd1catea that the higher: the )
eduEationa] 1evé1 of the respondent and/or the greater the distance from ‘
his home to the adh]t program thevlower his rating of fhis.criteria.' A

. : £

.

Student Evaluations of their Teacher and Class: N

The ‘rating system used in t#s portion of the report was similar to
thg\one‘employed in the preceding section. The ‘teacher and class ratings
were consistently higher than the program evaluations and yirtually all of

rated favorablyl

1 éignificant negative relationships were found when student

demographic variables were correlated with ratings of teachers. Of

7 particular importance were the relationships beiween: th rating of

‘ . teacher effectiveness_(questfoﬁ 2) and (a) the educational level of the——
respondenty; (b) the distancé from home to school. In both cases teachér .
ef%ectiven)ss ratings appeared to decrease as educational leved and one-

way mileage intréased. ! -
Single students seemed to feel that .their teachers did not give'th%

1

enough chances to take part in classroom discussions (question 3).

) /ﬁ;1es aqd students with

igher levels of education were more 1ikely

-

€. . to rate their teacher as confu
4 . 7 .

{ -

g and hard to understand (quesiionis)f

14

C . . PR '- .\
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These same two var1ab1es were also negatively related to the rating

* of the students 1nterest levelfyquestion 11). Apparently, males and )
students wfth higher levels of education were also more likely to f1nd ; ]

. c]asses uninterest1ng {question 11).°
"Those students who had to commute 1ong distances, and those who were
-males tended to rate - the1r classes as too diff1cu1t for most of the

stﬁHents questionlz). Ihese ratings were negatively related to both com-

' \
muting distance and sex.

'
Analysis of the data also revealed thgt the further the students one-

way commut1ng d1stance the more likely ;h;y—were to believe that.the1r

" class was not what they expected when they enrolled. d

o - - ‘e
-




174

[

kS

Motivation Index of Students In Adult Program

Students listed the following factors as very important influences .
in their decision to enroll in add1t-c1asses:
1. I wanted to learn someth1ng new. ‘

I enrolled to deye1op a 'hpbby pr 1eisure time act1v1ty

I wanted exposure to new people and activities. ,,r”’/////i’ :

2

3

4. T vanted a change of routine. . ) -
5

6

I wanted to do my present job betterv o &
I wanted to becdme a'better citizen. 'j\\\>: ) “
The desire to learn‘something nen was found to have a significantly
positiVe correlatton with sex and educational level. An examinatipn of -
the data revealed that females and inditidua1s'with;1itt1e formal edoé .

cation rated this desire to learn as beinig very important to.them when

!

they enro11ed ;s S ’ L

A deS1re to develop a. hobby or 1e1$ure act1V1ty was negat1ve1y re1ated“

to the educat1ona1 Jlevel of the respondent It _seems that, the hxgher the

L] .
educational level qf the ‘person the greater the 1mportance of th1s factor. .
| .
Females seemed, to place more emphasis on being exposed to new pepple

. \ L

and act1v1t1es than males. The responses of fema1es respondents were . ’ -';

. 'also d1rect1y re1ated to a-percefved 1mportance for a ‘change of rout1ne

The educat1ona1 1eve1 of the respondents and‘the1r des1re -to do the1r

present, Job more efficiently were significantly related. If appears that

4

., the 1ower the level of educatign the'greatér the importance\of gs;s\factor. -

A re1ationshjp similar to the one found in‘the above paragrap was’

»
<

also revealed betweén the person's educationa1 level and the .fol}owing '

factors: (1M§a desire to be a better cit1zen and (2) a higher 1eveT\of

v
percej ved importance for train1ng to obtain a d1fferent job

* A desine to (]) operate a home more economica11y and (2) to. become a .
81 " .o I
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better parent; was, associated directly with the

married individuals.

-
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STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE - . R
y ’_ - ) : P . . Y 2 T

e Census Data .. X »
T 'Occupgtion gﬁ, ondents Percentages* Adult Stj@ﬁt Survey ‘Per‘_.

- ’ . . N ~I’
meessional o e 13.38% . s 32.03%
quager>$ Emp]oyed N X . "' 27% - |
Sales Worker g RS X:iT TR 92
" cCraftsmin/Forgsn .« iaa3 5.238 -+ .
y Vehigdg operator/Manufacturing - . % ' '
" and Aseembly Worker 20.79% - .. .3.27% \
Service Worker™ - 10.78% .- - $~9.80%
* Labqrer {M®q-Fam) - 4.83% ,
- - :
‘Housewi fe ‘/'0 .
Uﬁemp]oyed/Retwed
< CleﬂcaJ .ol .
- famgf[é?mwl\ PR 3
. . ,é - , , . . 3.‘ .
) Famﬂy anome 01str1but1on -~ . Percentage\

’ A ° \/ , . * o
“"Under $4, 0005 - V ' 6.84%. . -
$4,000 to, $5,999. T .. LT Cooeasg. Y

6, ooo to 35, 999 N il 12.42%
a*re 00 £o 4,09 TR by
- 515 000 and aver . CL Fo_alel
R S T ..100.00%.
. ¢. N . 0 Lt % @, " . [ .
: \ . 7, e 6 (N=153)
Sur(yey Median Income‘ $13 641 | toaY S e .
* ¢ . . - . .
‘“Census‘Data *Median Income §9 814"’ S -
. T . ’ \
« Nt T
. *Sour\e, 1970 Census. of" Population and Houging. Lo " ;
[ . A .
,J- s nU S. Depar.bneai of Conmerce May\ 1972 ¥ .

L]

e o




Average Age o‘f Adult Students
33.57 years

‘ . ' .
Educational Level: > . T V )
Average Number. of Years of Schoo1 . Standard Deviation
‘ ~ Completed Byqault Education Students ’

- " t

« . 13,10 years 2.72
v (y=183)

P
) °

Census Data* Median NumBer of Years of School Completed = 11.6

.
- %

Average Distance Traveled’ (One- -Way Mileage) Standard Deviation
to Attend Adult Education Classes i .

- ’

<

"5, 4m1’les v s 5.98

te . .

N

" (Ne150) \J

- * L
-

*Source:j 1970 Census of Population and Housing,

U. S. Departfént ofy i;orrmerée. May, 1972.

[
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Program’ Area
The basic learning skills _/

"The basic higq\ichoéT subjects
Psychology-Human Re]atigns
Vocational Training )
Recreation_and 1eisgfe time

Family Health and- Home
Management

The Fine Arts

Management and Sﬁpervisory
Training ° .

Score Value

_ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES

-

.

. Extrémely Important

_ 78
Important

Ly

Unimportant

Not Important at all

thber of Standard

Mean Respondents * Deviqtion
1.83 . 155 -~ .94
1.68 .. " 157 .76
2.94 158 .84
1.53 - 158 - .66

' 2.00 158 .66
1.81 158 .81
2,24 157 - .81
2.11 157 .82
[

Rating >




CORRELATIQN OF STUDENT PRO PREFERENCE )
SELECTED D HIC VARIAB '

|

-

|.

'One-ugy Mileage -

Education from Home to

3 (N=158)

, . , Marital
Progrq@ Preference Sex fptatus
Basic learning skills =11 -.10

#

Basic high school subjects -.03 .03
Psychalogy and,Human

Relations -,04 - .03
Vocational trainin -.04 12

g « N\ .

Recreation-Leisure Time

Activities o +08 .07
Family Health and Home -

Management - 27* -.03 _
Fine Arts J16% .00
Mariagemen't' and Supervisory

Training .10 -.01°

-

NOTE: Program Preferences were scored (1) ‘to

" *Significant @ the .05 devel (rho #@)"

‘ a rating of very important.

/

Level Adult Program

15% REX e
168 13

-.04 .01

07 . -7

\ .

-.22% .06

.01 .07

-2 e
-.02 -.05

1),

oL
« &

with (1) representing




«\\\\CORRELATION 0

F THE ADULT EDUCAfIbN STUDENT'S VQCATIONAL

PREFERENCE RATINGS WITH SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

(N='I‘38{'l

Vocational Preference Sex

Accounting & Bookkbemshg  -.08

-.15_
Shorthand -.26%
Typing : -.23*%
Bﬁsiness Machines -.22*%
0ffice Procedure -.08
Real Estate Agent ' -.04
Busingss'M;nagement .20*
Aavertising .08
Salesmanship , ) .24*
Busine;s-Research 1

. . S
Human Relations in Business .05
t‘

Auto Body Repair 0
Carpentry .20%
Electronics .24:
Brick Layfng & Concrete - °

Findshing 7%
Residential Electrical

Wiring . J24%
Welding I

Appliance Repair. (inctud-

ing radio and TV) .16%

Heating & Afr Condi tioning

\

OSe-Hay Mileage -

' ,g%!%&Sl. Ed.  from Home to
atus Level = Adult Progran
-.01 -.05 .00
20%, -2 .03
-.o1f’ s -.20%
.06 ..27* -.16*
S09 -8 -.15
.10, -4 -.10
02 -.08 - =06
-.09 .09° .02 .
0 =700 -.01°
-.09 13 -.03
00 .02 1.05
-
12 .07 -.04
.07 -.01 .09
.01 -.04 .06
.09 -.10 -.08
.00 .00 -.09°
"l.p3 -.13 ~.06
-.07. . -0 .09
"-.02 -.05 -.09

‘s




< ’ ‘. (] ¢ -
LT One-Way Mileage -
Marital. Ed. from Home to ..

Vocational Preference Sex Status, ¢ Level Adult Program

Floristry & Nursery Work - -.11 . -.05 -.02 .03

Plumking Installation N X h

and Repair A8 .05 .00 ~.06
Machine Shop 3 .10 ",00 -.04 .18*
.’ : - * 4 .

Practical Hutse -.20* 10 -.19* -.10

oc . ‘,: . ‘ . .
) Medical Secretary r 22 .05 © -,13 -.10

Dental Assistant - L= 19* 077 e -0
N , *Significant @ the .05 level (rho # 0) ‘

L .
l ~ o . N . . . / /
P . %‘ LY N
¢ N ’&\3:. e ~
':l‘..‘\ ;“‘,Z— ’ *
i‘ ‘*‘éj \ ;‘: . 1 4 ’ ,

o .. % w{, ’ =

,’ ? \; : g"}} \ ) ’* .
' ‘ €
’ . /.
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.
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_ Evaluative Criteria

2

STUDENT (SELF-RATING) 'PROGRAM EVAULATIONS

Question Number of

Stapdard .

Number-

Bgspondeqts Mean Deviation’

Instrﬁctional Materials*
(Library and refarence materials)

Non-instructional Servic
(Counseling by téachers and %
.& Counsetors)

Non-instructional Services
(Administratien of Dersonaliié,

aptitude/ achievement, and

occupational interest tests) 4
Curriculum 3

{Students learn at own pace) 5
Curr{culum

(length of adult classes) 6
Curriculum*

(Size of adult classes) . * 7
-Cu;riculum*‘ '

(Teacher and student input .-

into course development) 8

Curriculum .
(Community advisory committee

input into course develophent) 9
Curriculum
(Irput of for }\{::earch on
*  communi eds 0 course
developmgrt) ", ’ 10

‘ ‘Facilities*

(Vending, machines and smoking

facilities) ', ) - N

. t . : O

Facilities* . 3
(Adequacy of security for L
sgudents and teachers 12 .

]

g 89

>

147 2.59  1.13
139 2.50  1.13
150 3.07 " .97
d
157 . 2.26  1.08
154 2.88 .89
154 2.33. .93
156 241 .77
* N
145 2.59> .86
149 - 251 .95
152~ 2.80 .97
155 2.72 .93
‘ ; 153 2.60 .85
p
o«




- . ¢ ‘1
. :
o L -Stg{;dard
Evaluative Criteria Mean Deviation
) . ) ‘ 7
Facilities* ' oo N ) '
(Parking spaces) . ' 13 ' 157 2.00 J7
- Facilities* o N . _ S o
(General housekeeping and = * . ! <
maintenance of bui1d1ng) \< 14 155 - 315 % .7
Facilities* - = ’ o
, (Level of noise in buildings , _ ‘ .
. used for aduTt education) 1 7, 2.9 .7
Facilities*. ' . . | A,
(climate control in buildings : S o
- used for adult education) = 16 157 . 2.88 76
School reorganization ' T o
G- (Student evaluations o. teachers) 17 - 153 \2.90 " .75
: Schoo1 reorganizatxon* L . e
- ({eacher effectiveness) \ 18 151 . 2.76 85
- " . ..
. Scale TR - ..Rating
(4)- © Strongly ‘Agree
B E) R Agree -
(2 . R Disagree - ., , ' . =.

. - ' ' . . -
A1)+ ‘ "~ - Strongly Disagree ° o : S
A ey Ot

’ ; Lo T T~
*Unfavorable Question . s ’ : ST
¢ T , . * . oL R
Scale . - . Ratipg o ) _ ‘
—r— . N\ . » . .
. . . B . : . . . ,
1) - : Strongl L .
e N S A
(2) L Agree.
(3) CT . Disagree
» ’ . .0 ' -,
(8) . T - "7 Strongly Disagree - .
. _ .
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¢ t CORRELATION OF STUDENT SELF RATIN;XBROGRAM EVALGATIONS

N ' "WITH SELECTED.DEMOGRAPHIC VART
S . ' {N=158)

E§ .y \ ‘ ~"‘;,‘
.

One-HWay Mileage

Education ~from Home to

- Evaluative Criteria

Level™

Instructional materials
(Library & reference _
- materials) 1 . .04

Instructional materials '
(Audio-visual '
' . equipment) .2, -.05 ..06

. f " Non- -instructionaTl Services: B
(Couriseling by teachers . * I
and counselors) .- -3 ,.18% 15

\\\~Non 1nstructtona] Services )
(Administration of person- -
-+ ality, aptitude, achieve-
_ ment, and occupational
K interest testsg 4 .01 .04 .
Curriculum . ’
(Students learn at o :
- @wn pace) . 5 -.07 .02
Curricu]um . . .
(Length of adult \
classes) 6" -.06 ..
< 'Y N )
- . Eurriculum*
(§1ze of Adult classes) 7- -.12 .08
A Curriculum ‘
(Teacher & student ™
input into course N
development) X 8

; '-ﬁturriculum ) &“;
RS (Comnaﬁff;/;;;;éory o

o . Committée input into .
S course deveJopment) .9 .01
Curricu]um .o
(Input of formal rgséﬁ;ch -

« on community needs into
course dévé]opmeq;) 10

.06, .08

-.15

«

-.06" .06

. C e .. . . .
o . R ! <7

91

) guestion& Marital
umber - Sex Status\

* Aduit:- Program
) v

-.09 .05

.01 .03

-.1g

’-.10 -.09

.08 ‘ 01

-.10




"Facilities*

N . guesttgg
Evaluative Criteria - Numbe

-
.

’ " One-Way Mileage
Har1ta1 Edﬁcat1on from ﬁome'to Coe

Sei Status Level -

Facilities*
(Vending .machines -&

smoking facilities) n

. Facilities* . ;
(Adequacy of security
for students and

. teaclers) RS ¥

© Facilities* C
(Parking sp&ces) 13
Fac111t1es* ) ‘

_ (General housekeep1nq
& maintenance of ’
building) .14

> (Level of noise in
buildings used for

adutt education) g -

Facilities .
{Climate control in
, buildings usex for- .
adult educat1on) o 16

School reorgan1zat1on‘
(Student evaluat1on

of teachers) ‘ : ﬂ

School rganfzation*a
(Teach effect1veness) 18

-.05

/ -
3 -0 %0
" A
1 .05 -.08
-.13 -.02 .09
S 30 .08 - -.00
.-—/Q

8% -.06

A1 -.02 -.03

~ .02 -.03 .05

Adult Program

>

1

St

“008

-.13.
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C

.

Nonzinstructional-services 2.67 .
] . w ’ 4
Curriculum 2.67 -
Facilities R T 2.5 - ,
. SChOV rearganization ) 2.83
A \STUDENf EVALUATIONS OF THEIR ADULT TEACHER AND CLASS:

+ . Question  Number.of +. . - ,“Sta’ndai‘d: ’
Evgiation Criteria ' Number . Respondents - Hgan “Deviation
Introduction of the , e

course of Study** 1, 155 3.3 . .4
Teacher effectivgness 2 157 3.28 .81 )
Teacher's conduct of ‘ , ¢ : %
discussions* . 3 154 | 3.15 w90
. - F .
Teacher's methods of ! s .
1nstruct1on§ /4 153 3.88 .99
Clarity of presentation* § 1577 *"3.08 7 2 B
& . ' ' ¢ -
Teacher's appearance 6 157 v£ 3.32 .80 -
Teacher's knowledge of - )
the course content "7 157 3.3 - .87
Teacher's w1ll1ngness . . o ‘
to help students 8 155 3.32 .87 =
Teacher's- nctyality, *. S . . o
in arrivisg to- class* .9 T 157 3.36 - . .86
Teacher's punctuality A ™
in dismissing class = 10 157. - 3.17. . .8b
. . - '3 i 4
Interest -in the class 11 ) 157 - 3.25 86 .
" Difficulty of the class* 12 - l "15? 3.23 .84 oo
-‘,.) L ’ ) ¢ ’ T B ’ ' .
W :

MEAN PRIMARY COMPONENT SCORES FOR YHE- STUDENT

- .. .SELF- RATING PROGRAM EVALUATION L o

. L}
Evaluation Componena

Instruct1ona1 Materla]ﬂ\\

. S
.Component Average.’

;
e 12,55

. ‘h, ) 4
V.




Nutber of

Guestion

- s

o
Standard
Respondents Mean Deviation

Evaluation Criteria  Number
. Amount Tearned in class +13 _ | 156 - '3.-é2
Organtzation of the . - _1 ,
slass*_ -V 14 ‘ 156 ~ .3.07
: ﬁi'e.of'thg class 5 - 15 2.97
Satisfaction of: perceiveg_" - R |
expeg:.ta,t}on‘s 16 ) - .157 3.08
Scale Value ﬁ R_a_t_i_Eg_
4(4‘)*‘ | Strong]y agr:ee .
(3 hgee )T
- (2). Disagree _
(1) ° Strongly Disagree
AR

\. . ‘ . ! ; . .
*Unfavorable Question - It was scored as follows;

Scale Value®
(1).
(2]
(3)
(4)

. Strongb‘f Agree
Agree |
Di.;,ag,r:ee .

Strongly Disagree

.97
- A
"\
.94
- M,

089 ' N . t




e CdRRELATION OF STUBENf EVA‘LUATIONS oF THEI’R'ADULT TEACHER .

4

AND_CLASS wxm SELECTED. DEMOGRAPHIC VARIBLES o
e \Unss) “ .o

<

. B . gues:tion_ .- . -Marital Ed. - “from Home to
© Evaluatiom Criteria Number - Sex Status ‘[Cevel Adult Program

One-Way Mileagk

~ N . ‘' - * I" (
L o Lo A . PP - .
. Introduction of the” T T B
course of study" . - os s 04 .04 .00 -.04 '

. ‘ ".Tgacher effectivenelss“ \“ \w\ .07 .- ]5* ", -.20%
K Teacher's conduct of - -
L "\\-cuscussions . RN, .05 :

Teacher's’ methods of

‘instructwns < e 4 v .06 .04 °  -.02 =0
/]\am ty of presentatwn* 5 = A7* -.05" -5 - )3 -
Teacher's appe’érance . 6 =08 -.02 .02 -.08
o e C e ' -7 A B
. U Eeacher s know]edge of . ) . .
S, w o -the course content 7 -.04 -.15° .14 -.07 -
B ) . L . . N i :
N Teacher's Wylhngness P S ‘ o o,
e 'to he'!p &tﬁd&n,ts . . 8. -.07 .00 .00 -.06 %,
' } ’ ~ e, L. .. \ :
' Teacher s pun’ctuahty . . S N
, < in/ arniving’to class ‘9 . .00 =.,04 , ’_1}‘ -.05
- “) . C e :
N Teacher s punctuath o LY e e . . .
RO £ dlsm1ssmg c1ass* :]0 v- =06 -.05 .07 .02
|0, Interestinfhe class © 11 T LsxLo7 s o
. - »
Difficu]ty of fhe class* 12 -.23* -.10 -.04 -.19*%
-+ Anount learned in. class 13 #0008 -.06 ‘
Organizatwn of the tlass* . =100 .01 L1200 -3 N
'1‘ R : 3 ]4 . - " .. ] - N , i
o S"ize of thee glass * 15 . L, .04 7,02 .05 . 0& '
‘Sati&faction: of perceivedm, S -.08 -.01  -.09  -.16%
C T expec ati . e . s
N + ,:" N B . R R . :’ ‘ ° - "!
v e N \ A * . ' ) * ’ . .
- 8 .tS«igqificaﬁ}: @ the .05 level (rhe—# 0) * o T
ERIC T SR T R |
. : - : Cow ' : e

[
E I —
(98]
-
.
/
- <
| “
B
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MOTIVATION INDEk‘QF STUDENTS IN ADULIﬁPROGRAMS P

-~
-

o : Question . Numer of  Standard ¢
Mot@nLFactor - Number Mean  Respondents Deviation S
gorn onethitng new 1 1.9 . 158 63 o

v » s v i " ] .

Bec me, a better citizen 2 2.21 187 © .97

omy present job better * 3 . 210 . 156 1,07
velop a hobby or leisure : ) -

= activity T . o 4 177 . 158 * . .86
Get along better withmy ¢ ' > )

feHow e’mployees . 5 2.48 157 .99

 Traii for a different job 6 2.72 56 1L

. Prepare for a second and/ _ - . . X \
© or part-time Job 7 3.1 - 156 .. .90

~ . :
Learn to be a better‘ parent 8, 2.55 ‘155 T A V4
. .
Learn to operate my home LY o ‘
more economically \,9 - 2.34 158 { 1.08
Prepare for future cation 10" - - 2.33 ° ..157 P 1;b7
Obtain a pmmotlon from my .° . C E
enployer . 0 ) RPN 25/ AR |- SN U0
Exposure to new people and ' ) . .
activities. - 12; ‘1.94 158 W .86 '

A change of routme S 13 1.87 157 92 )

' Becbme a cu]}ured per.son .14 2.53 157.( © .98 ©
_Better%understan,d mysehé O . ' —_

and”other people’ 15 - 2:40 186 .95
" * . . . . N . .
* Increase my yearly income 16 Y240 , 186 1.17 .,
- 1 :‘ » i - Co . . . -.ﬂ
wScale Value o Rating. -2 ‘.
(1), L . Verydmportant to.ne.uhen Ienrolled
(2) .- _' ImpOrtant to e when \I enroHed : -
(3) ‘ . Unimportant to m\ when I enro]]ed ' "
O "+« N8t important at 2ll to me ‘when ‘enro‘lled

09\ T n o s




C

i

~ ~ * - /

CORRELATION OF THE MOTIVATION INDEX OF -STUDENTS IN

* ADULT PROGRAMS WITH SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

*Significant @ the .05.1eve1 (r"ho #0)

89

Y
.
’ .
.
S . . =
. .

