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. Introdui:tion\ ) S : v -

o . This report describes the evaluatlon conducted durmng the 1975 <96 school
- ' year by the evaluation unit of the Experlence—Based Career Educatiom {EBCE)
program-at Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL)".' EBCE is a
comprehensive, individualized career education program that integrates a .’
high school. student's ‘Tearning of Ba51c Skills, Life Skrlls and Career
,Development through work and 1earn1ng experiences in the community. Thrs s
report focuses on findings from the evaluation of the EBCE‘demonstratlon

project in Tigard, Oregon, called Commuq}ty Experiences for Caree? - ,:'"‘
e Education--~(CE)5, the five NWREL EBCE pilot sites and separate EBCE
" materials. . § .
5 c . ’
X4 Audiences ) oo

Audiences for whoém this report is intended include the National Institute.-
of Education, sponsor of EBCE research and development educators in ' .
. districts that have recently adopted EBCE, personnel associated with (CE), Lo
~and the pilot sites from whom data were collected; educational researchers,
. and persons interested in careéer education and alternative educational * - >
programs. . , ’ . . . . :

s ‘ .

P ‘Demonstrati’on Site Findings .- . . . o R
The 1975-7& schogl, year marked the fourth year -of operation for (CE) .
whichtis operated in Tigard,:Oregon, by a nonprofit- community corporatlon , BN
as:NWREL's demonstration site. (CE), enrolled approx1ma§§1y 60 high T
school ]unlors and seniors from Tigard High School and h a professional v

- .staff of 7 members. Over 120 employers and commun;ty people cobperated
with 4CE) in providing 1earning,experiences.for students in the community. * a
) The (CE). data contained in this report genter around'the 1975~ 7 school ' )
. year fj alnés for f1rst—year and second-year students in the pr am and or )
» ¢ the second-year effects on students participating in EBCE! An indepth : *

evaluatlon of the (CE). demgnstration project occurred in the 1974-75

L. school year. ‘However, one evaluat'ion question that was considered important « , .

. ", by the National Institutd of Education and other audiences dealt with the

. cumulative effects that EBCE mlqht have” on’ students who participated in the R

. . . program for -two complete years. The 1975 76 evaluatlon of (CE) undertook )

to address that questlon. > .
S to- . .
. Fourteen (CE)z two-year students entered the program in September 1974 ard’
s ﬂcompleted pretests at that time, flrst—year posttests in May, 1975 and
second-year posttests—ln May 1976. The reading comprehensjion, arithmetyic
. concepts and arithmetjc appllcatlons subtests of the Com ehensive Test

]
B

\e
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v - of Basic Skills were used to .estimate growth 'in thelr ba51c skills Ehese/f .o~
.

- students demonstrated-two year s growth 1n reading compréhen51on during
. ; "the f1rstoyear of programeart1c1patlon and an, additional year of growth )
oo during the seoond yegr. Very ilttle growth waSwdetected on elther of,the - . —
o arithmetic subteSts. . - . .q‘ ) ) . -

. .. , ‘[‘ . . — . — \, : ,4 )
Growth on some ‘ofs the Llfe Skrlls goals was assessed, indirectly throug
use of sthe Psychosoc1ai Maturlty Scale ,developed by ‘Ellen Greenberger

R and associates at the Center for Social Organlzatlon of Schools at Jo

N ) ,Hopklns Univer'sity. No 51gn1f;cant gai for two-year students’ were v

reglstered on_this _instrument nor‘on the Self Directed Searéh which *

assessed the careet preferences o§5students '

- , An evaluati of flrst—year and second—year ‘Participants in (CE) durin ' »
the 1975-76 school year das;conducted usihg data for 17 f1rst-year studénts-~ *

.. .and 14 second-yeax students. The major findings <an be swmarized in £

¢+ statements: ) . ) . ‘ © - .
s - T . - .., .. % . . . ,

- .. L. In Basic Skills, gtudents showed ‘an average of one month*s, T e

. .. ) ‘\. growth in reading comprehen51on for each month of ‘program

. participation even though their pretest score$ were at #high

i L R \ level. Students also demonstrated marglnal gmowth on Y g .

arJ.thetJ.c subtests ' - . -, - -

- \ . ot . 1 \.
- 2. Both, flrst—year and second-year (CE)2 student groups’demonstraﬁ#d
: 51gn1f1cant growth on attitude scales measurlng "openness to ’
. . . change” and "tolerance," but-thé second-year student change..:.
$ . - was negative, Eggultlng in a sigpificant dlfference between
the two groups. "In addition, second—year -students exhlbited
o positive .growth on "work and roles" and pegatlve growth on

- ) ", "social commi, tment. " \ ) 0 S

A

.’ , e
.

’

. 2
!
[l P

- 3. Flrst year students demonstrated a positive signif{cant inérea e

— ) asplratrons. Data were not avallable for~second—year stidents

. . |

T 4. By the e d'of the school year all students had~some idea of
- what they, would be doimg one year after high ‘school, while
: B Tover one-quarter did not know at the’ beglnnlng of the year.
o2 . Over 90 percent plan to continue their educgtlon‘beyond high
- ' i . . school. Less than 7 percent of the students were}lntérested

/

~, in unsklllpd‘occupatlons. N
- ‘s, Almost all of theé students reported worklng or observ1ng at]
B ' one or both ‘6ccupations of primary interest..' Every student;
3 - repbrted bwledge of how to enter these careers of initere
~ .. ] =

6. Students rated (CE) hlghest in helplng them u derstand o, f

- poténtial c ireers; and accept adult responsibilities. All, )
. students’, Tcept four who were unsure,- said that if .they /| | '
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had it %o do bvep—.agam the?d' would dec1de to partlclpate

. ip EBCE.
o R ) . A, ) -
7. OGreatest prograﬁ .strengths noted by st%dents weré‘obera;l =
-+ quality of the pibgram, opportunlty to- leaxn about ‘
occupations and motivation to learn.. Although almoSt a;

AR

M L

. " third-of’ the students indicated no program weaknesses,;six

. mentioned a lack of adequate basic skillé development and
"five menti®ned a percelved need for improved staff
e communlcatlons - R P A . "

 Ze
-

8. staff. membeps percelved that greatest student’ growth ST
. “Gecurred in the areas of self-esteem, individual responsibility,
ilearslng how to- learn, ab111ty to communicdte with adults

incl ng parents, *oral and written communications, basic
~ skills ) willingsfieys to try new things and copind skllls. o

. Moderatesgzgzth s viewed by the staff, occurred in

awarenes nonfraditional careersr knowledge about the
job wmarket and Career .dec151on-mak1ng skllls.

.
»

+ 9,. In comparison to the previous year the.Stafr sau the program
becoming more stable, having a greater/prqportlon of self-

directed students, implementing the student accountability™ . - -

systéem more effectlvely and coordinating the student tutering

,system better. Problem areas noted by the staff 1nc1udqd

less feeling .of a student communlty than the’ pyior year

,And less than desired progrese in 1ntegrat;ng ba51c skllls -

at empioyer 51tes. . - ) A

. v * “’i,& .

10. Each staff.member_ indicated a w1111ngness to;paftlcapate in'
EBCE training and demonstratlon activities in the coming .

. . year and indicated areas in whzch they felt they could help
most effectxvely . * . -

RN N

—

Pilot’ Swte F1nd1ngs . R .o " . .

Durlng the 1975 76 s¢hool year there were five’ dlstrmcts that agreed to
use the NWREL ver51on-of EBCE. _These districts agreed to use EBCE as -~

"a full program and to cooperate with NWREL in collectlng evaluatlon data.