(N=}58}’ ) — T
' . . ' ' One-Way Mileage:
. ‘ . ¢ 3uest10n ‘Marital -Ed. from Home to.
Motivating FactQr ': ymber Sex Status Level Adult Program
0 T ——— 7 . v -
| .
Learn son)ethingﬁw o1 Jdgx .04, .16* -.02
Become a better citizen 2 - .07 -.02 .22+ 02 -
Do my present job more ) o
efficiently- : 3 Jd2 .09 .23*% -.13
Develop a hobby dr
1e1sure activity 4 .10 .14 -.34* 407
Get along better with : ” .
fellow emoloyees 5 Jd2 .02 j\/‘]v;A .05 .
Train for a different job © 6 0 -0 ¢ .34 . -08 | C
Prepare for a second and/or - o ‘
'a part-time job . 7 2 -.08 %" 1% . -.0%
. l‘.\eam to be a.better parent 8 .20* | 21* Jo - .09
‘Bgarn to operate my home , . .
* .more economically 9 21* . 23* .05 .03°
\ . VA . .
Prepare for future . .. ™ B
education : . 10 .09 -M .36* - -.06 -
Obtain a promotion from - b .
my emp]oyer SR | 00 -.07 .18* -.10
Exposure to new people : . s
" and act1v1§o a7 L0 -.01 .05 g
A change of utmL .27* .08 " -.07 A4 i
Become a more cu]tured , .
person . 14 .09 -.10, =12 v .07
. N -~ \ . L] N
To better understand my- * Mz
self and othér people 15 .07 -.04 .07 .09
" Increase my yearly income 16 .0 -.06 21% . -.05
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“Demographic Profile: ‘ .

RESULTS OF THE ADULT EDUCATION TEACHER EVALUATIONS

% i

*{n the basic learning and high &choo] skills. . .

,Adult Program Preferences: da [

’teachef had taught adult education the lower their preferenEe for the

V4 . . =Y

* Virtually all of the respondents were female, part- time instructors. |
;ke subjects taught by the respondents covered the entire spectrum,of v
subject matter, however, agmoai one-half of them were involved in c1asses §

The average teacher had qﬁﬁost four years of adutlt educatiod,experi~
enge and slightly ﬁore than eight years of toteixteaching experience.
The/typica] instructor had little fonna] education above the bache]ors

- \ \
degree. ‘ C : ,

.
\ N C T e

Vocational training, and family health and home management were
ranked as most important. The basic learning sk111s'and the basic h{gh

school subjects also received high rankings, but many of the respondents -~ .

? N -~ ’

" were teachers in those areas so the results were pvbbab] biased in that -

/ »
[ . ! .

direction. S : e

Signif@cant'conrelations were found between the total number of years

of aduly/eduéation teaching experience and pﬁeferences for: (a) psychology
‘ .

and human re]a{ions,‘(b) vocational training, and (c) family health and 3

\
. . . |
home management. An inspection of the®data indicated that the longer a |

L4

above three types of programs. . > ) 1
A felationship similar te the one in the above paragraph was also

discovered Between the eetal number of years of teaching experience and N

program preferences for (a? vocational training and (b) management and '

supervisory training. ’ . ) N




-~
. ~ .
‘ \J‘ . . w» *

The total number of years of formal education was found to be °
associated"with a preferenc& for. the fine arts. In other words, as the
number of years of edutation increases a preference for the fine arts
increases. ) : : L E )

7 1
‘o

“Teacher Self-Rating Program Evaluations

Due to the rating system used, a scere_of three o‘ more indicated

a favbrable response and one of {wo or less was unfavorable A mean.

[ . ¢

\ >
*score between two and three was neither clearly-favorable or unfavorablex
L0 &
Using these stamdards only Jthree of the evaluat1ve cr1ter1a were
1

cl arly rated favorably by the teachers. They were: (a) adequacy of park-
1ng_Spaces (question 13 ~ Facilities), (b) general housekeeping and ma1nte-

>,

nance\§cuestion 14 - Facilities), and'(cl a need for paid preparation .
* teachers (dqestion 28 - School reorganization): Teachers\rated

time fo

anly one criterla as clearly inadequate; it dealt with the amount of pay

-~

rece1ved by adult teachers
None of the average ranklgbs of the five component scores exceeded
=
three Fac1l1t1es, curriculum, and non- 1nstruct1onal services received

v
A

the best ratvngs o
. There’ were ‘significan# correlations b&tween the total number of years.
of adult edutat1on teach1ng experience and the rat1ngs of these elements:
(a) couneel1ng by teachers and counselors, (b) allowing students to work
&t their own pace,_ (c) the adequacy of consumable supplies, (d)/adequacy
of programmed Tearnipng aids, (e) superv1s1pn of mater1als‘and methods byr
adult Superv1sors, (C) ,the amount of teacher feedback on operational |
matters, and (g) the effect1veness of student evaluat1ons of teachers
With the exception of 1tfm (g) above, the relat1onsh1ps between adul%

teachlng experience th teacher ratings was'a direct one. This meant

‘o

»
A
"




»

/. . AN . - : ‘; C oy
that as the number of yearsn;? experienée 1ncnea§ed, so did the teachers
self-evaluation rating of these components. The exact opposite type o( T,
re]atiqnship was found between experience and the teachers ratings of'

. the effectiveness ?f student eva1natjons. In this case, the longer .the
teacher had taught the iower their ratings of this {tem. |

. . r o . - o

The total number of years of teaching experienc was directly related (:—‘

.to the teachers }atings of: (a) counse]ing by teacher& and 60unse10rs, ' )
(b allowing students t0'work~at their own Face and (c) adequacy of _

vendlng and smoking fac111t1es for breaks,

d) adequacy of funding for -
aduit brograms, (e).adequaty of consumable s ;p]1es, and (f)'§N§:rv151on-
of. teach1ng materigTs and methods by adult su érVisors he effective-

ness of studenf eva]uat1ons of teacﬁ%rs Was .n gatxvely rejated to total

\ ¢

teaching exper1ence Just as it was to the total number 0 %;ars of adult

(3

- teaching. - ° ' \.

)he number of years o? formd] education completed by éhe teacher was , ,
correlated with the.ratings of these eléments: '(a) communi ty advisory
commi ttee; 05) input into course development; and (c) the adequacy of

‘teachérs' salariés. But, in the latter case the relationship was nega-

tiveg\i.e., the moreé ‘years of education the teacher had completed.ghe \

e

les$ adequate they fg]t their salary to be. . \\ee' X

Adu]t Education Program Priorities.,

I
The responses of the teachers 1nd1cated thait additional 1nstruct10nal
._0 '
mater1a]s and a more appropriate or adequate cdrr1cula were their top )
s

_ priorities. Better buildings and equipment was rankad at thg bottom of

|
most 1ists of program priorities. - \:«3 : |
M \~- I\ ~. ‘

. - |

100 -
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\ ‘ ) ...- P R ~" . L4 . - . . - , , X’,’“
H . - , . . , 5
T Y . o
\ , . * % " TEACHER DEMOGRAPHIC VARIR LY
s : (3 .t . - O
T . Teaching Status™ - 4. . = - o

) . Parstine n ' C oL _
' S 1_Fu11-k\' / \ ' ST h].§6§°

O S [ X

—~ . Sex | o ' o +" Percpntage™ : - ‘
Female ‘ ‘ X . TT98.44% ' RN

Male ! IR . 1.56%

- - . 100.00%
“ & (N = 64)

s

~N
Subjects Tadght S ' . Perceptage g ~
The basic learning skills o 25.00% 5
- Basic high school snIBjects ‘. >
(diploma or GED) ° ‘ . _ . 23.44%. .
Bas\ic psychology and hqmah relations - i . 0:00%
Vocdtibnal training oo T 2031
‘ Recrigtion and/or feisure tine attivities R ¥ 3 s -
Family health and home management ‘ v L 9.38%" ’
The Fine Arts ('eart,"music, drama) L. ; 1.56% .
Gg'ner‘é’fwgu;ines; and/or management trainin“ ot - 4.69% R
. ! —_ . ,

100.00% - _
RS D P

Marital S‘teztus\ . . . Pgrcent‘:age '
Married . ~ . .100.008
A“ -~ -

Single ) " o . 00.00%
‘ X B - 100,008 -

- ® Lo (h=6a)




. . o
. . N e

. \
e . -

k ' , A
Average Number of Years of Adult NumSB?’E?// - T
Education Teaching Expertence ~ Respondants .gfandard Deviation

3.66 . 63. ' \g;ff e
) s oo ' k

Average Number of Total Years Number of ¢
. 8t Teaching Experience . Respondents  Standard Deviation .

o 841 64 . ! 8,31 x
r ) . AN - ‘

Average Number of Years of .  Kumber of

/}’ ~ Formal Education % « ¢, * Respondents St;hdard Deviation “
‘ : T "
15 (k] 61 ' 1.65




N\ Ld _\:*s
\ © " A A s 1
\ Y14 !
Nl -
\ . ’ . ‘\' A
' , \\\ . . . ’ .\C L
*{/;. o _ K ADULT' PROGRAM PREFERENCES ‘ Y
\ Number of " Standard,
Program Area - ' ; ‘Mean Respondents ~_'Dev1‘atign .
: . The basic learning skills | 1.48 63 | 78
A The basic high school , : . L :
<~ subjects ) 1.46 ° " 63 71 |
Psychology-human relations  1.89 X .72 v h 1
: ’ .. l
Vocat'lona.l traimn\g 1.41. 43 _ \.59 -
-7 . _.Recreation and 1e1sure time 1.95° ' 6l3 XS ‘
\‘ . ‘V‘ . ‘o , . \‘t
11y health and h home N o ‘ : N
management . .44 63 . 56 0
' SRS U o \ . .
T The Fine Arts Sy : 2.00 . - 62 \ Py )
' Management and Supgrnsory < L - .:‘-,-
’ Tra1n1ng 2.70‘ ’ 63 . . ° 82 . S
/"" . . . T . ’ o ) b \
¥ A\ \ » . > .. v . ,.
e ., \ . . } . .
Scale Valye ) : Ratin T T,
- ; s Y 3 e ’
1) . ' . . Ex rehely 1mportant o / 2
= - ‘ ) S I Y
. {2) s . Im ortaqt R ‘-\
N (3) UnIlmpOrtFnt H ' ' )
. ‘ ’ l R . R :
(:4) . © - Jt 1mpoi‘tant at a]'l ‘ o SR

e
o
'
B

. fl ‘ \“-,'
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CORRELATION OF TEACHER. PROGRAM PREFERENCES | |
WITH SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES .
N=6

K] . .
\ |
Yrs. Adult Ed\-  Yrs. Total

. , Yeachidg _ \ Teaching ~ Yrs. Formal’
Program Preference | EperTjnce Experiénce . Education .
" . - 7 T
-.B2 .

Basic learriing skills -.04 ¢.14

\ Basic high schocﬂ

subjects ~ S -03 -\\ .07 . =405 .
\Psychology-human relations. 2% 1 a7 | -0
\‘Vocatibnal trai ning b P A N e 11 /A ‘
) '/ / B /’ - ]
Recreatmn dnd 1e1sure P - ‘
time activities - . 402 .06 '_(-.'IO S -
mily health and home o o - . ¢
. management * s ; L24%° - .20 ‘ ‘14 ‘
% : . . N ‘ .
F ne\grts Co 10 DL L =a27* Coa
I ) ,t' o l . . - .
Management & supetwsory_ S e . '
tra1mng . .08 - ~ ‘\.35* .04 .
*S‘Ignifi'cant @ the .05 'leve'l (rho # 0) \/ < //’l,._—-———...—-—
NOTE Program preferences were,.scored from 16D) te-(#-)—'wffhﬂ'l) / -
. . .representing a rating of ve‘ry important.* o - W
/ . - . O -

—
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l MEAN PRIMARY COMPONENT SCORES FOR THE TEACHER

SELF RATING PROGRAM EVALUATION

. 1§
| 4

. Evaluation Co ponent -

tald

+

Instructi nal!Materia}s

Non-ing?rjctional services

; Curriculun -
Faciﬁitiés

,School reordanization

-

~
»

CompBNent Ayerage

2‘.59 '

- 2.63

2.66 -
2.82

7.59

A




| \ Lo
| .
| . . \ TEACHER SELF-RATING PROGRAM EVAULATIONS
\ . N e \ .
|

‘ ‘ Question  Number éf ¥ Standard
§ Evaluative Criteria Number Respondents Mean Deviation -
l . \Instructional materials* : : ]

e (Library & reference ; L ea )

} materials) . Co . 6l 2.69° ‘.89 e

| ) ‘

|

-

, b

| » Instructional materials . S
L (Audio-visual equip-

- mént) . :

Instructional.matekials* : v © l . -
,,?‘(Adequacy of funds) ‘

Instructxona] materjals
\ (Adequacy of donsymable *
supp]ies) i 20:
n-instruct1one1 services
't&Counse]ing-by teachers
and counseloys)

l +on instructionpl senvices
(Aﬁministratian of |person-
ity, aptitude, achieve-.
ment, and odcupati nal , LRI
interest tests) < 1.08 .- .
’ ' e
" Curriculum
L- . .. (Students -Jearn atl| .
B their own' pace) 5
Curricu]um* \ .
(Lengfh of adult classes) :

(<)

.

. Curricutum
(Size Qf adult classes) 7

| . Curriculum* Lot ; )
| (Teacher & student 1nput . ' "
into course development)*. 8 . 58 ' 2.62 :§3.

| Curriculum . , .

| (Community Advisory Com- - - ) . . .,

| "~ mittee input into course T T
E . development) . 9 ‘ 60 2.72 .80

- .:Curriculum : | -
S } " (Input of formal research , . o .-
| on community needs into s :

o course development) 10 R 2.93 -, .89

) 106
% . . R




4

Question

Number of

. Evaluative Criterip Numbey

nh:““'s(
"Facilities* -
~(Climate control in

Respondents

_Curr1cu1um?

(Adequacy of pro rammed . .
~ learning aids) , 21

Facilities*
iAdequacy of vending
' machines & smoking
facilities) n
.\ 4 : .
Facilities '
(Adequacy of secur1ty
" for students) -~

»

12

' Facilities

(Adequacy of parking. .
spaces) ‘ 13

Facilities* ' e

(General housekeeping
and ma1ntenance) 14

Faciitities oo
(Level of noise in build- \
= . jngs used for adult edu-
cation) 18

»

buiTdings used for adult
educat1on) 16

Factilities
(Space for the preparat1on »
of teach1ng mater1als) 22

Schobl Reorganization , -.
(The fectiveness of stu-
" dent.'evaluations of
teachers) 17

Schoo] Reorganqzation* A
_ (Teacher effectiveness) 18"

School Reorganization*
(Supervision of teaching .
materials and methods by

Jadult supervisors) .23
N . -
F . _ :
107 -

99

. \ﬂ/,

64 °

59

7

. "

59

2,77

2.73

2.65

2.81

2.67

2.49

Standard
Deviation

73 .
.89

.78

.81
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.
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/ T 'y : ’/"
& J * ( ” - ! ‘/ " . N
_ Question Number oJf' . - Standard
Evaluative Criteria@l Number Respondents Mean ° Deviation
"Sthool Reorganization i ) y v
. (Availability of- written : .
po]icies & proce‘qures) 24, 62 . 2.47 YA
School Reorganization . . ‘ ‘!
? (Need for fommalecorientation N . : s v
\program for new teachers) 25 63 ' \2.84 . .90 o
Schoo] Reorganization* . | -
(AvaiTability of.clerical c ; :
& duplicating,services) 26 61 2.54 .89
School Reorganization* ) - . .
(Adequacy .of teacher y " o
salaries) 27" 62 .81 Br..87
School Reorganization. ' ' Iy .
(A need for paid pre- d }
" 4. paration time for N X y
‘teachers) - .- 28 63 -  3.06 .88
School ‘Reorganization* ' '1 .
- (Administrators solicit . ) .
teacher feedback on' ) .o *
\ operational matters) . 29 63 = 2.59 1.09 .
Scale Vél_ue . . a"ting )
4) - - . S.tron/gl,y Agree , R ' R
(3) - L ’ Agree < |
(2) Disagree
) ‘ | L Strongly disagree ‘ : ' '
I ’° ' . ! % - \.
*Unfavorable Question _ C .
Scale Value . " “Rating - l
n . - :Strong'ly‘Agree »
(2) o Agree - . ) \
(3) _ Disagree .. ., . |
(4) ‘ . . : Strongly disagree o ' s ¥
. . [ - ’r
- 108 g
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CORRELATION OF TEACHER SELF-RATING PROGRAM EVALUAIlONS

WITH SELECTED DEMOGRAPHI\ARIABLES | Co
(N=158) . L ,
Yrs of Adult Yrs of Total Yrs of
. . . Question Teaching Teaching ~ Formal
Evaluative Criteria ~ Number Experience Experience Education

Instructional mdterials* -
(Library & feferencd. S
materialq) . 1 -.06 -.04 .01

Instructional materials ‘
(Audio-visual equip- 3 . : "
ment) .2 4. 08 - .23

. o .
Instructioﬁﬁ] matépfals* .
(Adequacy of fumds) * 19 - .22 - 32 gt

. Instructional materials
‘(Adequacy of coﬁfum- : . .
able supplies) 20 . t.28* Y- -.2

Non- 1nstruct1oqp] services k\\ ‘ \
(Counse11ng by teachers ’ \

‘ '& counse]ors) s 3 : =29*(- .36*1\ -.14

Non-instructional services ) : \
{Adminjstration of person- . . \

. ality, aptitude, achiéve- . )
ment, and qccupational ) ’ .. JRECI
interest tests) 4 -.09 01 & - 13

Curriculum . . .
“.  (Studénts learn at ° L s X )
. own pace) - 5. 25 3o -.09

Curriculum™— ’ ,
(Length qof adult ) e S
classes) - 6 0 W18 23 . .20

Currﬂcu}um . , _
(512e of adult c1asses) 37 N V4 o - 07 < 16

'_Curriculum*
(Teacher & student input - ‘ _ o -
intp tourse development) 8 .01 -.08"- N

Curriculum .. ‘ o, . .
(Community Advisory Com- e : T
“mittee fnput into course _ . ‘ _ .

~develdpnent) 9 A | I 26

- | w109 -~ =

101
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Evalu&tive Criteria

Curriculum ,
\ (Input of formal

* research on cqmmunity
needs into course
development)

Curriculum* )
(Adequacy of pro-"

/
‘ ‘
. Yrs of Adult Yrs of Total Yrs of
uestion Teaching Teaching Formal
“Number Experience Education

xlo'

grammed learning aids) 21

Facilit1es*
(Adequacy of vending
machines & smpking
facilities)

Facilities*
(Adequacy of security

for students & teachers)lzl

Faci]1t1es v
(Adequacy of park1ng
S spaces)

Facilities*

(GKral housekeeping

&\naintenance)

"y Kacilities
{Level of nofse in
buildings used for
.adult education)

Facilities*
(Climate control in"
buildings used for
“adult education)’

acilities )
(Space for the pre-
paration of teachtng
materials) .,

h‘_

School Reorganizdtion
(The effectiveness of
student evaluations

+ of teachers)

-
[y

13

. 15

16

22

Experience

.03 -.06 .23 \////
5% .14 03
\ \ )
a8 s L -
. '
.05 19 -.07 .
M. a8 .22
.. | |
.02 2 .08 o
‘ ) i
\ .
.01 =03 . - .16 '
| S
. \
'Y , )
14 18 -.08
RN
< A i
20 2 a2 0 L0
b .
-3 L-38 S e
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4

b

.

+

*Yrs of Adult VYrs of Total

Question _Teaching

Teaching

Evgluatfve Criteria Number

Experience

;;§:§f .
_ Formal

Experience

Education

School Reorganization*

. -(Teacher effectiveness) .18 °

} g . ' .

School Reorganization*
(Superyision of teaching
materials & methods by
adult supervisors) 23

School Reorganization
(Availability of written
policies & procedures) 24

School Reorganization
(Need for formal orien-
tation program for
new teachers)

25

School Reorganization*
(Availability of clerical
& duplicating services) 26

.'Schoo} . Reorganizatiom*

*(ﬂdequaéy of teacher -
salaries) 4
School Reorganizatidn
(A need for paid pre-
paration time ‘for

teachers) . . 28

- School Reorgénizatiqn ¢

(Administrators solicit
teacher feedback on
operational matters) 29

/

| *Significanf @ the .05 tevel (rho # 0)

-
-~ ¥ 4

T.16

14 L

.40* L31%
12

-.23 -.06

.02
-.10
.14

.18

=29

e

.08

.p!. '
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: TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF A

|

K

(4

DULT EDLCATION'PROGRAM PRIORITIES

1t

Area Needing Improvement

»  Additional Inétructional

e

.59

o %

* Materials e
. Better Buildings and ,
Equipment 60
More Appropriate or !
Adequate Curricula 59
¢
Adninis;ratiye'Reorga ization 59
More Student Services 60
) \
*e
P
"
.
\ ) .
a 7
. 112
104,

Number of ‘Average .
Respondents ~ Rank

2.56

3.47

2.76

2,98

2.98

|
Standard

1.32
1.51

1.39
- 1.49
1.57

Deviation

»7
.

(3]
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RESULTS OF A COMPARISON OF SELEETED DEMOFRAPHIJ VARIABLES

BEINEEN @UULT STUDENTS AND THE. GENERAL PUéLIC

. . R
s . ' 1
. ‘ . .

Occupation = o . \ ‘ Q S

"

No significant overall différences were found between the jobs held

by the%general community respondents and adult students. Howeyer, in
i some occupations the two groups différe? ronsiderably. ‘For example, more
adult students c]ass1f1ed themse]ves s

On " the other hand more of the respondents from the general, comnunity ,

survey were classified as:: (a) managers and self-emp]oyed 1ndiv1duais

]

and (b) craftsmen and foremen.

A\ . . at

N » .
[ N -

Income L ) ' T ?

A significant differen‘e\was found between the incomeiievels of~adu}t
students and those of the S

the adult students had fami\y incomes of less than 515 000 a year while

sixty percent of the deneral comnunity~respondents nad famiiy incomes of

more than $15,000. \ ’ e \ SN
‘ T : ’ . ’
Education % < e .

(28

No significant difference was found between the educational ]evels of

‘adult students and the respondents to the community survey

A
d .
a

profess1ona]s and service workers.

eneral community respondents. Sixty“percent of

3

Q’. -
The medn age of the adult studenfs‘was significantly lower than the -
average of the general community survey. . . ‘ \
‘s
113

1 105




A COMPARISON OF THE OCCUPATIONS OF RESPONDENTS IN THE ,

 GENERAL COMMUNITY SURVEY WITH THOSE OF ADULT STUDENTS

Professional
Manager/Self-tmployed
Sales Worker
Craftsmen/Foreman
Vehicle Operator/
mangfacturing. and
assembly worker
Service Worker |

Laborer R

Farmer/Farm Manager

Housewife . @

Clerical .
" Unemployed/Retired -

Ho Answer .
- Total

EN
L]

*

Chi Square = 19.08

L4

d.f. = 11

—

" General

‘Camnunitx'

. 23.29%
10.96%
4.79%
11.64%

2.05%

3.42%
~2.05%

o .68%
31518
2.05%
89
71008
(=146)

[

Not significant @ the .05 devel.