In return the districts received free training and technlcal a551stance
from NWREL in plannlng and operatlng EBCE. These five pro:ects are
called pilot sites. Of sthe five pilot sites, Hillsboro Hdregon, was in
its second year .of operatlon, whlle thF oéhers were all flrst-year sites.
The average number of, studentsaad each pro;eotaranged betweén 20 in )
Colvllle, Washlngton, and 55 in Hillsboro. The majoxity of_ students at
each.51te were in the eleventh or twelfth grades with Billings, Montana, -
1ncludlng several tenth graders and Hlllsboro including ninth and tenth
graders. The. remaining'two sites”were in Kbdrak, Alaska, and Kennew1ck,

‘Washington. The number of :project staff per site’ rang between two and

sik. Each project had between 50 and 90 employer sites artlc;patlng in
. A ‘ 5 Y )

- -

.
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- B the progr M~ The median cost of operating the NWREL EBCE’ pllot sites was( B
$1,160 é@ pliifor the 1975-76 scheol year. Ty . .
> " Since four of the five pllot sites were in thelr first year, of operatlon,
S the major emphas;s_ln the evaluation was in assessing the degree of ..
R 'fidellty with whiéh each pilot site .was operating. Les$% émphasis was <
« "placed on a uniferm assessment of student outcomes and the perceptlons ) s
.. of staff, students, employers and parents regarding program operations. ., ~-
; . ¢ Therefore some evaluation 1nstruments were used .only at two er three pilot
. . sites whlle others were, used at all flve sites. . . -
v N g " .
. The major evaiuatlon findings for the pilot sites during 1975-76 are i .
summarized below: —_ ) ¥ - . . T
. N P Based on the use of a NWREL EBCE Essential Characterlstlcs 4 6 -

; ' Checkllst and an ,EBCE Process/Checkilst, four of the Ffives*",
. "' sites were ‘judged by. the evaluatqrs to be high, fidelity-sites.  , s
. THe flfth site used many of “the EBCE. components and' had moderate .

. fldelltz ‘to the:NWREL model of EBCE ' # . A T

.

— \
() 2. In May 1976 students at each. pllot site completed an ‘end-of- .
. year questlonnarre. On this questlonnalre Student were asked ~ / Y
" \ to list twg ‘careers that they would like to enter after completing
vy their education. Almost all of the sfitdents reported working
. _ “at or observing one or ‘both' of *the . .careers of interest to t . ‘.
) . The EBCE~career explorations and'learnlng level experiences t ) ’ s )
- C. - commpnlty sites were the primary influences on student career '
& L choices. These experlences were also repbrted by stu&ents to
be the most lmportant factor 1n changing their career preferences.'
LR : - -
' ’ ) 3. !K thé end of the. school year,. a@most all of the students had '
‘ idea of what they would be doing after high school and the = !
steps necessary-%o reach their career aspirations.

. . ‘ ) . 7 N L] . .

, . . 4. While student growth on the~ omprehensive Test of Basic $kills: .
. . was denerally positive,’ the gains in reading comprehension were . T

- statistically significant fqﬂ only one of the four pilot sites.

A

L 5. Holland's Self-Directed Search is used to aid students in -
o . educatlonal ‘and vocational planning and to measure change 1n .
: vocational preferences at two pilot sites. A statxstlcally -
significant increasé.over the year was jpoted in both pilot 51tes .
- on students' -cons;stency scores. This score< measures correspondque
. . of, & student's prlmary and' secondary occupational preferences with | .
" 't "~ ' Holland's theory of careers. ’ .ot ’ -
. ) L e . .
6. The Psychosocial Maturity Scale revealed at least smal; pogitive -
, gains. by students 1n each of the three pilot sites using[this * <
. instrument. The p051tlve gains were stat1stlcally significant

- ) o all three summary sdales for the second~year pgaot site. ‘s
y . ‘kyb(’g;ese scales)were 1nd1v1dual accuracy, 1nterperso 1 conmunications
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. and social adequacy. At‘both the dembns}rationvsite ahdrat®.. , , | w0
; - - " twd Of the &hre?é pllot 51tesf students showed'a significant ° - T
. gain in scores related to an "openness o gkange" scale and to ,
. a ""tolerance" scale ! P :«-3 - T ‘ +
- L. [ LA . o v(» - . 4
_:+ . ' 7.. The EBCE students rated the program hlgh 1n helplng them attain o

,the program goals. , The goal .areas in Whlch they ‘reported the
program least’ effective were 1n1nnders ndrng the: role; of science 1. .
R in our society, un&ggstandlng the demosratlc process &hd 1mprov1ng i
o reading and math skills. _Students rated EBCE hlghest in helplng
< .them learn to solve problemé‘loglcglly, understand Thote about
themselves, get along with others, fit one's interestt and

s ‘4 abilities with potential career$; identify what; to'lobk at in - . .
o . considering a job and feel prepared to accept adhlt respon51blllties
o . In response to a questlon asking stydents, "How would you.rate ° . s

the overall quality of your EBCE program?," students at two" pllot . .
sltes gave it a high:rating while those*at the other 51tes gave ‘ -
,2t’a/very hlgh rating.  In Summary, the students FE1E well
satisfied with thelr EBCE experience. .
- .~ 8. A Parent Qplnlon Survey was used with parents in three pllotr
. . /sites. In combarison w1th past experiences in regular classes, T <
. . N 85 percent of the parents’felt that their daughter or so} was .
R - _ * more- motivated to learn in . the EBCE program and only one parent“
\ ~ out of 46 felt his dr her cg;ld was less motlvated to'Qearqy
! o +One of the-most lntezestlng Tetults of the parent survey-is ]
. the effect the profram appears to have on 1ncrea51ng the L T
< ‘ communic¢ation between young peoplé and their parents. A " '
51gn1f1cant increase was found ifi the frequency with which -~
. ‘young people talked with their parents about EBCE as compared )
: . - with how often they talked about what was 901ng on in regular l_ : ":
- . classes. the year prlor to entering EBCE. . . - : )

t a0 & S, . _
' 9. Many parents at the pilot iltes saw, §1t1ve changes in their - TP
> " son or detighter that they felt might be a result of part1c1pat1ng ’ N
i in EBCE. Changes 1dent1£xediby over half the parents in each.of ‘
three pilot sites were greater maturity ox self-dlrectlon, improved
* self-confidence and a better understanding of‘JoBs No negative K
" .changes were reported by parents at one sité. Several parents:
at the other two sites felt that EBCE might have causéd their son,
) or daughter to become Xess 1nterested in education. . < Ao ) .
10. "The Employer Oplnaon Survey-was completed by 1ll1 EBCE employer . )
1nstructors in three pllot 51tes in May ‘'1976. Employer ingtructors, -
. -‘, 'reported spendlng about 8 hours a week worklng wrth'students on
* exploration levels and approx1mately a3 hours a week with students™
- on learning levels. While students Wére on exploratlon levels, » *
.employers st frequently 1nd1cated that they spent timd talking
. X about/fog—ggporuunltles or activities at their site and evaluating
- ; .. individual,student's.assignments. These same activities continued

T : during'jearning levels,; Over 90 percent of the employers respond}ng R

. “

§ : . . “
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‘ to the survey " at each of. the threeggro;ects felt the program -
v e = staff was prov1d1ng them w1th enough 1nformat10n to help them . . _.‘
. mq@ﬁkb direct student activities at théir sites. T, ‘
. ' v ~ P . ¢ .

Vi [

) 11. Approxrmately 95 percent of the employérs indicated that they
1 Y. 1 . o wou}d be w1111ng to recommend.tc a potential employer-ox - !

' : RS resource person.that hé or she also Become involved with the ~
- EBCE program over half of the:employers felt that’ employées '

- L the site—benofitodfrempa eipation-with EBCE by their .
R T 1ncreased awareness of youth About 20 percent of Fhe—suxveyed

A S . employers also felt that part1c1patlon in EBCE increased thelr
B, interest-in thelr own work. : ) . —

- . 1?,‘ Employers at pllot sites saw as- the greatesf strengths of EBCE .
- . s .5 . that students learn gbout a variety of careers and about; real, v '
) . " life situations,and that they gain experience in’ worklng with - Y
e e e adults.. A weakness’ identified Zby approximately 30 percent of . '
e Lo the employe;s at e &:?h of the three sitesg) was that some students .
e T - cannot handle the-freedom prov1ded by, the ?rogram In’ summary, c
s .. " the cooperating employers were extremely supportlve of»EBCE,,

. . .. - " . 36 ‘.