[
-1
~

£

- 114

Adult

Students
kudents

30.81%
. 3.14%
5.77%
5.03%

3.14%
9.43%

2.52%
0.00%
33.33%

1.26%

13.77%
3.77%
100%

(N=159)

3

Total
- 21.21%
6.89%
4.26%
8.20%

2.62%
6.56%

. 2.30%
.33%

32.46%

= 1.64%
4.26%
_3.28%

N [0

(N=305)

Iy
=i




A co/PARrson,or THE_INCOME LEVELS OF RESPONDENTS IN THE
GENERAL COMMUNITY SURVEY WITH THOSE OF ADULT STUDENTS

s 4

Y. ,

s
/

' - General Adult = . -
Family Income Level Commun"ltx Students - Total
/ Under $4,000 ' o342 6.29% 4.92%
$4,000 to $5,999 8% - 8.80% s.92
$6,000 to $9,999 14.38% 11.95% - 13.11% \
$10,000 to" $14,399 - 21233 28.93%- o 25.25%
-$15,000 or over 60.27% 40.25% '49.84% -
"ot No Answer | '0.008 . 3.77% 1.97% ',
Total 008 - 1006 100
\ .
(N=146) . (N=159) (N=305) .
Chi Square = 25.24 |
d.f. =5 f "
Significant @ the .05 ledel - . .
v »
! o
I
Lo y
‘
/’ '
115
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A COMPARISON OF SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES OF RESPONDENTS
"IN THE GENERA(/coaMunzfv’/lﬁvsv WITH ‘THOSE OF ADULT STUDENTS
\
EDUCATION
Source D F Sum of Squares Mean Square f
Regression 1 .01832563 .01832563  .00254*
_Erpor ggs 2135.54610390 L. 7.21502062
Total -297 213566442953 - { ‘
Student Mean = 13.03 -
Community Mean \ 13.04 N
*Not significant @ the..05.level '
. , / L
o / L
| © o AGE
I \ . -
DF °  Sum of Squares - E
1 3502.114072}5 502.11407215 24.22110*
Error 397 42943.05649642° ; fas.s8941581 ,
Total | *  298.; 4644517056856 : N
[ ’ . .
.- ' ! -,
- Student Mean = 3§.57 . ;o . : . . ”
" Community Mean = 49.42 - ¢ '
*Significant @ the .05 level \\_'
. v
S ~
» ) .
. / . -




RE§ULT§ OF A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE éHANNEL OF
COMMUNICATION USED TO TRANSMITAENbNLEdGE-OF ADULT EDUCATION

School CataTog‘

No signif%chnt differences were found between the number of indi~*

vidua]s 1earning about adult education from the school cataTog in efther
the general commxnlty, -employer, or adu]t student surveys. - ' .

- - } -
Newspaper \ . u . ,

& Significantly fewer aduli students 1earned‘a50ut adul't edupatipn from

the newspaper.

Employer ) )
© Significantly more respondents from the generfl community Qnd emp]oyef

L

surveys \learned about adult’education from their ‘plgyer§.

'A Friend Told le

No significant differences were Jound between tRe nmber of rnd1vidua1s
fearninglabout adu]t educat1on fnom a friend in either the genera] com-

‘munity, employer, or adult student surveys. _
~ . . ' .

__Bnpioyment Services )
. A signifieent1y h{gher‘number of respondents Tearned about adult

education from an employment serwice. ;

Radio - T.V. - - - .

o -

Significantly fewer a?u]t education student; learned about the program

from radio and television ,advertising.

” -

109
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A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE CHANNELS OFPCOMMUNICATIUN

USED TO TRANSHIT INFORHATION ABOUT ADULT EDUCATION

S

- 110

' SCHOOL CATALOGUE

Genemal i Adult :

Community -  Employers - Students Total
Learned about ' Co K
Adult Education ‘
from the school - :
Catalog ¢ 32.192 . 42.86% 33.96% ‘34s4é§ -

\ .l. .
Was not exposed : ) ' . S
in thi 67.81% 57.14% 64.04% - 65.54%
T b [ S .
Total > 100% 100% 100% ) IQO%
(N=146) (N= 49) (N=159)  N=354)
3 ¢ ' ..
/Chi‘ Square ='1.879
d.f. ='2 x\\ B
Not sig'm'fi_c nt @ the_ﬁios 1ev% .
)N ‘
, NENSPAPER ¢ —
Learned about A L
Adult Edugation -
from the news- - v
paper 72.60% 83.67% 47.17% 62.43%
Was not exposed \ o
in this way 27.40% \ 16.33% 52.83% 37.57%
Total 100% V1008 100% 1 poz;
. (N=146) (N= 49) (N =159) (N=354 .
Chi  Square = 33.523 _— \\
d.f. = 2 ‘
Significant @ the .05 level .
. . \
118 = '
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Total

Was not exposed

4

Learned about

Adq]t Education
from my employer

Was not exposed
in this way

td
»

/"

Chi Squar® = 15.693

d.f. =2

Adult -
Students ;

thal

EMPLOYER
General
Communi ty Employgr
15.07% 22.45%
84.93%  , 77.55%
1008 . 100%
(N= 49)

" fpe1s6)

Signifiéant @ the .05 level .

,I
Learﬁed about
Adult Education

from a friend -
of mine

L

in this way.

Total.

D

t |

Chi Square =.4385

d.f. = 2,

R
Not significant @ the .05 1%ve]

4

A FRIEND TOLD ME

-

.. 30.82% 26.53%
69.18% 73.47%
joox 100%
(N=146) (N=49)

/‘ ’
’ 1
119

111

-

4.40%

95.60% |
100%

- (N=159)

11.30%

88.70%

1003

Iy

(N=354)

30.5]%\.

69.49% "
1003
(N=354)

‘\'. .




o

df.=2

-y

Significant @ the .05 level

’ 4 -
EMPLOYMENT SERVICE '
* -General Adult '
Cormunity Employer Student Total -~
Learned about a
Adult Education
from an employ- '
ment service 1.37% 14.29% 0.00% 2.54%
" Was not exposed. . R | '
“in this way 98.63% - 85.71%  ~.100.00% 97.:46%
Total | To0y "100% 1005 1004
X . .
) ‘ Tﬂ<:46) (N=49) (N=159) - (N=354)
‘Chi Square & 32,23 ' )
d.f. =2 o
~ Significant @ the .05 level
. v g T ; '.
| S "DIO T.V. . Il
Learnefl aboyt Y . ‘
AduTt Education . !
from the radio o ' P
or 7.V, . 38.36% 42.86% 5.03% - 24.01%
. - ‘ . ' ) ‘ k
“Was not exposed , . ‘ - 2
“in thisway” ~- -  61.64% 57.14%  94.97% .75.99%
Total 100 005 . 1008 7 1008
. - 5 i M .
{N=146) (N=49) = (N=159) . (N2354)
. “, - S R -
Chi  Square = 57.3958 N C e
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teacher ratings tban to the emp]oyers d Co
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" RESULTS- OF'A COMPARISON OF THE ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES OF THE RESPQN-

DENTS FROM THE GENERAL COMMUNITY EMPLOYER \STUDENT AND TEACHER SURVEYS

- 3
H 4
Intrdduction , - \\_ o

One-way analysis of’variance was used to best for differences in the
. ¢ . oL .
mean preference ratings between the four groups.

.

Significant differences between the groups were’ found in seven of

, the eight adult program areas. Only on their rat1ngs of management and .

supervisory tra1ning were the resbonses of the four groups homogenous
A similar pattern was observed when the mean pgeferen r t1ngs were
rank-ordered from most to least fayg\;ble. In all cases, except the rat-

L] - ; . .
fng(of management and supervisory training, the rank»erdeﬁing followéd
~ . + \ a

~ .
thisvsequence: v .
\Xa) Highest ranking - teachers . . _

(b) Second highest ranking - students . ' e
{c) Third highest wranking - general community respondents ..

(d) Fourth highest ranking - employers S

Adult studpnt and teacher ratings of this Component,Were more -favor-

able .than those of émnloyers and respondents from.the general community.

) Preference for the Basic High School. SubJects .

Adult xtufe::;and teacher ratings were s1gn1ficant1y higher than

those of "the’ employers. In fact, the average employer felt that this type.

‘of. traiming was unimportant. . e . o

\

The- Teaqher sr ings were higher than anyother group, but the

Preference for Psycho]ogy and Human Relati?ns Tra1n1ng S

responses of students and .the general commun1ty were much clpSer to the

S 121 S

e 113 P S
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’

Yocational Training . !K>/ - )
Emp]oyers ratings of vocational education were significant1y Tower
than those of any other group, preferences “of teachers students and the

general community respondents were h1gher and more, near1y homogenous.

~

~ Recreation andeeisure Time Activ1ties

£

o Emp]dyers ratings nere far ]ower than those of teachers, students,
an g%nera1 comMinity respondents However; the latter three groups had
preference ratings that were relatively. simiTar, B S

"
E_%ilx,ﬂea]th and Home Management

" The emp1oyers ratings of‘this program area were’again substantia1}y :

1ower than the ratlngs of the other three groups.

]

Fine Arts e . ' oo

A

The overa11 ratings of a11 fo r groups were 1oWer, but the employers

rating was ‘by far the poorest. e " }'

\

Management and Superv1so~17Tra1nin Co l / S .

Thzs was the only rating of a|/program area in which the employers -
mean score could he considered'favorab1e. In fact, the mean scores of
§
employers and teachers were identica1 and the scores “from the other g ups .

- -
were al'so veay similar. : . oo '

LY .
-
€ . ~

, 12, e
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N : : .o - A MEAN SCORE COMPARISON OF THE .GcS muan.. ON PROGRAM , L \,

Ty = . ) wﬁmmxwzmmm OF THE: RESPONDENTS FROM THE GENERAL
. : STUDENT, AND TEACHER® SURVEW . . )

. . © . . i " . e -, - FIGURE 2 : o . 4 . .
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. ' C I ‘ . MW.. Extremely important - - \ - . 7
. ) = Important [ ) e

ww = Unimportant

4) = Not important at all . v
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A COMPARISON OF THE ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES QF>RESPONDENTS
» ) .

Preference for the Basic-kearning Skills

- - - e X ————

v

Source - . BF  Sumof Squares Mean Square . E L
" Regression ' . 3  55,34875505 18.44958502  20.10835*
Error . .~387 355.07579738 .91750852
Tota] - 390  410.42455243 —
Mean score for General Comﬁunity Survey  2.29 . o ) i
- . . . N\ N
Mean score, for the Employers Survey g.83 t T ' R
4 v
Mean score for the Student Survey - 1.86 X
s Mean score for the Teachers Survey 1.48 )
*Significant @ the .05 tevel - | :
S ' .
‘ X »
A Y .‘
' ' 5. C s
c ‘ | 5 5
A\ ‘\
t L
. . ‘-
-‘ . -
¢
N J
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A COMPARISON OF-THE ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES OF RESPONDENTS ° °

_ Preference for the Basic High School Subjects

Source D F. Sumof Squares 'Mean Square E 4
Regresston ' 3 66.4724718] 2215749060 27.36151%"
Error 387 313.39453586 . .80980500
Total 390 379.86700767
Mean score for General Community Survey 2.06 ot
Mean score for the Employers Survey 3.03»
Mean score for the Student Survey 1,69 - .
% Mean score for the Teachers Surv.ey* . 1.47 : (

*Significant @ the .05 1eve1.

¢ A COMPARISON OF THE ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES OF PRESONDENTS

Preference for Psychology. and Human R_e]ation% Training

._S_gﬁc_e ‘ ‘D F Sum of, Squares | Mean. Square F

Regregssion -3 9.18612989 v 3.06204330 .' ;1.39125* .
Error | 387 -269.85733838 0.69730581 .

Total. 390 279.04347826 |

Me;ﬁ;'écore for General.Community Survey  2.12

Mean.score for the Employers Su’vey 2.49

Mean score for the Student Survey | 2.06 ° |

Mean score for the Teachers Survey 't 1,85 ' \

g

A *Significant @ the .05 Tevel . .. =




R

" Mean scofe for the Teachers Survey .42

,’:\
* A COMPARISON OF THE ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES OF RESPONDENTS

. . Preference for Vocational Training

Source DF  Sumof Squares  Mean.Square .  F
Regressibn | .3 | 60.1435}369 20.04735790 30.63052*
Error 387  253.29376647 " .65450586

Total. ‘ 390 313.43734015 , i

Mean score for General Community Sur&ey 1787 | \ u
Mean score for the Employers Survey 2.86 ;{
Meéq’score for the Student Surigy ' 1:52~

*Significant @ the .05 level

]

A COMPARISON OF THE ADULT PRbGRAM PREFERENCES OF RESPONDENTS

Prefe?ence‘for Recreation and Lefsure-Time Activities

Sou; DF  Sumof Squares = Mean Square F
Regression 3 43.7§§ng§5§ ’-16.2416§283 22. 5485
Error B 27870493219 . .72027114 |
Total “390  327.46803069

Mdan score for General Community Sdr&ey 2.24

. Mean score for the Employers Survey 3.22 ;.
Mean score for the Student Surﬁey 1.97
\\
Mean score for the Teachers Survey 1.97

*Signff]cant @ the .05 levél j A

e v+ it oot b




A COHPARISON OF THE ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES OF RESPONDENTS
Preference for Family Health and Hege Management g
Source DF  Sunof Squares - Hean Square ©F
Regressi-on 3.  56.90184688 ‘ 18.96728229 '30.8]48]*
Error 387 23‘8.208]2754 .61552488
total 390 295.10997442
Mean score for General Community Survey 1.94
<Mean score for the Employers Survey 3.00
-\Mean score for the Student Survey - 1.79 . ‘
Mean score for the Teachers. Survey 1.45 ¢
*Significant @ the .05 level ]
A COMPQRISON OF THE ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES OF RESPONDENTS
Preference for the Fine Arts
Source DF  Sum of Squares Mean Square  F
Regressil_on 3+ 43.86407785 L ]4:62]35928 21.36711*
Error | 387 264.82134414 68420288 o
Total | 390  308.68542199 . | %
_Mean score for General Community Survey., 2.5 - R ‘x ‘
Mean score for the Employers Survey 3.29 . \ | -
Mean score ‘for the S'tudent Survey 2,22 \ ' l
Mean :score for the Teachers Survey o 2.00 ' \ y !
Coo | o ¢
*Significant '@ the .05 level
%

127

119 \
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A COMPARISON OF THE ADULT PROGRAM PREFERENCES OF RESPONDENTS

Preference for Management and Supervisory Training

AR

S

Mean score fc)\tfi'l’gachers Surtvey 1.97
. "’ .

*Not significant @ the .05 level .

\

o

. o128
120

ant -

Source ~DF  Sum of Squares Mean Square - F
Regression 3 2. 326?4736. j7541 579 - 1.07350%
Error " 387 . 279.54076031 . 72232755
Total 390  28t.86700767 \
Mean score for énerﬂ Community Survey  2.17 ®
Mean score for the Employers Survey , 1.97

‘ Mean score for the Student Su;'vey 2.09 g

»




- A COMPARISON OF THE RESPON'DENT\'S VOCATIONAL TRAINING PREFERENCES

ACCOUNTING AND BOOKKEEPING

\

General Community Employer Adult Student Total
““Interested in 10.27% 26.53% 27.044, 20.05%
3 ]
' Not interested 89.73% 73.47% T2 9%6% 79.94%
Total 100.00% - 100.00% 5. 100.00% 100.00%
: . {N=146) - (N= L9) (¥=159) (N=35k)
"~ % ey - \
} Chi.Square = 14.84
D.F. = 2 . . v
Significant ? the .05 level .
(O . © TYPING - .
Géne;ral Comnniéj Employer Adult Student Total
., \‘. ’ N
\Intereste\d in| 6.85% 16.33% 22.01% 14.979
Noc\ interested 93.15%" | 83.674 \ 77.99% 85.03%
- oy i
A 7
" Total 100.00 100.00% 100.004. 100.00%
(N=1L6) - (N= L49) (N=159) - (N=354)
\ \
v Chi Square = 13,83 ‘
D.F. =2 -
. B \
Significant @ the .05 level ]
* {
. 129 | '
o .
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~ A COMPARISON OF THE RESPONDENT'S VOCATIONAL TRAINING PREFERENCES

COMPUTER PROGRAMMING

-

D.F. =2

¢ R
General Community Employer Adult Student " Total it
’ * : . N
_ Interested in 8.904, 10.20% 23.90% . 15.82%° ?
‘ - 3 & . e
Not interested 91.09% 89.80% 76.10% 84,189
Total . . 100.004 *100.00% 100.00 100.004, ;
- (N=146) (N= 49) (N=159 . (N=35L)
» . N \ H . . .
" Chi Square = 14.20 . oo
D.F. =2 . \ . .
Significant ‘@ the .05 level B . ‘ ,
SHORTHAND
- » ‘q\
\ General Comminity Employer Adult Student Total
Interested in 4114 | 5084 17.61% 10.17%-
t‘iog interested 95.89% - 95.92% 82.39% 89:83% ,
\ . , . .
| T . A
Total 100.00% - - 100.00 100.00 100.00
(N=146) 3 (N= 49 (N=159). (N=354 v
Chi s = .
quare = .




4

A b(!ﬂ’ARf[SON OF THE RESPONDENT'S VOCATIONAL TRAINING PREFERENCES

’
. . BUSINESS MACHINES - .
- . 1Genei:al Comupitx Employer Ad'ult Student - Total
_: -‘ - . ‘ g . ’ .
-Interested in 5.48% 10.20% - 21,384 o 13.28% -
Not {nterested  _ 94.52% 89.80% 78.62% 86.72%
- 5 ‘ m’. 0 n — |
Total i 100.009, L 100.00% . 100.00% 100.00%
. (N=1L46) b= 49) + (N=159) (N=354) |
. ~ _
Chi Square = 17.19 ' .
D.F. = » . .
. Significant @ thé .05 level / . ) .
. . h . - <
. : ' :
<, ) OFFICE PROCEDURE .
. ) . A
. General Community Employer Adult Student Total
. . T L 1 . i ' ' . . ' . 7]
Interested in ‘ 5.48% 30.61% - . 18.87% 14.97%
s . N .
a4 . . ‘ i "
: .. Not interested . 94,559 69.39% 81.13% 8 Ob%
v y \ ;
i . . . :
i : .
Total 1oo.oo? © . 100.06% 100.00% 100.00%
¢, 0 (N=1b6 (8=h9) . . (m=159) . ,  (N=sh)
Chi Square = 21.65 - L
DiF. ='> ) - \ o O . v
Significant @ the .05 level . : e TN
| . . | » &' ¢
N - . ) - . , “ .
P , . ! [ Y 4
- 1184 \
.\ . : ' 1?3 . . . ‘\\




A COMPARISON OF THE RESPONDENT'S VOCATIONAL TRAINING PREFERENCES

Chi Square = 23.60
, D.F, =2 .
Significaht @ the .05 level

REAL ESTATE
:g N . . ’ )
General Community Employer Adult Student Total
Interested in 6.85% 6.124 13.219 9.60%
{ > ' ©
Not interested * 93.15% 93.88% 86.79% \ 0.40%
Total . ' 1oo.oobz 100.004  °? 100,004 100.00% .
(N=146 (N= L9) (N=159) (N=354)
Chi Square.= 4,34 ( . ’ ﬂi
D.F, = 2 ’ ,:
\ J - . '
?Ioc sign}ficant @-the .05 level
v " BUSINESS MANAGEMENT
General Com'x‘unitj *  Employer Adult Student Toca/]:
fnteres tﬁed-u in 10.9%6% . 42.86% ‘ 21. 38(:% 20.06%
3 . SR S
" Not interested 89.04% 57.14% \ 78.624% 79.94% - . :
Total 100.00% 100.00%" '100.00% 100.00%,.
(N=146) (v= 49) (N=159) - (N=354) ‘
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A COMPARTSON OF THE. RESPONDENT'S VOCATIONAL TRAINING PREFERENCES

ADVERTISING B ‘
) General Community Empl'oyér Adult Student ~ Total *
. ' y . t ) ) b R
b‘\\ . Interested in 4.79% " 18.37% ©9.43% . 8.76% .
- . - P 1)
. i T A i \
Not interested 95.21% 81.63% =  90.57 91.24%- -

\ 1"
Total 100.00% - 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Chi Square = 8.62 : ' .
D.F,. =2 . . N i} / ) - '
Significant. @@ the..Oﬁ level’ . . L
Y - ' o . ‘ .' -
‘ A ’ . . o FA 4
. - " SALESMANSHIP _ e :
. .. o \ L
General Commuaity ° Employer " Adult Studedt Total
N R & . . \ i ({
v . ~ T~ " * .-- . ’
’ Interested in ‘ 4.79% 3654 T ~7.55% 9.89%4 - - -
. . ) i . . T B “r
. . \ t. - 3
Not interestdd 95.21% 67.35% = .  Go.usg. - 90.11%
K L ™ .
~Total = *.,)100.00 00.00% 100,009, 100.00% . ;
. o o (N=146) N= 49 (N=159) C(N=354) .
. - o LY ; / ~— ‘
] o / \ L e .
Chi Squédre w 33:73 L - -
. D.F. =2 ., o ' ~ '

Significant @ the ,05 level
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A COMPARISON OF THE RESPONDENT'S VOCATIONAL TRAINING PREFERENCES .

L S

; BUSINESS RESEARCH 3 8 -
. \ e . - . . N R l\ . ' - . N
: \ _ Sy
‘Generallcdmmnity Employer Adult Student Total\ : -
» i - . . \ ~ ) s ’
Interested in ' Ch.79% T 6.12% Y. 1194 - 8.19%
Not interested 95.21% 93.88% - 88.05% ' 91.81%.
' . N » .
Total ‘' 100.004  © 100 00% * "  100.00 100 00%
(a=1L6) ~ (N= 49) (N=159 © o (N=354)
¢ , . . | Co
S _ |
Chi Square = 5.50 . o Ce ' ‘ !
D.F. =2 2 ' , \ ! %
Not sign.i.f_ica'nt )] t:he‘ .05 level \ \ |
" 1
HUMAN RELATIONS IN BUSINESS -
General Community Emg.oye'r Adult Student’ Total
A Y . * . .
Interested in - 8.90% o 28157% 17.61% ' 15.54%-
: / | el T s
; ‘ ‘. R \‘
Not interested 91.10% | TLU3% g 82.39% 8l 46% y
-~ ) ‘ \
-~ +Total ‘ +100 00 ’100.084 . ° 100.00% " 100.00% -
- N (N-146 (N= 4 (N=159) © (N=35k)
,Chi Square = 11.76 Iy . ' .
D.F =2 - . !
Significant @ thé .05 level .




. e” . . : ’ . t .t
A CM&BISON OF THE RESPONDENT'S VOCATIONAL, TRAINING PREFERENCES: v
i .3 . 4 .

-’ ’ fo

.AUTO -BODY REPAIR

.
p .. . . .
- - ! !
. o .
. - .., . 4 ” .
.
.

ééheral COmmdnity Emplgyer Adult Student Tstal-

q ) : . A . . ) ‘ .
Interested 3.42% 0.00% 6.29% Y.oug .
Mot interested  ° 96.58% ' - 100.00% ° 93.71% . . 95.76%

: Y. e M P .