-
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) Three séts “of EBCE materials were packaged and sold separately by NWREL o7
el . These stand- alone\padkages of stgff and student materials.are avallabler
‘“7'_— v <w1thout NWREL tra1n1ng and describe how 1nd1v1dua1 EBCE strategles ‘can
o . be used in situations where ‘the entire program is, not adopted. The oo
. packets tested this year were the Career Explorat;on Process, Student -

. / gompetenc1es and. Student Career Journal. o , '

- 1

‘ . -

.

*. , Questipnnajres were sent to all districts receiving, awareness gets of o ke
., these materials to assess the perception of users toward thgﬁ% materials.’ 'ﬁﬁ"
3y ) ". Questionnaires dealing with the Student Competenc1es packet weré returned
.* by 25 districts, those with the Career Exploratlon Process by 27 districts
) ard those with the Student ‘Career Journal by 28 districts. These districts,
- represented 16 states, Three-qﬁarters of the respondents yated the three
A ¥~ packets astuseful or’ very useful to their students. Over half of .the | :
E respondents felt- %t Jwould be easy to 1mplement each of ‘the packets and ‘
- . 'two-—thlrds felt the packqts flt in well with the:.r ‘instructional actlv*es ..
B ot Only four percent of the respondents’, after receiving, an awareness set
o of materials, 1nd1cated that they did pot plan to use the Student Career ¢
w . " Journal or the‘Student Career Exp«oratlon Process.- Seventeen percent . .
i 1nd1cated they did not plan to use the Competenc1es Sugﬁestlons for'
1mprovrng the three packets w1li ‘be used by the NWREL writers in any
L e ’ rev151ons to’ these mqgiflals _t, -
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A" Purposes and Content’of Report N T

a" - . CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION '« c
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» ‘This FY 76 final evaluation report has been prepared, primarily”to

, describe and®summarize the evaluation findings for the 1975~ -76 school
¢ year of_the Northwest| Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL)
' Experé%e-B‘ased Carger Education (EBGE) Pro:]ect demonstratJ,on s:|.<>t:e2

»

,nggg

<

e

BN

>

&

’

—in m*" d of the five pilot 51tes 3 , This report aIso‘
summarlzes the - evaluatlon findings related to the use of sepafate
EBCE materddls. - . .

./.‘ —

ot . .

As .a year-end-reporg;*thls document s "intended to serve four - .

,audiences.’ Flrst, the EBCE operatlogs staff may use portions of.
this report as feedback ‘to continually improve their programs and

.. _V,to answer questlons visitors mlght pose. Second, ,the NWREL EBCE.

implementation staff and practitioners con51der1ng the adoption of ’
an EBCE program may use this 1nformatlon 1n,mak1ng dec1s1ons about .
1mpIement1ng the EBCE program in otherasettlngs Third; school
district personnel in dlstticts where EBCE is now.operatlonal may *

- - use ther evajuation repbrt to becgme moxe. ayare- of tyg program's-

‘ ‘effects. BAnd fipally, NIE; the U.S. Offrpe of Educatlon and the

* repsearch and general education audience may use the report to help

- : em examine the program s effectlveness '
. T A

\

" The report is organlzedminto Ffour chapters plus a separate volume
of appendices. Chaptet I—-"Iﬂtroductlon"A’ﬁgntalns a summary of
>, tlhie purposes and contents of this repdrt and a description of EBCE,»
s Chapter II-4="Evaluation of the Demonstration Slte"——contaans a .
"'description of the program as it operated. in its fourth year and
-.the evaluation results for students who have participated in (CE)2
_during the past year and those who have completed two years of .
program participation.  Staff interview tesults related to the )
demonstratlon site's role in EBCE training and demonstratlon are
. also reported. The evaluatioh of the efforts to 1mplgment EBQE.ln .