- ]
Total * 100.00% 100.004, ° 100.004 100.004,
(N=146) (N=bo) - 0 (Ne159). | (we3sh
' -

Chi Square = 4,06

D.F: =2 . . ~ | : : !
R

Not significant @ the .05 level N '

) - . '
4 . N

N

" CARPENTRY . ,'
General Community 'zdSTZEZZaﬂ’V» Adult Student  ° fotal
Interested in . 6.16% ) 2.044 ° . 8819 - |6.78%
: . -
J
Not interested ¥93.849, 91.19% © . 93.22%
Total = . 100.00 100.00 100\ 00%. -
o (N-146 (N=159)" (N=35ly) -
Chi Square = 2.86 , -
y. / [Y
D.F, = 2 e

Not significant @ the .05 level

3

135
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‘. A COMPARISON OF THE RESPONDENT'S VOCATIONAL TRAINING PREFERENCES -
£ * ” o ° '
’ ' ELECTRONICS
‘Geheral Community ° Emplo;'er Adult.Student'R“TGCal .
. : — — W
e ) Q ) — ' .
Interested in . 4.79% 6.12% s 6.92% 5.93% . ... -
R - L e “ ¢ ’ - Y .;'A !
‘ Not interested’ 95.21% 93.88% " '93.08% 94079
K4 . o,
.o § .
Total \ . 100 00% . 100%00% 100.00% 100.00%
( { . (N=146) - (n= 49) (§=159) (N=35k)
\—' ’ . R . s ' f
. 4 .
. * “ ! . L]
Chi Square'= .62 a f .
" D.F. =2 ’ . '
Not significant 2 the .05 level C oo '
’ \ ' ,-"'; . o -
L ' __  BRICK LAYING AND CONCRETE FINISHING
‘ Gene'i;al Community Employer Addlt Student” Total
——— , y _ \
_ Interested in.: ~ .2.05% - L.08% 5.66% . 3.95% )
‘ . !- .’ ’ -, - e A
~ Not interested .97.94% 95 92% _ 9h.34% . 96.05%
Total - : 100.00% 100.00%  100.00% 100 00%
. (N=146) ,  (N= L9) + (N=159) (N=354 v
Chi Square = 2.61
D.F. = 2
Not significant @ the .05 level v ‘ . >
\‘1 . \ ‘. f] ‘-‘ ’ - -
ERIC [ 135 - ' ‘
T e ' . .. 128 A e : s
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RESIDEN

'.-

g General Com:,L?i ty Employer ‘ Adult s wder; t Total
4 _ ' _' S . ' , - .
/Jnure;ted in . ,..3,h2% ~ 6.126 - §.92% . % 5.37
e Al T
, . P - '
Not interested 9. 58% N 93.88% 93.08% ok 63%
Total ' 100 00 100.00%, 100.00 100.80% - .
# (N=146 (8= 19 (N=157, (v=35h) -

o

) ‘____’/
AY
\ . \\

RN

Not -significa.t;‘c 2 the .05 level

. . . .

Chi S’q.ua\e = 1.89 . \
D.F. =2 - o .
J . : \
.. Not significant @ the .05 level , . . .
. .~ . & . *
‘ 1 .- .c ¢ .
WELDING . - \
- ¢ ' f Cw d ’ '_ e . .
Geperﬂi Community ‘ Employer “Adult Student Total . )
. / A . . . . .
Interested in . 2.05%.' ' 0.00% ' 5.66%" S 3.394
A ; S §
. . ) ' . R
y e . - * )
Not interested? . 97.95% ¢ * 100.00% ° 91;.31»% .. 9.61%
-y — - \ p— ) L
Total . 100.00% 100,.’00? 100.004 , . 100.00%
- (N=146) o (N= b9 (=159 to(Nm35h)
Chi Square-= 5,02 . ’
thBE =2 ' r . v
J -~
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A COMPARISON- OF THE RESPONDENT'S VOCATIONAL TRAINING PREFERENCES
" \\ N '. . i . . e o ‘ /
B} APPLIANCE REPAIR -
Genéral Community Employer - Adult Student Total

~

H

Interested in

8.43% 6.50%

N
3 ’

o h.79&., _ 2.04%

T .
-

P

. . ' / . ’ " . K
Not interested ./ 95.‘21% . i 97.9%% . 90.57% ' *'93.50% -
. . | . :
. Total _ ! .oo? 100.00 100.009 10Q.00 )
, < (Ne146 - . (N= k9 . (N=159 (N=35L) v
Chi -Square = 4.56 . . \ ) ’
D.F. =2 ' ~ s
* + Not signifiéant @ the .05 level . -
' ) . ,.\ . »
’
’ - (3 .
« HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING ° .
L General Community Employer Adult Student Total .
+ . . > \\ ,
,Idterested in 7.53% 4.08% ‘ 6.29% 6.50% '
- B - ‘
' Not interested 92.47% - - 95‘.92% 93.71% . '§350%
» * . . N " o M . .
-r/n( e
.Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100 bo? ,
(N=146) - (N= 49) (N=159) ° (N=354
) . . . '.\\‘ /
chi Squ'ate .'. \’N} >
DF. =2 . : .
Not significant @ the .05 level , :
O ‘ . 138 ¥
RIC. . 130 ., :




K \ \‘ . N
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A COMPARISON JHF THE RESPONDENT}'S VOCATIONAL TRAINING PREFERENCES
' FLORISTRY AND NURSERY WORK
. . . - .
General Community Eu;plc;yer Adult Student - = Total
Interested in ' h:lO% - 4.08% 17.61% 10.17%
o~
. Not interested 95.90% " 95.92% 82.39% 89.83%
Total .- 100.00% s, 100.00% ' 100.00% . - 100.00%
oL (N=146) (N= L49) (N=159) (N=354)
Chi Square = 17.49 - . - )
D.F- =,2 t. . . . ) .
Sigiificant ? the .05 level , =~ ¢ ¢ \
. . ) | A . )
" N . . ‘ ' - r-
. ’ oo PLUMBING INSTALLATION AND REPAIR .
. o - ,,
General Community - Employer Adult ‘Student Total
. - ® . Q . )
Interested in 2.05% ‘4,08% h 6.29% . 4. oL, -
s N
Not interested ,97.95% - 95.92%. v 93.71% . 95.76%
; . ' : e .
e P ™ .
Total * 100.00 ' 100.004 100.00%° +  100.00%
" (n-186) - (n= 49) (N=157) .~ (N=354)
/ ’ .Chi Squ:;re =3.37 '. . “. o . \\\\
D.F. = 2 ’ v : . . ) ) .- ) \ .
Not significant @ thg .05 level .
> 139
, .

131
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A COMPARISON OF THE RESPONDHQ VOCATIONAL TRAL;HING ‘

%
« . - . MACHINE SHOP ~" " :
r .t ° \ . . I ‘ , ‘ .
General Community Employer Adult Student Total "
Interested in 2.05% : 2.0&;‘ 5.03% '3.39‘; )
Not interested 97.95% 97.96% . \ - 94.97% ‘ 96.619 |
: s i ‘
- . ' T .' . N '\
Total > .100.00 . 100.00% 100.00 300.00%
. ‘ (N=146 “(N- 49) (N=159 . (N=354) .
" ch -2.87 - -
Chi Square = 2 87 . o ) il / .
D.F, =2 cL
Not significant @.the.05 level . ‘ e , ‘ .
PRACTICAL NURSE®
General Community Employer Adylt Student : TocaTl
. ’ . _'\. - - *
Interested in 6.164 . 2.04¢ ¢ 11.32% 7.01%
. . S .
Not interested - '9‘3.8’4% 97.96% ) 8868% " 92.09%
— \\ - ) ) 1J
Total . 100.00 100.00 100.00% 100,004 ¢
} ‘ (N=146 : (N= k49 (n=159) (N=354) "

Chi Square = 5.47 - . ‘'
D'.F’ -2 . * . :/
Not significant @ the ,05 level

oo 140 - > oo

- 132
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A COMPARISON OF THE RESPONDENT'S VOCATIORAL TRAINING PREFERE,NCES\ . ‘

MEDICAL SECRETARY

Y

" General Community Employer’ Adult Student Total
. 4
]

Interested i’ .  3.42% . 0.00% , 13.84% |, 7.63%,
. , . }

|

-y

“Not interested 96.58% \ 100.00% ‘I .(/ 86.16% \ 92.37%

-

‘
= £ -

- )
’ ! A ) ‘ ] ] " ‘.
Total. - 100.00% ., 100.00% * 100.00% ‘100 00% .
. ) . oo : j i .
Al ' ‘ ) ) ' .'
Chi Squire = 16.L41 . R .o
D.F, = 2 o ’ o SN
Sigt{ificant‘ @ the .05 level - . - T

.
-

‘s . . .
O ., ‘ ' '
N . * * :
¥ DENTAL ASSISTANT

\\ < I-
& . . . " ' - L3 -
Génerah Community l":'mployer Adult Student Total
., o - ! -
, - Interested i . 2.93% '0.00% . 10,064 5.65% -
- . . < . . -
. \ ~ B !:- . ;‘ . . N . - 13 . R '3
) ., . -t - . ° 1y A M .s
s Not interested . 97 26% .+ 100.00%. 89.94% - - -94.35% Je ]
- ) . =4 N . » .. P
, v y . . i -, . . . " " T ) . . ". . Y

Total -. ° . 100.00%° .’ 100.004 . . .100.00% . ' .100.00% .. .
R PR o NI Co ) Awe159) -t (Ne3Sh) e

. *Ghi Square » 11.06 - T e
- DF. =2 .* 7 | . ~ T "
Significant @ the -.05 level '

. . "
IS .
.“‘ '_s * N
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O . (, (Also see Appendi; F)

RESULTS OF AN ANALYSIS OF SELECTED DEMOGRAPHICS - .’
AS COMPILED FROM SECONDARY SOURCES OF DATA

-

i{ was foun? that the population and work force in Jefferson County
was growing at a rate above the national average. Employment had

increased the fastest in the non-manufacturing areas of iervices, whole-

. sale and retail trade; finance, and constryction.\iSdﬁst ntial employment

J
. \
: oppurtunities were forecast in the following areas:
(a) Home Ecoromics . (c) Marketing anddistribution
(b) Heaﬂth occupations - (d) Business and ofifice occupations

'black tended to have lower income and educational levels,

The non-wh1te populat1on had increased by 23.6% during the 1960-1970
per1od Most of this growth was concentrated in the inner city. This

1ncrease caused a mass exodus by wh1tes from the cities core to the subﬂrbs

-The fastest growing segment of the population was the 16-21 year old age

group.

hY

Anafysis of census data revealed that areas. which were predominately
B ¢

A~classif1cation of census tracts (see, attachaimap) into groups

. based on the median educational and income levels, and the number of Black

residents resulted in the identification of target groups fer basic adult

.and high school education, as well as for vocational training. Census

~ tracts ?alling into one of the followiné grbups are key areas fofnthe

4
.

expansion of adult services.

Group 1°- Eight years of education or less and an income
level below that of‘the black community as @ whole
(Census tracts 29, 57, 58)

\
142
. 134




RN

Group 3 - Eight years to less than eleven years of education
. and an income level-below that of the black com-
munity as a whole (38 tra;ts - See-tgbles in this .fi
+section) ' .
'Qroup 5- E]even years to less than twelve ye;rs of education N
- \ and an income level. below that of the black community

as a whole (sfx tracts, see tables in this section)
\ .

#

' Groups 4 and %/should be cpnsidered_§pcond§uy targets.

-2

~y
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Median Income of Families © - -
o L] tess than $4,000 -
U] sownssew /T L
D $6,000 10 §7,999, S . .
T R soowmee - .
| FEE5] $10.000 10 514,999
a.«r&g and over




R|SERAE |RE3RE| 27813 | RANEY|REILH |RRALE | HNER 8532 )
- N"n"-"-—" e larat oo Y -o"-;n\n' —men e | T Mo ANNOd | Lt

1960-70
0%
4%

4%
8%
9%
0%
8%
%

. 2%
%
6%
3%
%
%%
%
2%
1%
8%
9%
%

1]
195060
4
A

1940-50
3
’
=
~
<

. ‘ p
Etlgssanlennnelsonas|otnneonzns nesns | snsnn (naess s :

’
L

- 0 -
........................................

] ﬂ):éo
8%
6%
2%
&%
k)
4%
1%
2%
0%
3%
9%
6%
5%
4%
3%
9%
3I%
&%
1%
8%
7%
0%
9%
24
1%

+115.9%

1940~
5%
5%
6%
2%
4%
7%
4%
8%
7%
9%
5%
6%
9%
112.8%
+7.6%
+42.5%
412.2%
+7.9%
9%
9%
8%
7%
&%

Census
Troct
046
047
048
049
50
o031
052
053
054
111
056
057
058
0%
080
061
062
063
D64
065
0566
7
068
069
070
1
(071 & 092)
072
73
074
075
076
077
078
079
080
081
082
083
084
085
086
087
08s
089

Percentage Change in Occupied Housing Units, 1960-1970

-~ ~
§55395| 83223 68898 | 2886 | SRA 3R |RABRE|RILAX (32582 (35805
- - - -] - —_ e m S e et N = = N *
|

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

Source: U. S. Celwus of Population and Loulsville and Jeffersan County Planning Commission




EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK *~ - ~
. by
MAJOR OCCUPLATIONAL CATEBORIES
y .
\ NN,

- Occupation DOT Occupational. Needs % Change % Change % of‘ B
Classification 1973 1975 1977 1973-75 °1973-77 ‘Total -
. v . ~ Oce. Needs -
: ' . ' . 1n 1977 -
Businesstand Office - " R ,
- |Occupatj 4681 12,823 23,100..273% . 493% ' ‘
I , . T ,
Marketingand - '
Distributive . SR S s
Occupations 2543 7,639 12,753 .300% - 501%
Health Qucupations 958 24894 *4,833 3028, . 504
Home Economics " _ o .
Occupations . 1,137 3 5,726 302% 504%
ot - P '

. Technical ' ' S SN P
Occupations "y 757 1,649 2,565 218% - 338% ' L//
Trade- and ‘ c T ‘ T
Industrial . —

Occupations . 6,715 19,088 31,505 " 284% 469% -
Total 16,791 40,653 80,482 2428 - 4793 4.

Source: Report on Vocational Resources, 1973,

Vocational Resource Conmittee, Spring 1973,
(See Jim Hawkins Jefferson Community Co]]ege, Louisville, Ky

for furthar information)

r
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A o P _ SR . { ’ t ., S
~ S ¢ _?:" ‘ . T"»' v
A EOMPARISON OF INCOME AND EDUCATINAL LEVELS BY THE ER OF BIACKS RESIDING : ‘
. i
’ . . EACH CENSUS TRACT Coa .
. - . : ¥
e . Educational Level - : s I
S Median For Census|Medtan for  |Median“for - {Median for R
‘ ) tract was less | tract was tract was . tract. yas {1-2\
‘s than 8 years |80 10,9 yrs. }11.to 11. 9 yrs.}or moré yrs.
* Number Less Legs .> |Less Ve Less .
. of Black, than Median | than ,]Medign |thar Median than . Méd/ién
Resic}en s ig Median | Income |Median | Income |Median Income Mediat' Ingome
Census acq{ JIncome }or Mor Income | or More]Income for More] Income |ot More L
’ ] . ., . . .
. Group‘r \ I, 1 -~ “ 2 \\ " n3 , h 5 . 6 7 Rt . 8
less than . . . ’ " v
1,000 100.0% § —— | 65.0% | 82.5% 66.7% 94.4%| ——] 98. .
1,000 to ' . }  § .
1’999 - 12:5% . 11’705% 1607% ‘ " : .
- 7 . —
g . / ' . . 7 N
2,000 to . - 1 ‘ h
’ 2. '
2,999 . = = 1
- ’ - .o - o F . 3 )
*3,000 or i 10 0%} 10.0% | 16.74 5.5% | _
More K ’ ' b "
‘ .- P .. N - Y
Total - 100.04| 0.09 }100.04{100.04 | 100.04 100.0% | 0.0%] 100.0%
. (N= 3} 1 (8=0)}(n= LOJ(N=kO) | (Ne 6)f (N=18) |.(N=0) § (n=80)




Tract Having .. e . RN
- . less than * | T e . e
1,000 Black Regidents Educational Level : Income Level
) . N T -
Group 1’ e , e
Lo T . : . Less than
T 29 | Less than 8 yrs. 1 the: meiian
‘ 57 . . " . ' / .
| 58 , " j 5 '
TTTTTTTTT T mm e mesTeeT ':""'i"":"": """" .
oo .
' Group 3 .

’
Less than




& , » ;‘ 4 '
. ' - - ( i .
‘: ' ‘ A . \\ * h\' -
) St .
Tract Having '
Less than - oy .
1,000 Black-Residents Educational Level I Income Level
’ } ) . ! - T
" 8 to 10.9 yrs. A/ ! More than the median * =~ .-
45 ) ", . . AR '
%. " N o n’
. 61‘ N 1] /\ ' 1] .
.68, " " '
/ ' 69 Y / " ‘ //d " :
. C T . . ' : " v PR
/ﬂ ‘ I g » v "'/ / .\ " - . .
1] b 71'_ " " : » -*
. v 92 CoeL " ’ " .
ol A " "
d " 118 " "
128 - " "
/ 124.01 " " R
/ ‘102 7 " s "
, 116 " (1] -
118 " - . "
/ 119.01 " ’ "
. / 126 1] " ,
/ 127' " " .
128 n " !
. 129 n "
118 . "'
R - () S e e )
Group § - R '
, ' ) . Less than
- A T . ' 1140 to 11.9 yrs. ) ‘.the median
, 2 1 S A wis
"’ N " \ -
Group 6 . o N > . More thag .
v gy ' " R . " the mediad -
46 , " ™
114.01 on ] . "o

12;&.03 . . " L]




¢

. -
Tract Having . - . R
Less than : C ’ " ‘
1,000 Black Residents Educafional Level < Income Level s *
" Group 8 . )
More than
R 76 12 yrs. or more the median
7 1" "o ,
{ 78 ] " . . 1" . //.
. 79 1" " /
82 " " v
'83 " "
& " "
’ 85 ' " "
86 " "
" 87 " 1" ~ .
2 88 " X 1" )
-8 " Lon
g? s TR " v
93 " .
95 A " ' "
% . < n - 1]
" M "
' ’ " lg; 1" " i
. B 107 1] " '
108 " "
109.01 " X Com,
109.02 | LA " "
‘ 110 " "
, 111 - ‘ " v}
R 112 I " "
, 22 ' " "
123 : " ! " .
- 124,02 " "o
“75.01 " v " .
75.02 YT ) "
77 .. " . \ "
78 " W "
o 91 " ) Uon
. 98 * " . 11
. . 1] " -
=~ 133.01 — TN " '
100.02 - i TR "
100.03 " " n
101.02 " " ,
. 103..01 ~— ¢ " . "
lot.o1 - - " "
103.02 " "
104 " - "
105 " "
106 . 1" "
If " 107 ” 1" k} .
- 108 ' " "
>~ ' . 109.01 " . "
1 .01 " '] "
110,02 150 - | .
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N

. ¢ & N ’ .,
Tract Having ! .
Less than ,
1,000 Black Residents . Educational Level _Income Level .
111 12 yrs. or more More than the mediar‘ ,
. 12 - ' e " " .
’ " 114.02 ' " - "
, Ils.OI. . . " : /.-. ‘ . "
--.'...v115.02 ® .M . . " .
: . ]:1701 . " R " - .
-—-—~—: 119.03 " , "
122 . - 1" ’ " X ) ,
.. 1sor. - o - .
124.02 " . S ‘
[ 130 “" |l~ . " - Y
'131 . E " "
132 . " . . 1]
;3{7 ‘ P ) n N 1"
78 - N i " "
. . 119.01 ’ " , .. "
CLomooL -,y " R "
. M 111 . /lv . "
' 113 . { " , . u
llh » 11" .. 11" ‘_’
122 ‘ . 0 . " . ‘ " p
123 ' , " . "o
121&.02 " . "
. ‘ . ,
LY
~y \ . '




‘Tracts Having,
Between 1,000 and

1,999 Black Residents - _Educational Level Income Level
Group 1 & o
Ardocmens Nome . Less. than 8 yre. .
* Group 3 .
. Less than

25 8 to 10.9 yrs. * the median
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Tract Having:
3,000 or '
More Black Residents Educational Level Income Level
Group 1 & 5
......... None . . _: lessthan8yrs.
Group 3
) Less than »
10 Co. 8 to 10.9 yrs. the median
15 . " N . ",
18 N . " N 1}
'20 " . "
&}5{,2'&"'“ TTTTTTTTTTTIIIE AT Tm Tt eTet memmm st meme s o bems
g " . . + More than

the median
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Less than
the median
More than the median

--Q-‘ ................................ -t
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RESULTS OF THE EDUCATIONAL CENSUS : %

A census of local educational institutions revealed that only the-
Louisville and Jefferson County Adult Programs were delivering training N
in adult basic and secondary education.

Virtually all institutions offered vocational training in all or
some of the following areas (For a d;tai}ed breakdown of vocational courses

ﬁy institution see Report on Vocational Resources: 1973 available from Mr.

JimkHawkins, Jefferson Community Co1}egé, Louisville, Kyf, pp 69-135):
(a) Agriculture
(b) Business and 0ffice education

)
)
. -
(c) Marketing and distribution
(d)

(d) Vocational home economics &

e) “Trade a;d indhstry

(f) Medical engineering, or computer, technician

Psychology and huﬁan relations training, as well as management and~
superviso}y trainqu were foered as a part of many vocational train%ng
courses. Separate programs in management and supervisory training existed
at most colleges and universities and a few proprietary schools.

Only the Jefferson County and Louisville systems of fered prograﬁs
in family health and home management for adults.

The contihuing education programs of most 1oca1 colleges and
'un1vers1t1es offered classes in recreational and leisure time activities;

-

and the f1ne arts.

-~
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CHAPTER V:  SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIQNS

Summary t

Introduction

This research project was conducted during the summer and fall of
1974. Its primary purpose was to develop a comprehensive evaluation
model that could be used to revise and improve adult programs. A model
containing three primary components,wes developed. The model contained
a contextual (community needs) component, a curriculum development com-
ponent, and a program evaluation component (see Figure 1).

The model requ1red program evaluation ann contextua] evaluation data,
which were used as inputs into the curriculum development process.
The following types of data were collected:

(1) Contextual_Evaluation Component

(a) Demographic data from students, teachers,. respondents

selected at random from the general community, and employers.

(b) The awareness levels of ¢itizens concerning adult education.
(c) The adult program preference ratings for each of }he eight
« " areas developed in this study were obtained from the general
53 . community respondents, employers, adultyeducat1on students
and teachers, ‘ )

(d) The vb&ationa] training preferences of adult! studentg,
emp]oyers,‘and‘respondents from'the-generaT communi ty.

(e) Adult education program priorities were coilected directly
from teachers, and indirectly from secondary data, and the
responses to other‘questions. ’

(2). Program Evaulation Component '
| (a) Teacher and student se]f—ra;ingg of adult prograns (this
156 -
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research was limited by funding constraints to the process - .-

o , elements only).

(b) Student evaluations of their teacher and class.
(c) Data on student motivations for enrolling in adult education _ .

_programs.