’

-
7

. s
..
[} . v

1'l'he EBCE, Prbject is described briefly on the following page. , -
2‘I‘he demonstratlon HKtd. ts the original BBCE project developed by NWREL

in Tlgard, Oregon, entitled gommunlty Experlences for Career~EducatLon——
(CE)z '

”

Pllot sites are dlstrlcts that have agreed ‘to use the NWREL EBCE program
at their own expense and receive some technjcal assistance and training
,fron1TWﬂumL Pilot sites are located in Billings, Montana; Colville, 27
Washlngton, Hillsboro, Oregon, Kennew1ck Washlngton; and Kodiak, Alaska.
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';LK '. . NWREL pllot s1tes and part1c1panz/outcome results are summarlzed in® *;ﬁ'
. ‘Chapter III--"Evaluation of Pilo¥ Sites." Chapter IV contains a’ oL

oL . sumnfdary and dlscusslon of flndlngs related to the-use of separate
: . EBCE packets and- the EBCE handbooks The appendices contain the
¢ o LT tabulated responses to ‘'various questionnaires ahd the narrative =

ia L reports of the demonstratlon gite and second-year pllot(ﬁlte.
. ’ .o e ’ j,y"y : ’ ¢ .. ) B - . :L._ é . .
- ’ e - - - -
SR /8’ Descmpt‘n on of EBCE ) , ,

3 . ‘.,_/ <. Z - _ -
» fgff 5 Exp rlence—Based Career Educatlon (EBCE) is "an operational expression
PP of the conviction that a comprehensive, curriculum exists outside the ’

walls of the school. ¢ It assumes that the educational environment can

B . be restructured to take maximum advantage of both the value of direct- '

- experience and the special capabilities of communlty institutions in )
helping young people prepare for adult responsiblllties."% o -

A primary goal of the EBCE’ program has been to 1ntegrate a student s
. -, knowledge of a variety of careers wlﬁh thHe acquisition of cognitive, *
R 1nterpersona1 and affective skills through series of planned .,
oo . experlences with identified 1earn1ng~eu£bom s.2 Emphasis is placed .
* -~ . on the assumption of responsibility by the individual student for ‘
s m-.c % hig o¥- her)own*learnlng L T B 2 S S T SR

3

Four characterlstles, taken together, make EBCE’ dJ.fferent from- other .

. alternative or career education programs ’} ) —
' £
-y . » - 1. The ;earning program evolves from adult activities in the - .
) ' community. It is reasened that if the learning activities
"o - — — are based directlyson_adllt tasks and roles in the community,
ey ’ 7 7 learning wlll be recognlzed as more relevant by youth in- ,'-L
' preparing for the transltlon to adqlthood. - ) -

! . 2. The program is based on experlentlﬂl learning; actively-
R - invblving studéents in thé daily work of community life.
. . oL This 'hands-on" approach to learnlng has.long been recognized . i
: . as an effectlve leajeégg strategy and EBCE is attempting to’
‘ 1mp1ement thi's appr in a‘comprehenslve program.
\ . ., _
. v . . , ¥
. : o - .
1 . . Y A ~
. Hagans, Rex W. "What is Experlence-Based Career Education?", Illinois
RN Career Education Journal, Sprlng 1976, 33:6-10. . . . . *

¥ . 3

@»

L\

.

. 2A 12-page program overv1ew of EBCE is available by writlng to Career

Education Program Director, NWREL, 710S.W. Second Avenue, .'Portland, _ L
. ' Oregoh 97204. This overview describes, what is unique aboutiEBCE, what . &
' - students learn, ‘how they‘learn and how EBCE relates to_ the empioyers e
! ~ _and the communmty. .
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o .+ 3. The curriculum of EBCE is fully integratéd. Just as - A
A : . * salespersons do not think of their 1nteract10ns-w1th = .. ) ’

,} - .“': . people strictly in‘terms-of grammary vocabulary or
' psychology, the EBCE currlculum also applies no artificial __
’ ‘distinction among the "dlsc1p11nes.“f o . g
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o . 4. EBCE i a .fully indévidﬁalizea‘prqgram. The learning goals"
‘ L as well as the learning strategies are, varied to-meet the ‘ "
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- .1 7. CHAPTER 1].. EVALUATION OF THE DEMONSTRATION SITE .