~

Significance levels for\all statistical tests was at alpha =‘_.05.
The null hyfothesis was used in all significancé\¢ést$. _
: ¢
CONTEXUAL COMPONENT

Demogcgp&ic Data %

1. %he profile of both the respoﬁdents in the general community survey
and adult education students indicated that they both were older, better.
educated, and more affluent than the median levels for the community as a
whole (NOTE: adult basic educatipn students were not included in this

' research). )

2. No significant overall differences were found between the occupa-
tions he{d by the community respoﬁdents and adult students. ¢

3. Siénificant differences were found between the income levels of

. o5 ’
the community respondents and adult students. Sixty percent of the adult

s;udents had family incomes of less than $15,000 a year, while an almost
equal per;entage of the general community respondents had incame in excess
of that amount. ’
4. No significant differences were found between the edu;ational
- levéls of adult students and those of the respondens to the community survey.
5.‘ The mean age of the adult students was significantly lower thaﬁ the .
average of thé general community survey respondgnts.. S
6. The average adult student drove between 4 1/2 and 6 1/2 miles (one-

way) to reach the school where their adult class was taught.-
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7. The typical adult ‘teacher was female, with four years of adult
teaching experience, eight years of total teaching experience, about 16
years of formal education,iand taught a class in basic adult education -

.

or the high school skills.

2
8. About one-half of the comﬁanies participating in the survey were

engaged in either retailipg or manufacturing.

I3
‘t/’iﬁareness and Communicatiop of Information About Adult Education " %
. 1. Employers and,pg§iondents'to the general community survey were

both highly aware of adult edzcation. More -than nine out of teh individuals )
in each group indicated that they had seen, heard, or read about adult
-education. , 43

2. Eighty percent of the employers and seventy-two percent of the'
general community respondepts indicated that ‘they obtainedlinforﬁa;ion about
adult educat%dn from the néyspapér. On‘the other hand, oniy 47% of tHe
i adult sfudents reported that they had learned about adult education in this
ﬁa;;ef. '

3. Among the adult students, the respondents from the general com-
mudity, and employers no significant differences were found betwéen the
number of individuals in each of these three groups who got their information

)

about adult programs from: ;

(§) the newspaper ] : “ ‘
(b) a friend ‘ t
4. More than 30% of the three gr;ups of respondents mentioned iﬁ #3
above obtained information about adult education either from a friend or the
schoo]’%ata]og. \ ' ~S
5.  Significant differences were found between the number of adult

students, general community respondents, and employers who obtained infor-

magion about adult programs from: .

153 , )
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(a) the newspaper
(b) their employer
(c) radio or tetevision

6. In each of the above cases adult students were found to bgzless

/

1ikely to obtain information from these three media.

* Adult Education Program Preferences

1. The mean preference ratings indicated that the.foflowing program
areas were impor;ant, or very important to all four greups: ,
(a) the basic learning skills
(b} vocational training | )\
(c) family health and home management
(d) management and supervisory training
(e) psychology and human re]étions training
2, Eﬁployers were the only group qf reépondents who rateé a program -
area un{mportant, and they judged.both the fine arts and recreatjon and .
leisure time activities in this manner.
3. The ratings of students, teachers, and‘community re;pondénts tend-
ed.to be fayorable and very simi]ar, but the responses of the employers
were unfavorable and quite divergent from-the other three groups.

{ o

ment and supervisory training was a very important part of adult edugation.

4. A1l four groups participating in this research felt thatmnage-

5. In all cases, except the rating of management and supervisory
training, the rank ordering Qf the mean scores followed this sequénce:
- (a) Higﬁest ranking-teachers .

(b) Second highest ranking-students \ ) .
(¢) Third highest raﬁkiﬁg-general community respondents
(d) Fourth highest ranking-employers.
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6. Significant differences between. employer, student, teacﬁér‘and

general community program preference ratings were found 1n seven o¥ the

Eight program areas. The ratings of management and supervisory tra?ning

was the only area in which sign1ficant differences were not found between
the ratings of the four groups.

7.  Vocational training was rated as an important part of adult edu-
cation by students, teachers, and respondents from the general community.

8. The basic learning skills anf the high school subjec;s were rated
highly by students, teachqrs, and the fespondents from the general community.‘

9. A number of signifécant relationships were discovered which gave
insight into the correlation of program preferences with selected demo-
graphic variables. These relationships have been stated in the form of
behav1ora1¢3rincip1es, and are listed be]o@:

(a) Educational level:

(1) " The higher the educational level of the adult education
students, the lower their preference for the basic learn-
ing skills and the high school subjects. .

(2) The higher the educational level of adult edutatiah

students, the higher their preferences for:

(a) the fine arts |

(b). recreational and kisure time activities | -~

(3) The higher the educational level of the general Cbm-
munity respondents, the higher their‘preference raZings

of the fine arts program area. J

(b) Marital Sfatus:

™

(1) The preference ratings of married residents of the com-
mun@ty for the basic skill subjects were lower than °

those of single individuals.

160
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(2) The preference ratings;of single residents of ihe com-
munity for.the fine arts area Qere higher than those of
married individuals. |

(c) Income level:
(1) Among the respondents in the general.community survey,
< | the higher their income, the lower their preference rat-
ings for vocational education.

' (d) The Number of Years of Adult Education Teaching Experience:

(1) In the following program areas, the lgggpr a teacher had

taught adult education, the higher their preferences for:

v

(a) Vocational training

(b) psychology and human relations trﬁg. .

- ” r‘ (c) family health and home management.:

¢ ~

(e) The Total Number of Yearsﬂof Teaching Experience: o
) (1) In the fo]]owiﬁg.program areas, the longer a teacher
had taught, the higher their preferences for:
(a) VOcationé} education .

(b) management and supervisory training

(f) The Total Number df Years of Formal Education: \$’r

(1) The more years of formal education completed by an adult
education teazher, the higher their preference for pro-

grams dealing with the fine arts.

4’

Vocational Training Preferences

1. A number of significant relationships between the vocational train-
}ng preferences of respondents from the general community and selected demo-

graphic variables were discovered. They are listed below in the form of

behavioral principles:
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(a). Educational level: *

The lower a persons edutational level, the more likely they
were to prefer training in electronics and'pract}cﬁl nursing.
(b) Age: ‘ |
(1) More younger peop]e preferred training in computer bro—
gramming.
(2)f Older people preferred tra{ning in plumbing instal-
lation and repair. .
(¢) Income level:

(1) The higher the respondents income, the more likely it

was that they would express a preference for training in:

(a) auto body repair
(b) carpentry ‘
(c) plumbing installation and repair.
2. Analysis of the data revealed a number of significant relationships
between the sex of adult students and their program preferences. Héweveq,
‘ the cor}elations tended to follow traditional sex role stereotypes (i.e.
men expressed preferences for carpentry, and women for typing). .
3. An inverse relationship was found between stuleg; educational
levels and their preferences for training in:
(1) shorthand
(2) Typing
(3) practical nursing \
(4) dental assisting.

4, Employe}s expressed preferences for adult vocational training

. classeg in management and supervision, sales, and accounting.
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Adult Education Program_Prioﬁities ' /

'1. A rank ordering of the prioFitieé of adult education teachers .
revealed that a need for additional instructional materials, and a more
'approprjate or adequate curriculum were their top concerns.

2. Employers indicated a need for more océupationa] and Vocational
training. Many of them indicated a critical need for skilled 1a50rers
with only a high school diploma, related job traininé, and little or no
practical experience. .A strong preference- was also expressed for manage-
ment and supervisory training. .

-

s
3. An educational census revealed that the Louisville and Jefferson

-

County School Systems were the only institutions in the area providing
adu]t.basié and secondary education, and family health and home manége-
ment services to the community. |

4. An analysis of census data (see the Survey of S?condary Dét53 re-
vealed a number of areas in the county where median income and education
levels were far below those .found in the rest of the community. The major?’
ity of these areas had a lgrger proportion of black residents, The median
income of blacks waspqore than $2,000 less than the mediah for\all residents
of the county ($7,611 vs S9,814).K‘Using an index base& on education, in-
come (median income for blacks), and the number of black residents, ‘three
primary target pooulations were identified. They were:
Group 1 -Census tracts with a median level éf‘education of less than eight

years and an income level below that\of the black community as |

a whole (Tracts number 29,57, and 58).

Group 3- Census tracts with a median level of education between eight and
10.9 years and an income level below that & ﬁe black community
as a whole (38 tracts).
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Group 5- Census traéts wjth a median educggional level between eleven and
11.9 years and/an income level below that of the b]ack'community Q.

as a whole (6 tracts). A

'%. Census tracté in théselcategqsies were considered prime targets
for adult basic and high school courses, and vocationai training.
‘ 6. A survey of, seéondary. data sources re;/ealed that substantial -
employment opportunities were predicted in the following areas:
(a) Home economics e
(b) Health occupations e e
(c) Marketing and distribution
~ (d) Business and office occupations - .
(e) Trade and industrial occupations (‘
7 The fastest growing segment of our population was found to be the‘

16-21 edr ond age group. . ' . &
8

H

» ‘

_) Proﬁram Evaluation Component

Teacheér~and Student Self-Rating Program Evaluatigns

1. None of the mean scores for the. five major evaluation componets,\
(instructional materials, non-instrggéidna]\gervices, curriculum, facilities,
and séhoo] reorganizatipn) reported by teachers and ;tddents were hibh v
engugh to be clearly favorable. A ?avor&f]e mean score was considered to
be three or moré;\g\mean.score\of less than'tWO,was considered unfavorable,
and a mgip score between two and three was considéred acceptable.

2. Stué;nts rated only two of. the'18 eva]uétioq elements favorably
(compongnx§ are made up of a number of elements). These were elements-
re]a&ing the aQaiﬁébj]ity of étuden:?;ounseling services and the general
'housekeep ng and maintenénce séﬁboi\facilitiegf ‘

B
4
i
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: 3. A1l of the student ratings were accentable or better, but the | : .; °;
teachers gave unfavorahle ratings,tq\their present pay scales and.they .
- expressed a. strong preferegce fdr paid preparatibn time. All other evaTuaa o
t1ons by teachers were favorab]e
4. The facilities empldyed for aduTt educat1on :Ecexveg higher
rat%ngs from adult teachers than any of the other four comppnents:

v L. R . . .
5. A number of significant corre]ations were discovered between the

teacher rat1ngs of their programs and selécted demograph1c variables. gi
These,relat1onsh:ps are listed below in the form of behaV1ora1 pr1nc1p1es
\S

(a) The number of yeatrs of adult eqiﬁat1on teaching exper1ence

o , ~ () The longer a teacher had taught adult educatian, the -

higher theirtratings of the adequacy of these elements » .

14

)

‘ of their programs: e .

’

(a) The counse]1ng of students by.teachers and counselors

.

o ' (b) A110w1ng students to work at ‘their own Pace -
(¢) @The amount of consumeable sqpp]ies available .
. (d) The availabilily of programmed learning aids

< : (¢€) Supervision of materials and methods by adult.super-
- 7 . ]
: ‘visors. ' . ) K ¢
(f) Peedback on operation matters by adult supervisdrs’

L4

to teachers o)

-~

(2) The greater the &umber of years %;;aduﬂt teaching exper-

¢
ience, the lower the ratinbs*of~the‘effectiveness of stu-

4
dent evaluations in improving adult programs.
A

(b) The number of years of total teach1ng experience:

» j]) The longer the respondent S todal teaching career the

Rl

-~

higher their‘ratinqs of the adequacy of these elements 7
‘of their program
. : 12)0




(a) Counseling of stué;:ts by teachers and cogn;eloc§ N
(b! Allowing students to work at their own pa&e
) = (¢) Availability of vending and smoking.%acilities ,
for breaks\ -
(d) The améunt of funding for adult programs |

(e) The amount of consumeable supplies

(fy SQpervision of materials and methods by adult super-

£ Mg

2 (2) The greater the number of .years of total teaching exper-

A

ighce, the lower the ratings_of the effectiveness of
student evaluations in improving adult programs

4 . (c) The number of ;5ans of formgl education:
( ’
(1) The higher the number of years of fonna] education, the less

adequate teachers felt their salaries to be, .

‘ . (2) The higher the number of years of formal education, the *¢*)7/
) P higher teacher ratings of the adequacy of these elements-
K of their programs: ) ,
j\\ ) . .
X ‘ (a) Teacher input into course development //
- - l (b) The need for a~community advisory council. )

Student E§$1uations of Their Teacher and Class * )
1. The students, teacher and class rqtings’were consisteétly higher
. thén the progréh evaluation ratings. 4
t , 2. A number of significant corﬁe]ations were discovered between the
- Student ratings of their teacher and class. and selected student demo-
- graphfc variables: These re1§t1onsh1ps are listed below in the fonn of °*

behavioral @ginciples: .~ '

4
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. . (a) One-way driving mileage:

(1) As the one-way driving distance increased, the student
ratings of teacher effectiveness decreased.
(2) The longer the one-way driving distance §f the student,
the higher their ratings of the level of difficulty
in the class. ' %
\ .
(3) The longer the one-way driving distance the more
likely students were to believe that-their class was

/’
not what they expected when they enrolled.

(b) Educational Level of the Student:

(1) The more years of fo}mal education completed by the
student prior to enrolling in an adult class, the lower
'thgir ratings of teacher effec§1venéss.'

(g) The higher the educational level of -the students, the
more iike]y they were to rate their.teachers as con-
fusing and hard to follow. |

(3) The more years of formal eddcation completed by the

- student, the lower their ratings of their interest levels

- in the class. C -
- (c) Sex: . h
. (1) Males were more apt than females to rate their teachers 4
as confusing aéh hard to follow ~ ~
(2) Males were more 1)ke1y than females to rate' their adult \
class as being to;idiffi;ult for most of the students.
(3) M;1es rated their interest levels h adult clagses lower
. than females.
° 167 .
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Student Motivation Index

1. The following motivating factors received the highest student
ratfﬁbs as elements in their-decision to enroll in adult courses.
(a) Learn something new ~
(b) Develop a hobby or leisure timé,acigyity
(c) Exposure to new‘people }nd activit1e§
(d) A change of routine. , .
(e) Do my presentajob better
(f) Become a befter citizen U =
2. A number of significant correlations were discovered between the
students ratings of motivating factors, and selected student demographic
variables. These relationships aif listed be]ow in the form of behavioral
prjncip]es:

(a) Sex:

(1) Female studentsvgave higher ratings to a‘fdéSire to

learn something new" than did male students.

(2) FemaTe students placea more emphasis ‘on being "ex-
posed to new people and ctivities” than males.

(3) Females, more so than mé]es, rated a desire f9é "a
change in routine” s, being an impor}ant reason for
enrolling in adult ::Scation. ’

(b) Educational level of the students:

(1) The fewer years of formal education completed by th
students, the higher their ratings oéa"a desirg to learn
something new" as a factor in their decision to enroll

in adult education. 4

f
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.. {(2) The higher the educational level of‘the’students, the
higher their ratings of the importance of"developing
a hobby or leisure time activity" as a factor in their
"#.decision to enroll in aéult education,

" (3) The lower the level of education, the greater the

- importance of "learning something from my adult edu-

cation class that wouldihelp me to do my present job

~

better". .
" (4) -The lower the educational level of the student, the

- greater the importance of "a desire to be a better |

citizen" as a reason for enrolling in an adult class. ey
. 4 9%

-
-

(5) The lower the educational level of the stadént,

‘the greater was tﬁe rated {mportance of “trafninii

@

help me abtain a different job". .

CONCLUSIONS

.

. AN
Demograhpics , J i "

1. The respondents from the general-commnity and adulE‘students )
. , )
were older, better educated and more affluent than the general public.
2. Adult students worked at essentié]ly the same types of jobs, but

educatfon as the respondents from the ! neral Ebmmunity survey.

they were: younger, earned less moneyﬂgz?d had about the same amount of

3. Adult students drove an average of 4-1/2 mi@;o 6-1/2 miles

(one-way) ta attend classes. :

4

;///’/,/,,,/ 4. The avérage adult education teacher did not have a masters degree,

but they did have'a considerable amount of practica‘} experience.

f . " Awareness
| 1. Both employers and respondents to the general community survey
|
|
\
|

had very high awareness levels. 10J
" 160
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2. The newspaper was found to be the’ most important method of
communicatjon, with employers the general publ1c, and students

3. Other media, such as radio and television and word of mouth
were a]so important in fac111tat1ng communications about adult education;

Adult Education Program Preferences

1. The following program areas were important to all sectors of the
community: . .
(a) The basic leérning skills
(b) Vocational*traininq
(c) Family health and home management
(d) Management and<supervispry training
(e) Psychology and human relations traiping.
2. The fine arts, and recreation and ieisure time activities were
ranked as important by all of the respondents except the employérs.
3. HanagemenQ and supervisory training weres found to be very im- ’
portant to all sectors of the community.
4. The closer people were to aduTt'education the’higher their

preferences for 411 oﬁ the program areas. For examp]é, the mean

rating scores of teachers and students were higher than those of the

"
~

general public and the employers.
5. The ratings of employers reflected their desires for adult

prdgrams that would benefiE them directly (i.e., classes in management and

‘supervisory iraining, and psychology and human relations). '

L4

6. Employers did not perceive aduTt vocat1ona1 training as an
1mportant program area, even though they had listed a shortage of skilled

Iaborers ﬂcth related job trainimg as one of their most critical emp1oyeé

needs. _ \ ] - -
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f 7. The number bf years of formal education was significantly

correlated with the preferences of adult students and the general

-

public for the fine.arts. These pre%erences increased directly with
the number of years of education,completéd by the respondent. '
8. Adult students with higher educational leyels were mor; apt ‘to
prefer classes 4n recreational and leisure time activities , and to be '
indifferent to classes dealing with the basic learning skills.
9. The more affluent members of the community had lower preferences
for vocational trajning than did people w?iﬁ Tsier incomes.

10. Expgrienced teacher: had higher preferences for vocational training,
psycholqu and human relations training, and'family health and home manage-
mengi . & .

Vocational Training Preferences . - ' .

1. For those respondents from tbe-genera]ncommunity who expressed a
preference.fér vocational training, several important relationships were
observed: . ~ -

(a).Electronics tfaining and practical gursing was popular with
| ‘ people who had little formal educa on.
(b) Computer prograqning was most popular among the young, and
o plumbing insta]ﬁatjon and repair was found to be most popular
with older respondents. ‘ /
(c} Training in.a craft such as carpentry, plumbing, or aute body.
repair was most popular with people in the higher income levels.

2. The vocational preference ratings revealed no evidence of changes

in the dbcupationa] role stereotypes of adult students. The correlatigns

b,
between sex ahd training areas were consistent with current occupational
. L ~
role expectations. . ) ~
» /\\
[ .
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3. Adult students‘with littie formal education had Yreater preferences
for training in shorthand, typiyg, practical nursing and~denta1 assisting.

4. EmpPoyers expressed preferences for adult vocational training of
employees i; the areas of.management and supervisory activities, sales,

3
and accounting. v

[N

. ‘Adult Education Program Priorities

1. Teachers felt that a more appropriate or adequate curriculum was >
needed. ‘

2. Teachers wanted more 1§structiona] materials.

3. Teachers wanted higher sa]aries-and/or paiq preparation time.

4. Many adult teachers did not have their masters degree (Mean =
16.03 years of formal education.) -

5. Employers indicated a need for skilled laborers who had received
their high school diplomas and had some relat;d’job training.

6. émp]oyers wanted training for their employees in the areas of

management, :and superv1sory agt17ﬁ41es, psychology and human re]at1ons, sales,

-~

and account1ng

'2. The city and county adult education programs weré the only agencies
in the’ community providing adult basi¢ apd seconda;y educatiay, and family
health and home management training.

8. Over forty census t}aéts in Jefferson County were identified as
target areas for adult basic and secondary education, and wcat1ona1 tra1n1ng.

9. Manpower forecasts indicated that substant1a1 bccupational oppor- .°
tunities would be available in the areas of:

(a) Home economics ¢ -

(b) Health occupations

(c) Marketing and distribution

172
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(d) Business and office ocgupations
(e) Trade and industrial occupations

10. The need for adult education services is diverse and four types

<

of potential students were jdentified:
(a) The reasonably affluent apd well educated person who wants
to learn a hobby, or imprové his mind th;ough study of ong
of -the fine arts. ' :
(b) The working, or lower middle class individual who is seeking
courses that will help him progress on the job and to become
a better person.
(¢) Individuals who see adult courses as a social activity, which _
. al]oqi\them to meet: hew peop]g, to try something a 1i%t1ec‘
different, and to merely "get out of the house for thiTe".
_ ‘Pedple in this categdry are more likely to be female than maTe.
(d)* The educatioﬁggly and occupationally disadvantaged. PEOple
| 7:; this group are mo%é Tikely to black than white.

-

Teacher ‘and Student Evaluations of théir Adult Programs, Teachers, and

:C]asses

1. The evaluations indicated that students and teachers rated their ,
adult programs as adequate. However, none of mean scores for the five

. A
evaluation cﬁﬁﬁbnents was high enough to be classified as clearly favorable.

The teacher and class evaluations tended to be higher than the program .

L]

- 2. The rating system employed in these self-evaluations should be

N »
revised. . A1l questions should be stated in either a positive or negative
fashion,. and scored accordingly. | :
b ) . - -1
3. The rating scales using strongly agree, agree, disagree, and

strongly disagree should be revised; perhaps to include very good,
‘A
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adequate, unsatisfactory, and very poor. A very good response would

be assigned a scale value of four, adequate a three, and.so dn.
4.$Exper1‘enced teachers seem to rate their pmgram.s higher than

did thosé who were inexpereinced. Teacher ratings were directly related

to the number of years of adult teaching experience, and generally K ‘

speak%ng the longer the teaché‘b}ad taught, the highai' the ratings of‘the

adequacy of their prog‘rams.: The exception being the teachers ratings

of the effectiveness of student evaluations of teachers jn improving

adult programs. ] '

5. Thﬁe more years of formal educatioﬁ completed by the teacher, the
I‘es.s ad_equéte they tw‘h'eved their salaries to be. /

6. Adu]t students whg‘ drove long distances were more inclined to be
unhapp_y with their adu]t teacher and class and rate them poorly, than were
those who lived nearer the school. ’

7. Adult students with a si;;nificant amount o\f;;;“ior, formal ¥huca-
tion were more likely to rate their teacher and class poorly, than were
those who haq Tittle formal education.

8. Male students tended to rate their teacher and class lower, than

‘did females.

Student !lotivation Index g '

1. The most‘important motivating factors can be grouped into three 3’
categories: - .
(a) Social Motives (new people anc}\}ctiviti_es, a change of routine)
Tr;ese motives were most im;)‘ortant to females.

“(b) Entertainment Metives (develop a hobby or leisure activit;y)\

These individuals were well-educated. - A ,
174 -
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(c) Self-Actualization Motives (do my present job better,
become a better citizen, learn something new). These
individuals tended to have re]atively low educational levels.

Recommendations

1. Expand the operating components of the model-to include procedures

for cost-benefit and product evaluations.

.

2, Revise the self-evaluation checklists used in the student and

teacher evaluations of adult programs, teachers, and classes. The

4

questions should be stated in a consistently positive fashion, and the

ratings modified. The ratings should be very good, adequate, unsatisfac-

tory, and very poor. ' 3

3. The efforts extended to_develop programs for basic adult and

secondary education shoula‘%é expanded in accordance with Ehe census

tracts (Groups 1, 3 and 5) identified in the secondary data search.
/4. Teachers pay scales, thé"idea of paid prepardtion tiem, and the

ingtrugigonal materials budget should be reviewed to insure that adq)t

prog a¥s .continue to attract quality teachers with advanced degrees.

‘5. The general community was highly aware of adult education, but
mbst indicated that they first learned about it from the newspapér. Many
potentié] adult students do not read newspapers, therefore other media
must }so be used in c;;junction with the newspaper. The power of word
of méuth cquﬁnigation should not—be underestimated.

6. The eight program areas listed below, were acceptable an%)recog-
nizable to all-of the survey groups. and their use for planning, budgeting,
and programming purposes is recommended.

(a) The Basic \gigh school subjects
(b) The Basic leahping skills
| 175 \
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) fami]y/ﬁga]th énd hohg managemént'
" (d) RecrgA/tion and leisure fime activities
(e) Basié psychology and human relations
(f) The fine arts
. (q9) /ﬂﬁnagemént ané supervisory Eyaining
7. Thg management Snd supervisdry training component of the adult
program/sﬁou1d be expanded to meet the expréssed needs of the coﬁmunity. ’
87/’The aduTt vocational training programs in the skilled ]gbor
cla7¥1fications should be exdanded in dccordance with local manpower
.,'forécas}s (Ség item 7, Appendix F). A ’

9. The image of adult vocational training needs to be iﬁbroved in

such a way that employers zj}l»perceive these programs as a viable source of

-

trained employees.

10.  Adult vocational training for #fe disadvantaged should be exs
: - )

’ ¢ £3
11.  Teachers should be encouraged to participate in the revision of the

panded.

adult curriculum. ~
12. Individuals charged with planning for adult education programs

——-"\ 4

should recognize that the eight program areas. serve different audiences.

This research suggested these four: J;

- -

(a) The reasonably affluent and well educated pgrson who is

jnterested in learning a hobby or studying the fine arts.

(b) The working or lgwer middle class person who is seeking courses '

that will help him be a better citizen, or advance on his job.

(c) Individials who see adult courses as a social activity, which

_ . allows them to meet new people, to try something different,
or to stmply "get 6ut-of’the-hduse". ' .
} ~
176 ,
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(d) The t}uly disadvantaged
. 13. The relat}xnship between teaching experience and the self-
| .evaluation ratings of teachers should bg investigated further. If
experienced teachers are biased 4n their ratings, this would limit
o . the usefulness of this procedure. ‘

]

14. Students who commute 'long distances and those with significant

amounts of formal educétion'were found to be~very demanding of their v !
‘ adult te§cher and class. Speéial efforts should be made.to insuré that .
} "teachers are aware of this phenomena and encouraged %o try and maf; their
’ classes interesting for_a]] of the students.
\

15. Further research is needed in the area of the motivation of

\ . »
students attending -adult classes. TH?S study indicated at least three ”

classes of motives:
(a) Social motives

7 (b) Entertainment motives. ) 3 ’ .
“‘o“ 3 N B

" ’ (¢c) Self-actualization motives

.
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Appendix A

Adult Education Teacher Survey

The information requested on this form is for research purposes only.
Tabulation of the information wi nsure that no peyrson will be identified.
Please respond to each item by c¢hecking (V) the apptopriate items, or by
filling in, the \proper blanks. .

. —

1. Are you a full or part-tdme adult teacher?

Full time Part-time ‘ -

' ~ ‘ .
2.. How many years have ygh taught/adult education (including the 1373/74
school -year)? \ '

\ J ‘

J8. How many total years of teaching experieﬁce will you have at the end of
this year?

¢

3. Hew many years of formal education have you completed? (Example. Master's
N Degree - 17 years) :
. . \) . -
4. Check (v) the description(s) listed below that most nearly describe '
the kind of adult education class(es) that you teach (check all that
+ apply 'to you). ’ ' .

a. The basic leafning skills e. Recreation and/or leisure_
\ b. - Basic high school subjects time activities
. (diploma or GED) - £. Family health and home
c. Basic pBychology and human - management
relations g. The fine arts (art,music, drama)
. d. Vocational training h. Ceneral business and/or
management tratning
y 5. Male Female .
’ d N - :
6. St Married . )
. ~ - : -
Y 4
L
]
»
. L

C - i
O ‘ .o . ) 1 8 ) . <
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2.
-~
Adult Education Program Priorities

Listed below are five items ‘that are tmportant for improving adult
education. Choose the one that you feel is needed the most in the program
in which'you teach, and mark a (1) beside of it. Choose the next most im-
portant and mark a ( ) beside of it. Continue until you have ranked the

ftems from (1-9). ’ : N

.- Additional imstructional materials {library books, [ilms,
audio-visual aids, etc.)

Better school buildings or equipment in which to conduct
adult classes

t
s

. More appropriate or adequate curricula (revision of curriculum,
néw courses, etc.)

-

- Administrative reorganization to improve teacher-administration

4

. Mote student services (personat counseling. health services
) vocational counseling, testing, etc.)

Teacher Self-Ratiﬁg Program Evaluation

\ ‘ The purpose of this section 1s to determine your overall attitude towards
’ the adult program in which you teach. Use the scale below to decide how much

you agree or disagrce with the statcment, then cdircle the correct number for
each question.

e

l. Strongly Agree

2. Agree ‘
3. Disagree

L.

Strongly Disagree

1. Library and reference materials (books, magazines, etc.) were not available
when needed for classroom use

- %,

) . AN

, /

1 2 3 &
L .

Audio-vigual equipment was available, when needed, for classroom use

4 " <

1 23 L4 ,

[N

~

3. Teachers, and/or counselors, were available to adult students to give
counseling when needed. '

1 2 3 L

nt 2nd occupational interests tests
» should be given to adult studerts whea they enroll.

R relations, workidg conditions, salary, etc. An-/




6.\\Adult classes are not long enough for the teagheér to properly cover
the material. \

1 2 3. 4 \

7. Adult classes are small enough to allow for individualized attention )
to the learners' needs. .

R '
1 2 3 b

8. New adult courses are not developed from suggestions made by gtudents -
and teachers. .

1%2 3 N -
9. New adult education courses should be developed at the suggestion of

a communlty advlsory committee.
t

- ‘1 2 3, 4 .
10. New adult education courses should be developed as a result of formal, )
research. into community needs. v : . ’ o
\ - ' L,
. 1 2 34 X , .

11. Buildings used for adult education do not have enough vending machines
and/or smoking facilities for students to use during_break time.

»
——T 1 2. 4 .
‘ . . .3 et ) \
. . [ 4
12. School‘buxld:ngs used for adult education do notlhave enough police
protection to insure the safety of teachers and students. -

1 2.3 b Sy | -t ,
. & ’ 14
1S. Buildings used for adult education have enough parking spaces for %
, teachers and students. ° ~ . .
o

1 2 3 &4 L. e » ..
’ - , . oW ~
| 14. Buildings used for adult education classes zre not adequately cleaned .
! and maintained. ) .

‘ A - ) .
i 15. “Buildings used for adult education classes are rélatively free of outside
- noises (especially those loud enough to interfere with the learning processy.

1 2 3 ’4. : . - . * .ﬂ
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k.

23.

Buildings used for adult education are not properly heated/cooled,

and this minimizes the student and teacher comfort.
- »

12 3 § . YL

Student evaluations of teachers are effective in improving the_qnality
of adult programs. N . ‘

¢

1 2 3 4 _ ’
‘e

Many adglt teachers are not very good at,their jobs.

Adequate funds are not available to purchase needed instructional materials.

)
1 2 3 & . ’,
Adequate amounts of consumable suppliés dare availagle to teachers for
use:én preparing class materials.

1 2 3 4 . . , L -

Adult students do not have enough good programmed leatning materials to use
in class,”” ‘

12\[3 "

Facilities used for adult programs have enough room for the preparation
of ching materials, and teacher study.

1 2 3 4

Teaching materials and teaching methods are not reviewed often enough by
adult supervisors. - g .

.

1 2 3 4 _ /

ertten policies and procedures are usually available to guide’ the

‘8ctions of teachers. ) .
. - ! /7

-1 2 3 U4 . .

A formal orientatiom program is néededhfor new aQuit teachers.

1 2 3 4 .

]

’

Quescions.l-lg,were also answered by students

B} 188 .r. . o . ) ‘ ’
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26® Adequate clerical and duplicating services are not available to adult
teachers. . '

29:

4 -

-

1 é 'K3 L. ‘ ,,/ LY

—

Salary schedules for adult teachers are not high ‘enough to hold good people
in the program year after year.

Teachers shpufﬁ‘hgge paid pgeparation time. 5
14 - .
1 2 3 4 ¢ =~

'
M -

Administrators of adult programs do not encourage teacher feedbacR on
operational matters (i.e, textbook adoption, budget, suppplies, etc.)

— e e ER e e e e e e e wn S e e s A e e o - e S e i e G e e

Adult Education Program Preferences

Here is a list of the kinds of classes that could be cauékt in an adult

education center. Use this scale and circle the number that shows how Lmportant

you feel each one 1s to the.adults in your community.

©
-
A,
b.
[+
- d.

~

l1--Extremely Important-A very large pumber of adu1t§ should enroll

2--Important-Many adults should ‘enroll ‘ . .

3--Unimportant-§ew adults should enroll .

) 4--Not Important at all-Almost no adults Should earoll -
The basic léarnihg skills (re;dgpg, writing, arithme®i¢) ) \\
1 23 -k ‘ ’ 2
The basic high school subjects (cléssés to obtain a diploma, or ;k‘ﬁass )
a high school equivalency test)

1 2 3 &4 . , \ .

-
+

Psychology - human relations (Elasses in méeting and dealing with other. ’

people and yourself) ' i
1 2 3 4 - i
Vocational traiming (classes to help you get a.better job)




° \ N A . A -
X ) !
-6- |
~ - L3
T—— . .
- ., . & W
\ . . !
. e. Recreation and lejsure time (classes in any of the activities that people

could engage in for fun, if they had the proper trainingLTputdoor sports,
. hobbies, pimes, etc.)
< *

o1 op 4

7 3
. y

= f. Family health and home management (classes td help adults become better
homemakers, shoppers, parents, and money managers--~for example, cooking, \

»

sewing, upholstering, first+aid and personal hgalth)_

n

.1 2 3 4 )

8. /The fine arts (classes in art, music, creative writidg, etc.)

9 2l 2 3.4 R

" L] N &
h. nagement and supervisory training (classes in accounting, harketing, ‘
v mlanagement, business reisérchy c -

1231;.3




Appendix B . >

‘ K}
Adult Education Student Survey ‘ Ut

-

sure that no person will be identified. . 1y ' .

'%§§ninformat1dn requested on this form is for, research purposes only,
I will

!
Are ydu: *\

LA oo .
- } . ‘
Male™ Female : 5

Single Married _ . ) o

- »

What is your present full-time job (piease.check (v/) the correct block)? ) -
- ) . .
~\\ . . .
Professidnal Service worker ) :
Manager/Self-employed : Laborer
"Sales workér Farmer/Farm manager
Craftsman/Foreman Housewife ' '
13Vehic1e operator/Manu- Unemployed/Retired | | o
) facturing & assembly . - T e .
worker - 1 .
{ . -
- - Vocational‘?references :
<]

Here is a list.of job tralnlng classes that could help people get a pro-
motion, or.a better job How many do yo! think would help you?
Mark your answers with a check (v*) in the correct columa. Do not check

an Atem unless you think you ‘would be willing to pay the fee ($10-$202!L P
and cbmp}ete the class. . s .
' ., . ' .
e . , R

Humgn Relations in .

Accountinpg & Bookeeping Business .
Computer Programming & Ogerationg ’ ‘Auto Body Repair W
Shorthand . , Carpentr& : ) . -
- — —
Typing ’ Eléztronics
Business Machines w Brick Laying & Concrete Finishing
) | Residential Electrical .
Office Procedure N ‘I Wiring - ) .
. . ‘ ' . i ‘ k LI «
Real Estate Agent . Welding . 2
. s ] . \
Business Maaagement . Appliance Repair (radio & TV, etc)
m;ing . . xt-aoing&Air Conditioning .
< - :
. Coo 191 - ,
A ' »
(over) : ~



/

.

.

. “Salesmanship ,

Flor{stry & Nursery Work

L%

Business Research 2 Plumbing Tastallation % Repair
Machide Shop { . 1 ‘Macal Assistant ) -
, B AN * Other (specify) )
Practical Nurse g

L 4

Medical Secretary

None of these, because

5. How many years of _school have you completed?
) 8th grade, Person Two completed junior year of high school: One 8

)

. How far did_ you travel to’attend your last class (one-way miléage)?

Two _11.

o -

————
.

L
—_———

.’

¢ Iy

(Example: Person One completed

+

N )

. .

“7. What was the name of the adult class. you were in last?

8.

o+

F} ‘
y

/

How did you learn that the adult class you sig

«~(Check W all that apply) l L ¥ .
- A% " .

. [N

ned up for was being taught?

School catalogue . Friend
Newspaper o a1 . Employment Service
employer Radio, TV N »
. - T -
How old are you? \ . ‘
3 S ’ :

Check (v the block that shows how much méney

your family earned last

. year. (If, you are married -include both husband and wife's ‘'earnings-+if

single include onlyyour own income.)

Under L,000- ~  6,000- 10,000-

————

4,000 C0599 L 9,999 ¢ . 14,999 15,000

¢ .

Over

Al

. &




Adult Education Program Preferences

11. Here is a list of the kinds of clasegy that could be taught in an adult
education center. Use this scale and circle the number that shows how ,
important you feel each one would be t6 the adults in your community

1--Extremely Important-A very large number of adults should enroll
L3 ’

= 2--Importa§ -Many adults should enroll
3--Ugimporta -Few adults should enroll
L--Not Importast at all-Almost no adults should enroll :

Example: Classes in the basic learning skills (Person One feels they are
" 1important, Person Two feels they are unimpogrtant.)
/ ' / ‘

" i ne Two .

- L
e, B

<1 3z 3 ,1‘2~®b — .,

. LS I

a. The basic learning skills ,reading, writing, arfthmetic)

‘ . I3 | L] N » ‘n. ‘7

1 2 '3 4 : . <

. . ’/ ‘ - ‘ / <

b. The basic high sé¢hool subjects (classes to obta;n a diplotma,.or to
pass a high school equivalency test)

" R
1 2 3 4 ‘

N

a -

c. st’hqlogv - hunan relations ‘glasses in meeting and aealing with other
peopN and vourself,

12 .3 4
d. Vocational training (ciassés to-hélp you get a better job) -« : ‘
1,2 3 U

e. Recrethon and leisure time (classes in any of the activities that people
‘ engage 1n for fun--outdoor sports-, hobbies games, etc.

o2 3 o '

f Family health and home management (classes to help adults become better

" homemakers, shoppers, parents, and még:y managers--fot example, cooking,
sewing, upholstering, first aid and pexsonal health)

\"123’+"

g. The fin€ arts (clasSes‘in art, music, creative writing, etc.)

1 2 3 &

| 193
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N > . .
v
. -

Management and supervisory training (classes in accounting, marketing,
management, business research)

1Y

1 2 3 "4 ‘

‘Studedt, Self-Rating Program Evaluation e

The purpose of this section is to determine y&ur attitude towards the

adult program in which you were a student. Use the scale below. to decide how
much you agree or disagree with each state nt, then cirlce the correct numbe

for that question.

8}

Cd .

Strongly Agr%e

Agree

Disagree e

Strongly Disagree RO :

b s
e

£ N -

, . . s .
Library and reference material (books, magazines, €tc) were not available
when needed for classroom use.

k , T

1 2 3 4 , .
Aud{o-visual equipment was available, when needed, -for clifsroom use.

1 2 33 4

’ . 4 / .

Teachers, and/or counselors , were available to adult students to givé f
counseling when needed. Y ' . 0t

. - ‘, .

1 2 3 &‘ * ’ % - l’

4 3 : : o . - . *

- it * g
Persopality, aptitude, achievement and occupatiofal interests tests
should be given to adult students when they enroll. !

1 2 3 -4 ] -
Adult classes are set up‘so that Lhe dtudents can learn at their own pace

1 2 3 & o, -

»

Adult classes are not long enough for the teacher to properly cover the
material. . . '

r 2 3 4 7 .

Adult classes are small enough to allow for individualized attention to
the learners' needs.

‘0_ 1 2 3 ,4 : ~ ' .

r

-~

'
/
’

L

1




-5
i

8. New adult courses are not developed from suggestic}\s made by students and
teachers. . !

‘ |

1 2 3 L - ] !

9. New adult education courses should be developed at the suggestion of a
community sdvisory committee. .

1 2 3 &L i

-

;eseatth into gommunity needs. .

\

10 New adult education courses should be developéd /.s 8 result of formal

*

~ 1.2 3 &

11. Buildipgs used for adult education do not i}azenough vending machines /
and/or! smoking facrhtxes for students zto use during break time. /

123&.‘\ L

12. School buildings used for adult e‘gucation' do \not have enough police
0

protection to insure the safety teachers and students.
. . . L ’

RS \ N

: 1 2 3 a7 “

a3

13.° Buildi.ngs used for adult educacion have enough parking spaces for
teachers and students.
1k. Buildings used for adult &ducation classes aye not sdequately cleaned
- and maintained. Py . Y
T '-\... AL 4

5

. -~ 1 'v'g 3\14_ L f R \, oL . -
: N - - i pa - \‘
15. Buildings used for adult education classes are relatively free of o tside
noises (especmlly those loud enoughj\to interfere Wwith the learning \process. )

1 2 3 b4 -
Vs
16. Buildings used for adult education are not properly heated/cooled, and
' “this minimizes the student and teacher cpmfort. '

1- 2 3 U !

.

17. Student evaluations of teachers are effective in improving the qual?ity

of adult programs.

. 1 2 3 L,

195
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\/ A} & . i L ,i
o ! : !
/ | T
{ - -6- |X B
J
18. Many adult teachers are not very good at their jobs.
1 2 3 & )
Teacher and Class Evaluation
|
_ purpose of this section is to find out what gou think about your last
adult education teacher and class. Answer these questions by circling one of
the foyr choices: . N : .
. . Py . T— ‘
1 Strongl§ Agree with this statement
2. Agree with this statement
. 3. Disagree with this statement
L. Strongly Disagree with this statement .
1. We were not told:ét the beginning of class what we would s in this course.
K 1 2 3 & e
2. Our teacher did a'good job in tea%hing the subjects we covered.
' 1 2 3 &
3. Our teacher did not give the students enough chances \to take part 1in \\
¢lagsroom discussions—\\\
. v ) .
- u : " N ’
1 3 i .
‘4. Our teacher used many different methods (lectures, films, dLSCussxons,kgtc )
) to present the;mavterial we studie.ad. - - 4 Q
‘ L2 3 B " .
" s, Dur teacher was cenfusing )pd'*t was hafd tcrunderstand what he was ' !
' talking about. ) > . Com
1 2 3 L . " L
6. Our teacher was neatly and correctly dressed when he/she came to class.
1 2 3 &
7. Our teacher did not have enough knowledge of the subject to present it properly.
. . )
1 2 3 4

.
‘ * L. *
* LA AP

8. Our teacher was willing to give individual help to g;}'ﬁnis who needed it.

1~2 3 L4 |, - g

196
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OQur teacher was often;1:§s to class.

\0

1]

. "\ ) .
12 3 b ‘
10 OQur teacher often kept the class past its scheduled time for dismigsal.
1 2 3 1 ' .

N 11. Our class was very interesting.

12 3 b ' /2

12. Our class was too difficult for most ‘of the students.
’
1 2 3 U
* - '
13. Our class was very informative, and I learned a lot abou thefsubject '
12,31;\ ) ,
4. Our-class was not well organized. . ‘ '
. . N
1 2 3 &
15. Our class was about the right size (not too small, or too large).
1 2 3 &
> \) .
W . .
16. Our class was not what I expected it tpo be, based on the information
I had whén I.gigned up. _‘;;éégf?
"1 2 3 b :
.|‘°‘?\ :" ' -
Motivation Index - . . , -
. Y SRS [
N Here are some reasons others hauﬁ given for enrolling n adult classes k ,
Show how important each reason was to you by circling a number from the .

scale below: '

Very Important to mk when I enrolled
Important to me when I enrolled N !
< Unimpprtant to me when I enrolled *

Not Important at all to me when I entolled

v

0 D -

] - . >
,

., 1 2 3 &

l 1~ "I obtain a sense of satisfaction when I learn something new.
I
|

2. 1 want %o learn thigggs that will help me become a better citizen.

’r- 12\3
; «
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e

10.
11.

12,

1 2 3 4 ,
. ' . .~
I want to learn thingg that will help me develop a hobby or leisure
time activity., - v "
1 2 3 4 s .
’ . 3
I waat to learn things that will halp‘'me get along better with the people -
I work with. i ) '
L I
1 2 3 4 -
"I want to train myself for a new or different job.
1 2 3 4 '
.~ I want to’yrepare for a second (part7tﬁge) job. '
1 2 L " I
-, .3 T
I want to learn things that will help me be a better parent. ;
12 3 4 ' . y
A ’ . . .
I want to learn things that will help me save money in the/pperétion |
of my home. . ’/' N N
1 2 3, &4 ' ,
Y © % \ L . 7
I want’ to prepate for more educatiod in the future, . , . {
1 2/3 4

-8-

A ! »
I want to learn things that will help me do my’;resent Job better.
. . ]

I want';o learn things that will help me earn a promgotion on my presen job.
1 2 3 b, - ’ . '“ ~ : $

I like to meet ‘and associate wich new.feople and be involved in new ‘\\\\\ ;y

activities.
4 ¥

1 2 3 W ° o .
I felt it would be a welcome change ﬁrom\my regular routine.

1 2 3 4 s

I want to become a cultured: person with a better knowledge of art, music,
drama, and creative writing.

1 2 3 4
198
189
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15.

16.

e

-9-
! 1
/
4 /

’

*
'

I want ‘to learn things that will help me understand the way I feel abo

myself and other people.
3 4

12
I want to learn things that will increase m& yearly income.
/‘1 \
N 1 2 3 L o .
o ) ~ -
. e § '
. ¢ Z
)/
| ) o ’
’ - >
"
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"' adulé education program in
part in the' sfudy One of the

- Sincerely, - -

N ' . N B | K /\\J
»

. . |
s | ' :

Jefferson County Bourd of Edlicatmn
ADULT FDUCATION CENTER

.

RICHARD YANHOOSE

T PRISTON SIREV L o LOUISVILTL RENTIRRY 3001t Supetntemdent
' enokn wy o . ’ ,
‘ . ’JA.MES. I, FARMER
. - Qssociate Superintendem

\ of hmmg tron

C}JRTIS W WHITMAN
R ‘D.mcmr of
Continuing Education .

tui:ky has been asked to do a study of the
fferson County and you were selected to take

The Unuvérsufy of K

out what you, the student, think about our program. , ¢ "

~ Th \formah obtained figm you will be used by fhe project staff
to pregparg a report, whlch we beliéve will aid us in improving our progtam.
| feel’thls study is,of great importance and | strongly urge you to cooperate.
The dlrecfpr oﬂfz?z project has indicatad that your résponses will be-held in
strict confideqe€, and the final report wilite the only use made of them.
N \ . -
Pleasd help us to improve our progrdm by completmg and returning
the enclosed fquestionnaire as soon as pessiblel To aid you in returning the
form to the University, a self addressed posh&\e paid envelope is enclosed.
Thank you for\your cooperation.