. ”

t - - - ‘ . P

“A. . Description of the Program and Students " . - .
Community Experlences*for Career Educatlon, (CE)2, is ane of four .
“Experjience~-Based Career Education (EBCE) ‘programs being demonstrated
under the auspices of the National instltute of Education. Operated
in T1gard Oregon, by a nonprofit community corporation, the! program
is directed by tht Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL) .
- Completing “its fourth year of operatiom in 1975-76, (CE)z was composed
of approximately 60 high school juniors and senlors and 7 professional
. staff members providing a comprehensive hlgh school educatlon through
L, ) "experiences in the communlty.

_—

- -

.Students in- (CE), spenaaapproxlmately half the1r tlme at;a learnlng '

. o . ceﬁter in a one-stgrx professional office complex; tHe remaxnlng time
: is spent at]varlous employer and' community sites. Upon completlng the
. program's graduatlon requlrements, {CE), students are granted a Tlgard

N T " Hidh SChool dlploqa A, descr1pﬂron ‘of EBCE program components 1s
s avar\?ble on reqiest from NWREL .

1. L
v B . _ .

" - “B. ~ Second-Year -Effects o SN ) s
.Twenty-thr students entered the (CE), program last year as juniors
and comtinued in the program this year. All but oné of these students

v were pretested in September - 1974 and posttested in May 1975 w1th the
.following ipstruments: .

‘ . . . < - 4

‘ - 1. Comprehens1ve Test of Bas1c Skllls (selected subtests)
. . é

-

. : . 2. Psychosoclal Maturlty Scale (Student Opinion Scaiei- .
H e - f s - * -
- . 3. Self-Directed Search . ’ Rl .
e ) = . " - .;'.ﬁ(;‘: \
. . 4.-1'NWREL EBCE Semantic ﬁifferential : . '
J { ‘ 5. Student Applléatlon/Backgrou Questionnaire '(pretest only).
~ vy v -

’ - 12 N N

I

6. Student End-of—Year Questlonnalre (posttest only) =+ * -

’

Dur1ng the past year, 14 of the students were p0sttested aga1n in ' 5\
- ’ May with aXl of the 1nstrument§ except for thezNWREL EBCE Semantic

'f ‘. _ » ’ "" o '- <Lt ] ‘ Y ]

‘ t lF1ve ‘separate handbooks have been developed: ﬁanagément'and Organization,
Curriculum and Instructlon,‘Employer/éommunlty Resourées, Student Services
2 aﬂd Program Evaluatlon o , . S .o

. 11

.
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) " pifferential and the Student‘Applicaﬁion/Background(Quéstionnaire.
s 3 Of \the other .eight students, one returndd to the high school at- |
ié\x midyear and graduated from high school, two-left the program early ;

¥ . and recelved their hlgh school diploma through ‘the *community college, -
. - one moved out of state and graduated from high school, one_got | ' .

' mapried and eventually took a job through her experiences at a ' >
, (CE)2 employer site, and .three students did not eSmplete all of ‘the,
A . posttesting (one of these students had graduated early). Complete ," -
data were available for the remaining 14"students and will be the
basis of analygis. e .

P z * A\ 4 3 - M
These students were tested during the flrst,‘Elghth and twentieth ‘
;k‘ months of program part1c*patlon Since’ test publlshers usuab%y

- attribute one month of growth during the three summer monthd, ! the
R .. metrfc of 1, 8 and 18 weré used in a repeated measures analysls of

.