¢

Yy '
///,/, /j//fw o

\C' rtis W. Whitman ) .
Director, Conhnumg Education \ -
CWW:if ’
—
»” ~
240 |




. Appandix C

Sclool Census \

-

The information requested on this form is for.res arch pupposes

only,  Tabulation of the information will insure that do persoZ_wiil be
identified. Please respond to eagch item by circling the. apprdpriate
items, %r by filling in the proper, blanks, f

’

e Lo b

A

'

lere indicate whethﬁr classes of the type define below are
commdnly ‘offered at your school

o

1. Classes in the basic~1earning;skills (skills @ecessa y for learn\ng,
such asj-reading, writing, speaking, and arithmetic)’ \
‘ Yes No ‘ i ’

5
v

o | . o/
la. 1If yes, average enrollment .

k. ! 8 . N
2., Classes in the basic high school subjects necessary'to obtain a
diploma, or to pass a high school equivalency test (adult courses \

such as English, history, mathematics, science, etc.), ‘ {

Yes No \ ¢
- . N 8
Pa. 'If yes, average entollment e \\ . . : -

v

3. Classes 1n basic psychology and hum;\ relations (skllls
for meeting and dealing with people, chlud1ng famxly, fr1

and fellow workers) . \
Yes No ) . ‘ \’ \ .
3a. 1If yes, average enrollment - [}

4. Classes.dealing with recreation and leisure time lactivities
(possible subjects in this area would be: hunting, boating,
physical fitness, swimming, all other outdoor and indoor sports #
hobbies, crafts, and other activities people could engage in for
fun, if they received the proper training)

! ' ,

L; Yes ' No
ha, 1If yrs, aversge enrollment ’
5, Clashes in ily health and home managément (classes.for adults who

are interested in nutrition, first aid, |cooking and baking, home health
care, sewing, and othet subjects ;hat wquld help adults become better
homepakers, shoppers, parents and | money fmanagers)

i

&

Yes No »/"\ ‘ 3

B

,5a. If yes, average enrollment |

- i

‘ 201
n * C192 .,




|

~,

6. Classes to help us appreciate the fine arts
subjectsnsuch‘as art, painting, sculpture, ‘mubic, playing
musical instruments, creative writing, drama,|etc,)

Ta.

8.

Yes No

If yes, average enrollment

D

'\

o lasses involving

"y,

usiness \research, and basic manage
e . W
s . -

- Yes No

'
.

If yes, average enrollment

ment )

|

-~

.  Classes in management ard supervisory training (classes deal;gg-;
‘XCth record-keeping, managing people, marketin

¥, advertising,

Please consider carefully the following types of job training?
and indicate if they are prgsently taught at .your-school on a
regular basis, and their average annual enrollment.

. . |
Type of
Training

-

»
Average
Annual

Enrollment

Incteasing or
Decreasing
Enrdllment,

Accounting and Bookkeeping -

Computer Programming & Operation

Shorfhand

Typing

Business Machines

——

Y

Office Procedures

e &

-

Real Estate Agent (class to

help pass-the state realtors

examination) \

\

Business Management

Advertising- \

Salesmanship and Customer

Relations \

Business Research

Human Relatfons in Business

- o




H
¢

Type of ‘
Trdaining . i /
’ ’ .

K

Average
- Annual
Enrollment

S

e

Increasing or
Decreasing .
.+ Enroliment

B

Auto Body Repair

'Carpentry

Electronics‘ :

Brick Layving apnd

Concrete Finishing
/ .

Residentiat Eldctrical Wiring: L®
A
' . le .
¥ Welding ' ! ' ) . ‘
» . . ! 1
Applﬁbnce Repailr (including radio 2
& TV § K i . ’
. . . | .
Heating & Air Conditioning
Floxistry and Nursery Work
. \ ’ ' \ '
‘ Machine Shop . — - -
. % ) -
. Praéﬂ;cal Nurse » ', '
Medical Secrétary ) . 3 .
' Dental Assistant x $
i T -
Ogher)/plea'se Specify ' .
— ¥ . -

L

~ towards a deggge?

-

Yes No

»

|
|

|

\

: : i ? . .
Are the above typeslof classes included ip a program leading

ve

9b. 1If yes, what is tﬁé‘title of the degree (xlease write 6ut):

»

— 3
Je. If yes, who is gbk accrediting agency (please\write out):




A}

14
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Appendix D ‘ .
* " .
) iy Adult Education €eneral Community Survey

.
ot = .
Lt M ¢ . . (<4

N

(Adutt education classes arc any .classes oflcrcd to people ovver 16 years
of age, who are not Jull-time students. Exceptions are those classes 1eadlng
to a degree from a college junior college or technical school )

¥

.

The tnformatioﬂ'requested on this form is .for, regearch purposes oo}y I
will. insu&p that no person will be identified. '

Are,you: \ ' | ‘ ) \

Marﬁied ‘ Single : l ] \ :

! lv
Directions: ’

If you are married, I would like to, have information about both yoy and
your husbapd ‘or wife. Each of you check (v’) an answer by using the seaarate
spaces provided (H-Husband, W-Wife). If you are single, chétk ( ) only"
the column marked single (S). : .

+ ‘ . ‘
l. 4What ig your present full-time job? (1f married, check two)
|- \

-

- \ H W S : \H W s
Professional Service Worker R R [
Manager/Self-employed Laborer: . Bl
Sales worker -] 'Fdarmer/Farm manager . |

"= Craftsman/Foreman ’ .| Housewife )

Vehicle operftor/Man- ‘ Unemployed/Retired °
ufacturing & Assembly Clerical ’
worker ' -1

y 4 .

Vocational Preferences

€
L3

2.  Here i§ a list of jqb training classes that could help you get a promotion
f or a better job. If you could pay $10-$20 and enroll in one oy more of
these classes, how many of these do you think would help you ggt a better
. Job? Mark your answers ‘with a check (v’) in the correct columj (H-Husband,
w-Wife S-Single). Do not check more than one unless you think you would
+ pay for* and complete all of them. ]r

»

- . . H W _ S . H W
Accounting & Bookkeeping” B " _Real Estdte Agent
Comodte% Programming & OgeraEion v Business Managemenf
&hmha{ul ' 3 ‘Advertising *
. ' ' .
Typing - ' Salesmanship ]
. - 1

M . , N 204 .
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}
\_ |
<t ™\ ) N
N \ H W S H W S ‘
‘ Business Machines B\ainess Research (e J
¢ . i Human Relations {in }
Office Procedure Business ‘
, A\ Floristry & Nursery |
. Auto Body Repair ' Work |
: | Plumbing Installa- .
carpentry . tion & Repajir ‘
\ \ '
. Brick Laying & Concrete Firlshing Practical Nurse [
{ \ \
Electronics - Machine Shop:
Residential Elec;ncal . )
Wiring . i ; Medical Secretary
T . . N, i
s -Welding ', - Dental Assistant
T bl * ’ Other (specify) ,
" Appliance Repair . . ' L. . N 5&
eating % Air Conditioning

(2

} - ’ ' .
None of these, because!
4 — ' -
3. How y yea.rs of school hiy e ypu completed" (Example; Husband completed
) 8th grade, wife completed 10t year of high 'school: Husband_8 Wife_11)
‘A
Husbaad wife Single R
t ’ * “'r"“
L. Have you ever attended an adult educdtion class? S ,
* . » ) »\g‘?lﬂ :
Husbaad Wife Q,ﬁ,;,i'éqi;ﬁgle
" " Yes No Yes No . ey © No
. . . . LI r.;;':}_;g‘ﬁl, P —— R
.5. Have you ever gead a brochure, seen an addg'};:ﬂfé%rd anyone talk- about
adult education. classes? ,gm:%*ﬁ"' *
. ’, -~ IS VoGRS ~ '
“ ¢ .+ Husband - e Wife . Single
& 7,.&/"‘-“ ~‘ o ' . - . .
. .,, }ﬁ& « No ,,- Yes No * Yes , No
' _5a. If yes, check (v/) all the blocks that tell where you read, saw, or heard
/" ' about an adult education class, :
P , S
- v . H W S ‘ i S
School catalogue Friend s \
~ Newspaper ' Employment Service
. Employer 2 ‘ ‘ Radio, TV N IR
T \
-
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-

- , \> -3- | o, .

6. How old are you? \
l : 3 i
Husbdnd Wife | Single
=, -
(. Check (J/) the b{ock that shows how much money your family earned last
year. (If you are married include both husband and wife's earnings~- {f -
single include only your own income.) ‘ )

, |
- Under 4,000- " 6,000- 10,000- Over
* 4,000 _ 5999 9,999 __ 14,999 15,000,

——

Adult Education Program Preferences
- -
8. Here is a list of the kinds of classes that could be taught in an adult
education center. Use this scale and circle the number that shows how

important you feel each one would be to the adults in your community,
. . .

; ‘ l«-Extremely Important-A very large number of adults -
would enroll in this type of class

-

2--Important-Many adults would” enroll in this type of class

- 3--Unimportant-Few adults would enroll in this type of clas;\

L--Not Important at all-Almost no adults would enroll in . .
this type of class - .

Example: Classes in the basic learning skills (hf;i;gﬂ/ﬁ&ﬁTé they are - -

important, wife feels they are unimportan

-.'_.—'// - - R
Husband Wife "Single . ) .
1Q3 b 1 2®u 1234 .
‘a. The basic learning skills (reading, writing, érichmetic) SN -
" Husband " Wife Single ' '
/“\—\
1234 12 34 . 12314 .

3 ' ‘\
b. The basic high school subjects (classes to vbtain a diploma, or to
" pass a high school equivalency test) )

i
Hugband Wife Single
1234 1234 1234 ‘\
5 .
c. Psychology - human relations (classes in meeting Qgg ddaling wﬁth other -
.pedple and yourself) \; ‘
Husband Wife Single " : ‘\ 6. :
1234 1234 1234 <A

236 . \
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d. Vocational Training (classes to help you get a better job)

" Husband " Wife . Single‘ \ , - N .
. 1234 1234 1234 : . ]
e. Recreation and leisure time (classes in any of the activities that people

could engage in for fun, if they had the proper training--outdpor sports, \

hobbiéh games, etc. ‘ , \
~
. Husband Wife Single - . ' \ .
1234 1234 1234 . . ‘.

f. Family health and ‘Rome management (classes to help adults becégz better °
homemakers, shoppers, parents, and money managers--for example, cooking, ) . |
( seving, upholstering, first aid and personal health) {
‘Husband . wife Single [
123k 1234 123k |
' ;
|

g.: The fine arts (classes in art, music, creative writing, etc.)

~n

Husband Wife * Single ’ :
1234 . 1234 123k 1 . . .

h. Management and supervisory training (classes in accounting, marketing,
management, budiness research)

.

Husband Wife Single . / T,
\\ 1234 1234 1234

9. The\Erix\and county schooi systems would like to have your suggestions for
mew adult education'classes that interest you. List as many.as you can in

the spaces provided~ . : .
Husband 1. oo B . .
2. : . ’ }“
3. ‘
Wife 1. . .
) .
2. ‘
.3: -
Single 1. «




UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY \\

LEXINGTON KENTUCKY 40506

~
4 . N
tOLLlEct OF tDhudcATION N . ,
B N
Cwthe ATIOMAL Pl AYL Wy N

N A~

June 17, 1974 \ : T

Dear Resident:

N

The University of Kentucky has been asked to do a study of the adult
education needs of Jefferson County, and your name was selected as a
participant. One important part of this study is to find out what «
you, the taxpayer, think about adult’ education. I am "talking about

. all classes taken by adults who are not full-time students, with the
exception of classes leading to a degree from a college, junior
college, or technical school -

Most adult classes of this type are made available to the community

by the city and county school systems. Both the city and county want

to improve their programs, and they need your help. By _completing and
returning this questionnaire you will be helping these officials spend

your tax.money in ways that reflect what the community wants. It ‘
doesn't mﬁttgr whether you have taksn an adult education course or not.
_What 1is important is your epinion, and everyone has an opinion. :

Please help us improve your adult programs by completing and returning

the enclosed questionnaire ‘as soon as possible. For your convenience N
a self-addreesed, postage paid envelope.is enclosed to aid you in )
returning the form. Thank you for your cooperation, and I will loéok '
forward to hearing from you.

Yours truly, .

Tom WiIkeraon )
Project Director _ > e

1is

Enclosures

\
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Appendix E

* Adult Education Employer Survey

L 4
)

(Adult education classes are any classes offered to people over 16 years

of age, who are not full-time students. Exceptions are those classes leading
to a degree from a college, junior college, or technical school.)

Directions:

. The {inf tion requested on this form is for research purposes oaly.

Tabulation of the information will insure that no person, or organization, will
be identified. Please respond to each item by checking (v”) the appropriate
items, or by filling in the proper blanks. ‘

L.

la.

\
Have you ever read a brochure, seen an ed, or heard aryone talk about

adult education classes?

If yes, check (v/) all' the blocks that tell where }ou read, saw, or heard
about an adult education class.

[
.

School catalogue Friend
Newspaper Employment Service

Employer Radio, TV

Vocational Preferences

Vocational training is an important part of adult education.’ Listed below
are some of the training programs offered in adult centers at a cost of

"$1C to £.°0. Look at the list and check (v/) in column 1) any of the

courses in which your company might wish to have all, or some, of "your
employees take part--i{f you would not want them to take part leave column

, (lg blank. For those items that you check in column (1), write in column

£2) the number of employees per year that you would want to enroll.
- )
', 12 1
3 . S

Accounting % Bookkeeping Salesmanship

. <
Computer Prqé%ammxng 3 Operation Business Research

T LA S _Human Reldtions in
Shorthand ° Business .
Typing ] Auto Body Repair
Business Machines Carpentry
Office Procedure ' Electronics

) Brick Laying & Concrete

Real Estate Agent “‘ . Pinishing

n
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1 N o2 v ' 1 2
) Residentfal tlectrical ’
Business Management ) Wiring N
- \
Advertising ] Welding . \:>
Appliance Repair (includ- . _ ' 3
ing radio and TV) Practical Nurse
Floristry & Nursery Work ) Dental Assistant
Heating & Air Conditioning ) Medical Secretary ]
Plumbing Installation % Other (specify)
Repair
Machine Shop I

None of these, because

What are your three most critical employee needs? By critical, I mean trained
employees who possess’a skill that is in short supply in Your area. This would’
include white and blue collar jobs for both male and female employees. :

a. Type of job: : B ’ ' ,

{1) Number of Em;fbyees needod

B

(2) Formal trdining required (Check (v*) the correct item)
- - /

, (a) College degree (d) “ High school {no
(b) . Som& college . job training)
(c) High school & % (eg Apprenticeship

.related.job training (£ gsgfzizzcational

(3) Required .uumber of years of related work experience (check (v’)
the correct 17em):
. \

~ {a) None ] (¢) 2-3 (e). 6 or more d
() 1 (d) 45— : - &
b. Type of job: 3
(1) Number of employees needed
(2) Formal training required (Check (v*) the correct item)
(a) Colleée degree . )(d) High school (ho ‘ T,
(b) some college job training
(c) High school:& related _ (e) Apprenttceship
job training (£) oOther vocational training
210 ' . . ‘
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(3) Required number of years of related work experience (check v’)
the correct item):

; (a) None (c) 2-3 (e) 6 or more
| (b) 1 __ (d) &5 __  *
3 c. Type of joﬁ: -

| (1) Number of employees needed

L kY B
(2) Pormal training required (check (v”}-the correct item)

~  (a) College ‘degree (d) High school (no
(b) Some collegg job training
(¢) High school & related (e) Apprenticeship _°

X job training (£) Other vocational training

(3) Required number of years of related work experiemxe (check (v*)

the correct item): .
(a) Nome ’ (e) 23 ____ . (e) 6 or more
(b) 1 (d) &-5 '

Adult Education Program Preferences
. e,
4. Here is a list of the kinds of classes that could be taught in an adult
education center, As an employer, use this scale and circle the number
that shows how important you feel each one would be to the adult¥ in your
community in terms of job performance and morale.

1--Extremely Important-A very large Aumber of my employees should
take a course of this type :

2--Important-Many of m} employees should take a course of
this type :
! r
3--Unimportant-Very few of my employees should take a course
of this type

4--Not Imbortanc at all-Almost none of my employees should take
’ a course of this type

a. The basic learning skills (reading, writing, arithmetic 1 2 3 &

b. The basic high school subjects,(classeé to obtain & diploma, 1 2 3 L
.or to pass a high school equivalency test)

c. Psychology - human relitions (classes in meeting and 1 2 3 %
dealing with other people and yourself)

d. Vgcational Traiﬁing (classes to help you get a better job) 1 2 3 &4
- , 211
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e. Recreatjon and leisure time (classes in any of the activities 1 2 3 4
that people could engage in for fun, if they had the proper
training--outdoor sports, hobbies, games, etc.)

£ Family health and home management (classes to help adults 1 2 3 4
become better homemakers, shoppers, parents, and money
managers--for example, cooking, sewing, upholstering, first
aid and personal health)

é. The fine arts (classes in art, musie, creative writing, etc.) 1 2°3 4

h. Management and supervisory training (classes in accounting, 1 2 3 4
marketing, management, business research, etc.)

How many employees (including hénégement.persdhnel) are typically on
your payroll? ’ . ' ’

What was the amount of your combany S total sales (in dollars) in calendar

year 19737 \

AN []

Please check (v?) the space that pescribeé the type of business in which

your company is engaged. <
a. Manufacturing f. Office Businesses and Pro-
’ fessions (selling a service
b. Retail Business , rather than a product),

g. Hotels &nd Restaurants\

¢. Wholesale Business ,

. h. Natural Resource Industry
d. Warehouse . (agTiculture, mining, timber,
: water poqpr) ,
e. Savings and Loan, Banks, , . \
Trust Companies i. Transportation(and Commuai-
’ cation -

ment

k. Construction and Building

Federal|, State, Lqcal Govern-
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un(VERSITY OF KENTUCKY

LEXINGTON, KENTUCKY 40506

COLLEGE OF LOULATION  ~ .
. YOCATIONAL tOUCATION

June 24, 1974

L

Dear Sir:
The University of Kentucky has been asked to do.Z study of the adult
education needs of Jeffersan County and your company has been selected
as a participant. One important part of this study is to find out

what the business community thinks about adult education, When I

speak of adult education I am talking about all classes taken by adults
who are not full-time students,.with the exception of classes leading

to a degree from a college, junior college,; or technical school,

Most adult classes of this type are made available to the community by
the city and coungy school systems, Both the city and county want to
improve their programs, and they need your help., By completing and re-
turning this questionnaire you will be helping these officials spend
your tax money in ways that reflect;what the commmity wants.. It does
not matter whether you have taken an adult education course or not.
What is important is your opinion as a representative of your company
and we hope you will ghare your views with us. )

Please help.us ipprove your adult programs by, completing and returning
the enclosed questionnaifg as soon as possible, For your convenience a
self-addressed, postage paid envelop is enclosed to aid you in returning

the form. Thank you for your cooperation and I will look forward to
hearing from you. R \ .

Sincerely,

Tom Wilkerson

Project Director S . ) )

FIW/1f
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UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY

i

)
/EXING'TON. KENTUCKY 40506

L 4

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

\ ) N

August 12, 1974 )

Vs
. {
. s L .
. - \
_ \
'Dear ,Citizen: B .
. Your name{was selected at random to participate,in a public
opinion survey of the adult education needs ferson County. 5
As of this date, only about 10% of the individyals selected have
" responded. ' .-

N

Please take a few minutes and complete this form. s a
citizen your opinions are important to help educators pro&ide the
i kind of training the community wants and needs for it§\_ad.u]ts.

J N

In the event the origimal queStionnajre has been miS%]aced,
I am enclosing a second topy, I will eagerly await your freply;
however, if you have a1re%§y\xeturned the form please ‘ignore

) tris request. v

o _ Yaurs truly, ,
» . \
' Tom ‘Wilkerson \
. Project Director \:

TH/sm \ \ \

. "\ Y ) \
_Enclosure ' \\\ . \
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APPENDIX F T ,

SECONDARY DATA SURVEY OF THE COMMUNITY - _‘

Ny N

1. What is the total population of the area served by youf present
adult programs?

\ 723,500 in 1974"

2. ﬁhat has been the total percentage change in population during the 1960
to 1970 period? .

o +138% ‘ \
3

2a. What has been the tot{i percentage change in the non-vhite pppulation
duriag the 1960 to 1970 period?

»

i

+23.3% .

2b. Why has this change occurred? _ Net immigration from surrounding rural
areas to the central suburbs. —

[ - .

I
3. Present,Populatxon characteristics by census tract

\

-
- ————

w

4

4

(Source} 1970 Ceasus of Population and Housing, U.S. Dépt of Commerce, May, 1972)

| !

|
i

| Number = ' ' Avg
Tract No. of Non-White Md Income Md Ed Level No/Household
0001 0012 078€3 09.7 3.02
0002 . 0111 16094 08.7 3.19
0003 0217 © 07298 09.0 3.25 -
000k 1495 09537 10.5 3.37
0005 0016 06861 08.7 3.13
0006 . 2692 06929 . 09.7 3.1‘23
7 ' 9 o777 10.7 ol ‘ ‘
%8 2 191 . 07753 10.8 g.vu a 1
0009, 3130 . 08057 10.9 3.22 |
0010 4554 07085 10.9 3.65 .
0011 ) 5008’ 09209 11.7 3.38
0012 ' 2837 . 10169 . 12.0 3 4k Lo
0013 1301. 07468 11.0 4.35
0014 6221 04309 11.0 4.35
- 0015 ' 067 -07560 09.8 - 3.45
0016 . 3096 og89g '03.3- - 3:3; |
0017 3791 . 0015 09.7 3.7 ¢ |
0018 - 3014 05780 - 09.1 33k |
0019 25% 04269. 09.8", 2.72 .-
0020 . 3019 . 05067 09 4. 2.71
. . S | }
(Source: 1970 Census of Population and Housing, Y.S. Dept. of Commerce, _,,_:7——-?
Hﬂy, 1975) B ' N . . ._

rd - g _ ’




Number k Avg
Tract No. of Non-White Md Income Md Ed Level No/Household

o021 . 0301 06699 08.6 3.21
0022+ 0110 H5h23. 08.5 ©3.38
0023 c6ls 06039 08.3 327
002k 285 ©ooLeTT 08 7 2.47
0025 1676 03729 08.6 2.35
0026 2028 0598 . 08.6 3.07
0027 hio2 05195 . 08.9 2.86
,0028 . Ol27 07153 1 08.9 2.72
0029 ‘0153 02750 | 07.8 2.02
0030 1662 0235 07.3 2.3
0031 03§£ 03227 - 08.7 2.16
0032 071 02783 08.3 2,13
0033 1591 * 04486 08.2 2.48
0034 0562 '\ 05250 08.9 2.91
0035 1775 02790 08.8 3.3&
0036 0216 08556 09.4 . 2.8
0037 o476 06989 08.8 2.68
0038 0000 07935 . . 08.9 2.78
"0000 09055 09.8 2.9

0000 0857k 09.6 2.78
000k 08274 09.7 .36

000 08727 10.3 §.07~
0176 06760 09.8 - . 2.97
0006 09492 11.5 2.42
0089 09985 10.3 © 3,10
- 0000 10487 12.0 2.6z
- 0028 00000 I 8.k . 1.35
0010 03763 08 8 ° 1.7
0295 05833 11.3 . 1.23
0392 ° 06935 10,k © 1,60
0240 06313 10.3 1.85

" ook8 06055 11.0 1.85,

/ ‘ 0077 06711 12,2 /Y 1897
0054 0001 06528 12.2 / 1.89
0055 . 13h4 07008 08.4 2.8t
0056 . 8018 07972 10.1 2.83

. 0057 0118 05155 07.9 , 3.01°

0058 0035 N\ .0000 07.1 2.45 ¢
0059 2046 03206 08.6 2.18
0060 1363 04093 08.5 2.87
0061 0290 . ok757 08 &4 2.41
0062 3294 03913 090 2.7
0063 0263 07118 08.7 2.93

0064 0009 07679 08.9 2.54 -

0065 . 0812 06772 . 08.9 a9k
0067 0623 . 06122 : 08.9 2.87
0068 0155 ~./ 07911 08.9 2.82
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i X )
v 8 \ \ ‘

N . | \‘ \ .
Y . Number Avg !
Tract No. of Non-White Md Income Md Ed Level No /Househo

0069, .- oooL 07683 - 09.0 2.79
0070 . 4 08853 , ) 09.0 ~2.66
0071 . 007k 07718 09.5 . 2.60
0072 ~ . 0097 07400 9.2 | 2.7
0073 oL 3 " 074Q3 08, 4 3.19
oo7h - 0018 L9l 109.8. 2.69
N P . | : ' - )
00%4- . | .\ 0330 . 10186° 12.1;\ \ .o245
. 0077 o 0030 . 11558 13.6° 2.85
0078 . -~ 0000 10473 12.4 2.58
0079 | 0002 108733 5 12.2 2.49
0080 - 0095 06359 08.8 2.88
0081 ] 0087 06891’ 5 08.7 2.7h4
0082 . <. .0025 10143 .'\‘ra.s v 2.0l
0083 -. 0002 10646 . 12.5 \ 2.5
008k . . 0010 . 0954 12.1 \ 2,59 .
0085 ) £ 0007 -, 12689, 12.8 \ 2.3k
0086 ©oo0k- T 17705 16.2 - 2.8
0087 - 0013, ., ' 2106k 15.2 . . 2.9
0088 T odedT \ 13543 12.7 2.46
0089 .~ 00kg 12270 12.6 . 2.85
0090 0013 10490 12.1 3.10 .
0091 " 0001 10022 | 11.2 ' \3.10 ‘
0092 . 0000 09000 ¢ 09.7 ©\3:03
10093 L 000k 11075 12.1 . .06
opoY ‘ 0001 08481 10.2 \3\‘01
95 - 0000 13380 ‘12.1 3.68 '
‘0096 ‘_ . 0008 16937 13.0 3,14
- 0097\ 000y . 11882 12.3 2.94
\0105 %/ 0000 18912 . 12.8 1 3.71
+* 0106, 0000 07583 | 12.3 2.25
o107 - . , 0000 . 13883 | 12.5 3,69 -
0108 0001 13128 . - 12.6 '3.34
0109.01 0037 11797 12.4 - 2.98 |
0109.02 - ,0000 | 11974 12.5 ~ -3.40
0110 . 0022 13035 12,7 & 3 66
<ol * "\ 0000 - -~ 13886 12,4 ‘ > 69
0112 0033 12054 12.8 2.k ¢
0Ly M Tt 00007 0000 09,9 -
o Otth.0rc 0 0000 08656 11.4 3.60
+ 0118 Y0000 - 09543 10.5 3. T4
0122+ ™ +.° 7 0000 . 12007 12.3 3.56
0123 K " 0006 . 12112 12.1 3.64
0127 0674 © 07509 f 1.4 3 49
018 . 18 . loké3 -10.8 3.16
oxé& ' Joo 08933 11.4 341
! . . .
‘\ - y
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oo Nu . ;. Avg
Tract No. of Norgzﬁte _Md‘ Income Md Ed Level No/Household\ ’
012401 0012 © 09863 10.6 3.8
012lf.0. 0000 1008 120 3796
0124\Q3 ., 0000 10710 11.6 . 3.59
10125 \ 0022 0964y 11.0 3.28
10075.01 . 0012 32676 15.9 3.18
0075.02 0469 22470 4.2 3.36
0077 0001 5000 ¢ 15.8 3.23
0078 0000 09911 2.1 2. 47
0091 0001 . 10239 12.1 3.41
0098 0000 11747 12.5 2.84
0099 0Q00 +13933 2.t 2.77
0100.01 0001 14957 13.7 3.35
*0100.02 0059 16527 13.5 3.49
0100.03 0059 - 12140 - 12.7 3.72 .
0101 01 000 10546 12.3° 3.49
. 0101.02 . 0068 14785 12.9 3,43
s 0102 0131 07750 08.4 - 3.75
0103.01 0072 20158 14.5 . 375
. 0103.02 0594 08340 12.0 3.33-
(O} (o) N 0369 S 12971 12.6 3.79
0109 0008 13564 . s p2.7 3.03
0106 0010 12806 1.8 2.61
‘ 5107 ¢ 1128 15701 12.9 3.q9
3108 , . 0000 12778 12.6 3. 41
0109.01 \nggv 13564 12.6 3.28
0110.01 Pooobae 10713 12.3 3.24
0110.02 . 0348 09336 12.3 $2.97
0111 0927 11683 12.4 3.88
Ol12 0000 14175 12:3 2.23
(0113 5095 09128 12.0 3.90
O114.01 0012 - 09962 1.2 3.49
011k.02 ,0082 . 09706 12.1 3.35
O1ls5.01 ~ 0008 ' 12038 12.4 3.82
., 0115.92 Q000 11313 12.3 3.7k,
, Ol16 : 0133 09108 10.4 3.50
011791 / ~qg€8 10772 12.1 .3.86
0117.02 _)‘ ooR8 . 09715 11.3 " 3.91
0117.03 ;0081 | 10592 11.7 3.83
0118 0015 ’ 08352 10.0 3.59 .
0119.01 0000 08893 9.9 4.0k .
0119.02 0098 10049 11 2 W 3.67
0119.03 0009 11370 12.1 v 3.57.
0120.01 0160 09897 10.9 b.12
0120 02 0058 © -~ 09976 11.9 3.71
0l22 0019 12275 12.0 3.45
N /
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Number » : Avg
Tract No. of Non-vhite Md Income gﬁ.jhg Ed Level No /Household
0123 0001  —  -11477 . 11.8 3.51
0124.01 0001 10658 -~ al2.2 3.94
" 0124.02 .. ooo? 108%6 = ¥ 12.0. k.05
124.03 0008 10043 111 3.97
0125 0003 ., 09728 11.1 3.07 -
0126.01 _ 0015 . 11593 11.5 3 13»13»
X 0126.02 0001 . 1018 10.6 3.4l
‘ 0127 0203 09153 10.1 3 65\ .
\ 0128 0315 © 10330 ©10.1 3.13°
0129 _ 0003, 10324 09.9 2.79
0130 ° ¢ . 0000, 12149 ’ 12.7 2.9V
o 0131 ooly 14159 . 12.7 . 2.84
C 10132 0000 12094 12.7 2.82
0077 . 0031 12765 13.9 2.88
0078 0000 10207 12.2 . 2.53
0091 0002 © 10143 7 . 11.8 3.34
0105 0008 - 17sl v 12.80 . 3.21
0106 oolo 12678 12.6 2.59
0107 0028 15115 12.8 3.69
0108 Qo001 13092 126 - 3.69
01139.01 0oLk 12026 , 12.4 3.03 |
0110.01s 0104 . 12039 12.5 3.47
0111 - 0%27 11757 12.4 .62
oll2. 0033 ~ 12210 . T . 3\33
ONLkL ' 5095 09137 . 12\0 3.
O1lN¢.O1. 0012 09870 1.2 3.50
o118\ 0015 09128 R0.3 3.69
0123 _ . 0007 11850 12.0 3.59 |
0112 0019 11834 12.1 3.48
012401 ‘ 0013 09969 - 108 3.89
, ., 10124.02 . 0013 10904 12.0 , 3.98
0124,03 0008 Jlgégg 11.2 7 3.92
0125 0025 0 11.L . 320
. o127 ' . 0877 . 09032 10.2 3.64
0128 1333 - * 10383 10.3¢ 3. 14




L. what is the total siz¢ of the communities labor force? A

-

. ¢ *
L4 3131700
. \
(2) What % unemployed in 19747 L A A
;o \

+ (b) What ¢ male? ‘ :‘61.%"* .

. a& o N -
(¢) 'What % non-white N 35.99,* .
(d) What % female? 38.6% " -

\ (e) ‘thc % change in the wor‘k 8.04* ' \‘\
orce? '

»* . ~ .
Source: Annual Manpover Planning Report, Louisville SMSA, Ky., Depargment
of Human Resources, January 1975, pp. 15-20. f\\

~ .
P 5. What has been the change in the population comppsition? .
(aXN\16-21 +217% *
N ! ‘ ] ) ) |
(b) 22-L4 +13.9% " - N
\
(¢) 45 and over N +10.4¢, * \
| A
/ ~ \ A .
6. QMPLOYMENT EVELOPMENTS BY MAJOR INDUSTRIES

. (see attached chart)

Source? Angual Manpower Planning Report, Louisville, SMSA, Ky. Departmen@k\
of ‘Human Resources, January 1975. , )

- |
(

\ *Source: Annual Manpower Plarning Reporf ‘iouisville, SMSA, Ky. Department
*of Hupan Resources, January 1975.

#
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R

1/ ANl figures are based on place of work rather w:@: place of residence.

N .
. mzvro<xmzq DEVELOPMENTS BY MAJOR. INDUSTRY (1n thousands) 1y
S5-County..SMSA - Louisville Labor 1970-1974 . ~
1970 - 197 1972 1973 % Change % Change
. INDUSTRY Aver. A .. Aver? __—Aver. 1970 to 1973 to
/ - mauﬂv\ mpl. Empt.  Empl. 1974 1974 )
Total Nonagrfcultural Employment 335.1  330.5 344.9 362.1° 36877 + 9.4 + 1.3,
;T ’ . ’ -
Manufacturing Total 3 116.2 107.1 109.9 117.6 _ 118.1 + 1.6 £ .4 .
Durable Goods Mfg. 70.4 3.7 65.8 72.0 72.5 + 3.0 + P , -
Lumber % Wood Products 3.8 \\hm.m 4.2 4.4 4.0 .+ 5.3 - 9.1 -~
Furniture & Fixtures : \ 2.5 2.6 3.0 3.3 3.0 + 20.0 - 9.
_Stone, Clay, Glass Products 2.4 2.1~ 2.2 2.5 2.7 + 12.5 + 8.0 ~L
Fabricated lletal Products 9.1 g.1 8.9 9.9 10.1: +11.0 + 2058
Machinery incl. Electric © 28.9 31.0 . 32.7 34.8 34 + meu/.\ . .0
' Transportation Equipment . 7.7 7.2 7.3 8.8 .4 + 2% 7 + 6.8
~ _Other Durable Goods Mfg. e 161 8.8 7.4 8.4, 8.4 - 47.8 .0 N
. . ; Y
., Nondurable Goods Mfg. T 45.9 3.4 44.0 45.6 45.6 - .7 .0
Food & Kindred Prod. 13.2 12.2 11.9 11.8 - 10.6- - .8 -
Tobacco Manufactures 10.1 . 9.7 10.5 11.2 11.1 + 9.9 - .9
Apparel % Related ' 272 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 + 13.6 + 4.2 | .
Printing & Publishing 7 6.9 6.9 7.2 6.9 - 6.8 « - 4.2
Chemicals &-Allied. 4 8.7 8.7 9.1- 9.3 - 1. + 2.2
Other Nondurable Gds. Mfg. 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.8 4.0 + 14.3 + 5.3
Nonmanufacturing Total 218.9 223,4 235.0 244 .5 248.7 + 13.6 ° + 1.7
GConstruction 15.9 _m.w,\ 18.1 18.7 }8.1-« + 13.8 - 3.2
Trans., Comm., Utflities - 23.3 23.3 23.9 24.0 23.0 - 1.3 - 4.2
Wholesale & Retail qﬁmam* 70.1 71.4 75.0 ° % 8.1 79.9 + 14.0 + 2.3
Finance, Ins., Real Esta't 17.2 17.5 18.2 19.0 19.6 + 14.0 + 3.2
Seryices excl. Domestic C47.7 48.6 52.0 55.5 58.3 + 22.2 + 5.0
Government . 43.8 ™ " 45.9 46.9 48.1 48,8 +~dd.a + 1.5
Other zo:&nacﬁonncs*zn .9- .9 1.0 1.1 1.1 + 22,2 ) 0 -
3 \ : \\Vm

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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] . \ .
EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK BY OCCUPATIONAL C{ASSIFICATION‘\ '\ a
A ,“ ‘r ‘ » ! Yo
Occupationsal DOT \’ Occupational Nee}is

Classification 1973 1975 lﬂ?

Vo

A i
I . -~.

BUSINESS & OFFICE OCCUPATIONS K

x - )

Totals 4681 1283 ;23}03\ .
. Bookkeeping I & II 256" 768 / 1280

Bookkeepi;xg Mch. Op. I & II 108 32k T 540

Calc. Mch, Oper. I % II Ly 222 ,/ 4 370

JTypist Toly) 1200 2000. - '

Clerk, General ; i$29 5487 9145

Telephofle Op ator | hOO ‘\ 120 2000

Secretary ' \ SOQ \ 15 2500 )

Stenographer X 400", " 1200 . 7000 ) \‘\

Trans. Mf:h. Oper. X\ "58 , 160 N 261 . ' \\\.

Programmer, Busineas\_ . N\ 59 b1 |\ %6 - )
‘“Digital Computer | _ . 80 181 o285 N

Key Punch ; 140 420 ‘00 .

Manager Trainee ‘ . 377 A

1057 1753

- . ‘ . R ! b
Source: Report on Vocational Resources, 1973, Vocational Resource )

4 . .
Committee, Spring, 1973, p. 26. N
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EMPLOYMENT OUTLOQK BY OCCUPATIONAL CLASSIFICATION
[ * . R ’- Y
Occupational DOT —— —Occupatiohal Needs . . ’
—Clasgification 1973 1975 1977 _
MARKETING AND DISTRIBUTIVE \ C o ‘
OCCUPATIONS N \ . .
Totals . 2B43 \ 7639 ' 12753
\
Cashier-CHecker : 219\ 837 . 1395 !
Sales Clerk o . 2700 1500 L
Salesman Driver \\\ 211 ,633‘ 1055 - ’ .
Cashier II, PN 837 1395 / {\
Checker Laund. 34 ' T2 109 = .
‘Purchasing Agent . . h@ 126 210 - ’ ) \\ .
Claims Exam. II ) % 288 - hﬁo 7 l
Shipping/Receiving Clerks 150\ 450 849
Stock Clerks ) ’ 552 1656 - 2760
. N ) :
\‘ “: \\\ ‘ .

SourEe:\‘Report on Vocational Roaources,~1973, Vocational Resource
Committee, Spring, 1973, p.27 ‘ ‘
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EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK BY OCCUPATIONAL CLASSIFICATION /
. . Occupational DOT - Occupational Needs
Classificatyon . 1973 1975 1977
~ | :
\\ . \ 7 /
. HEALTH OCCUPATIONS
Totals ‘958 r 2894 4833
' ’
Dental Asst. \ 8 22
Nurse (R.N.) 221 663
Nurse (L.P.) 200 600
Nurse Ai 3 2ko 720
Orderly Med) Ser, 79 151
Med. Asst. Lo 75
‘ . \
' Med. Tech. 45 - 116
Mentsl Health Asst, ) L1 99
Podiatric Asst. { L3 5. .
Psychiatric Aide 15 239
Med. Records Clerk 4 % . 64
) \
. \\\ !
Source: Report on Vocational Resources, 1973, Vocamkesource
| Committee, Spring,. 1973, p.28. . N \
3 .




. ’ ( \
o |
) 'EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK 7? OCCUPATIONAL CI.RAS?IFICATION ' / w
i . .
Occupational DOT Occupational Needs ' | \
Classification . 1973 1975 1977 - \
HOME ECONOMICS OCCUPATIONS . .
| Totals oL ‘ 1137 3436 5726
Housekeeper 3 70 113
f
| Alteration Tailor 60 144 228
i Display Artist \ 19 71 "121
¢ < Baker Bake Prod. ‘ 35 151 . 264
Cook (Hotel & Rest.) ' 300 . 90 1500
)
Kitchen Helper oy 300 900 1500

Walter or Waitress ¥ 400 1200 2000

Soirce: Report on Vocational Resources 1973 Vocational Resource
b Committee Spring 1973. p 29.
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- EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK BY OCCUPATIONAL CLA/SSIFICATIW
Occupational DOT Occupational'Need's
Classification 1973 1975 - 1977
LISTED TECHNICAL OCCUPATIONS - 7
Totals : . 757 1649 2565
Cartographic Tech. ’ 13 38 ‘ 64
. Chemical Tech. 41 . 120 199
. Commbinications Tech. s 20 ‘ 55 0
- Electronics Tech. 38 84 135
Engineering Tech. AN 39 57 76
Library Tech Asst. 11 33 52
Plastic Molding Design 6 21 37
\ Draftsman Mech. . 83 214 250
Const. Cost Est. . 0 39 5
Desi:gn Tech: _ 25 39 ' 59
Electronic-Mech. Tech. ;8\ 249 ‘401
Pood Quality Tech. . , 25, "Lk - 62
- High'Energy Forming Tech. = 15 T3l 46
\\\ Industrial Eng. Tech. ) .‘X-v 19 36 , St
i | Metallurgical Tech. ' 12 \ 127 / + 183 _
Nondestructive Testing Tech. el - _ 31 ' 39
! \ Numerical Control Progr. ’ 21 ,‘ 31
Wood & Furnitute Tech. 31 ‘«‘ - 53
Products Development 27 ,‘ 37
: 4_,/1.abora,tony ,I‘ester-..;?, 239 | 355
Estimator 111 185

/ \\ Comittee Sprig) 1973 g .
N -\ 226 |

O ‘ . . - . . 17

[




EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK BY OCCUPATIONAL CLASSIFICATION

\
v 4

Occupational DOT Occupational Needs

|
|
|
|
| Classification . 1973 1975 1977
~ , ’ .
 TRADE AND IND, QCCUPATIONS . b .
\Totals | ' . 6715, 19036 31505
\ | I
kxuto Body ) : 114 335 560
Auto Mechanics 300° 900 1500 s
’ Diesel Mechanics ” 35 116 197 .
Truck Mechanics - 136 * 408 680
Auto Assembler 320 4 \ 90 1600
Auto Ser. Sta Att%‘ndan_t ,{)’60 \900 1500
Tractor-Trl. Truck Dr. 180 540 900
Cabinet Making 2R 56 152 26 . .
Carpentry ' 300 A ‘900\\\. . 1500
) Oper. Engineer, Const. k2 126 . ' 210
“y<Painter, Const. > 141 _ 423 - \‘\ 705
{ {‘Bridfc-hyer, Const. - 154 462 770
Lineman, Const. Lt.Ht.Pw. 160 480 800
Cement Mason ’ 125 205 287
Dry Wall Applicator . 43 89 134
¥ Roofar 41 86 V’ * 131
* Strug| Steel Worker . 80 240 400
Pipefiltters or Plumbers ) 364 93 . 1523
Electricians - - 263 T - 1239
Office|Mch. Repair - 14 43 © T2

\ Elec. App Service . \ 3 7 13 '
] .
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A .
"I EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK BY OCCUPATIONAL GLASSIFICATION
r0ccupa£ional DOT Occupational Needs
? _Classification 1973 - 1975 ©1977
i . i
/I ,  TRADE AND IND. OCCUPATIONS , }
/ (Continued) : : .
- Radio, TV Hepair .- 4 15 \¥8 .
{.ppli;ncé Repair (Small) 34 % 55
Furn. Ins. Rep. Hot Air 37 96 1
Refrig. Mech. ' 11 30- . 92 T
Air Cond. Mech. - 156 7 b 733 B
‘Bindery Worker 63 189 3\1‘\
Printi;g Press Oper 120 ° 360 600 "\’
*Composi tor ’ [ . 29 72 116
Cig. Mak.Mch. Oper. 45 - 135 225
Mach.Oper. Metal Fabr. I | 110 330 550
‘Machinist 170 .. 510 , 850 -
Sewing Mch, Oper. ) 100 | 300 ' S00 © e
*  Tool & Dye Maker 63 189 315 |
Drier Operator o 21 . 61 _ 106, \‘\
- Pireman Sta. Boiler 32 9% 160 \

_ " Grinder Op. Prod. 29 5. lei ' \\
} Mach. Set-up op- ‘ 32- 1 180 \
| Molder of Coremaker 78 1;)& 195

Punch : ess Op. 31 67! 106
Ind. Trpck Op. - 150 L0 750
'fruck-CXang Op. ‘ 26\ 5 ﬂ . 122
' ‘Maint. Man| Bldg. 150 450 | 750
R Maint. Man Factory to \ 140 \ 420 " 700
Majar. Mech|Il 160 800
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\\ ‘
Ve EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK BY OCCUPATIOMAL GZ(;SIFICATION'
| i ‘
R Occuﬁational DOfl .
. Classification‘ , 1973 1975
. VN%CUPATIONS y
: v fContinued)
T I
Millwright 65 195

Mech. Ind. Truck

Carman Loc.Bldg. & Repair '
\ + Cen, Office Repr. Tl & Tl
t Alr

L
|
|
»
T
|
Furn. Ins. Rep. Ho
‘p ) \ Sheet_Metal Worker
| ) elder, Arc
/, ’ Ielder, Comb
L Metal Finisher
;" « » Metal Boring Occ.
‘ Metal Turn.Occ.
j Blacksmitﬁ Forging
{ Millman Woodwork
Wood Sawing Opns.
L\‘ Beautician
‘ Dry Cieaner
| A Upholstery
Bufchéf (Meat Pack
Meat Cutter (RTL.
ﬁispatj;er
Chem, erator °
,_Watcﬂmaker

Presser, Mach.
Washer Mach. Lad.

-

. |
Soyrce: Repott on Vocational Reso&rces, 1973,:Vocation11 Rasod;ce
L . Committee, Spring, 1973 pp. 31-33.

1 " . Furniture Finisher1

ing)
trade)

220

206
194

121
67.
oL
18
81

159

2'49.

4

175

: 66

345
116
146

15
102
319
141
138

92

-118

73

1977

325

500 °
- 155

180
154
1030
970
606
285
132
11{
311
531

. 190

235

L5
1395 :
o

170
541
221
230
153
0L
117

/
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