“  variance utlllzlng'the MULTIVARIANCE prégram.
. M - - .
. Ad - i ¥ ’ Sure
. o v The reading comprehenslon, arlthmetlc concepts and arlthmetlc ,
i I “. .+ applications subtests of the Comprehensive” Test of Basic Skills o
> T s (dTB;) were used to estlmate growth in=bas1c skills. “Means and . .
- o= .+ 5 - standard dev1atlons-(S,D -¥ ~for -the CTBS - are given, in_ Table o .. T
-, ' . » - Data are reported‘as expanded.standard scores and,as grad e . I .
PP L, equlvalents (G.E.). Lt T - , o e ;
"~ " ’ . P . . - « = ’ o i . ‘ 4
.- ." N . -f ) _ . LY . ; ¢ e ~ . ) *_(';'
- T - - b . - - -
.o - o’ . Al I
~ #a B — ,
L 4 N . i} I
B - <~ 3 ' 1 a * ! ‘
¥ - Vi
N,‘,T,\' AN % ., %‘ .
s \'“ ‘‘‘‘‘ M 3 R ~ v -2
< :’ & ] - . . v,
"' ; - \ ?> -
" - - . . -
H ”~ 1Um.varlaté F tests of the growth effects wgge used for most variables '
.o ) . s1nce the small number of subjects llmltedﬁthe multivariate analyslsJ i
S - Previous ana%yses were run with-sex and grade level as additional- '
- covariates to pretest scores., HGWever, since:these addit onal 4 '
¢ . covariates added little, ;f anything, to the model ‘and tHe degrees of ,

freedom were limited due “to small- samplé sizes, dge and grade ﬂ@?el were
dropped from further analyses Finn? J. MULTIVARIANCE: A generalized

* .. univariate and multivariate analysis’ of variance, covariance and
. regression. Version V. Chicago: National Educational Resources, Inc.,
A March 1972 | . ‘ ' '
» e
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X N ‘ : TABLE 1. . \ ‘ Lo
7 . » . *
. : (;TBS Growth Scores for Two-Ygar (CE)2 Students ' ’
FEC _ . (N 14) - o
‘. S T e R A .
’ . CIBS Subject . Test Time - Mean S.D. G.E. .
e Reading Comprehension 10/74 -~ * 615,21 95.28 10.6 .
A T 5/75 660.14  .88.93 . 12.6 -/
N - = . 5/76 67336  102.96 — 13.5 ’ / '
. . . - ) ’ -
Amthmetw Concepts)\ . 10/74 . °~ 598.35 ' 110.91 0.0 -
. " . -5/75 609.00 " 126.33 , *-10.4 -~ =)
o - .70 B/76.  610.36. -135.09 *  10.3 o
‘Arithmétic Applications  ° 10/74 .580.57 * 106120 - ‘9.}: S
T - HERER . ©5/75 . - 599.21 97.34 9.4 . e
~ e ‘ 5/76 . 587.29  1p9.88 9.6 ) -
, ., _ Students deﬁqnstratéa two years' growth «dn reading comprehension SRR
:.' . during the first year of‘f program participation with one year of . ~ N )
’ N 32 T growth ’durmg ‘the - second -year is J.:mean growth .approached - .- - T % -\-
: R statistical slgm.flcance (F~2 =] an& 39, p<:/13) and was, = 1
¢ . ,_cerﬂalnly educationally 51gn1f1cant N6 growth was demonstrated :
ek ! on either.of the arithmetic subtests. " — - .
— . 5"\ " . * N ’ - - T — .
.\ e The- Gtudent Oplnlon Scale is a local name applled to the Pszchogocral -

e

Maturity Scale developed by Ellen Greenbexger. The instrument is

used to assess growth in nine different areas, many of which az/-e
. .related to the EBCE Life~Skills goals. ,The resylts_from this ’
instrument are presented in Table 2.

i . .. . . . ' .
- - v L34 . o, .
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AP TABLE 2, 0 oL ’
e © y . -
: Student Ommon vSurve.y Scores for Two<ear . (CE)Z Students
-y -t (N-T3) L. : - . i -t
. . e »/ h:" , = . o < )
SO . Sept. '74 - May 'T5 May '76 - . . .
Individual - Subscales -Mear - S.D. © Medn - S.D. Mean S.D. .
— o, R N n\.’ ”:5, . . L /’V B B “' - ’-
L - Self Reliance 33.0¢ 3.61 - 30.ZZ 5,69 -1, 34.08 4.92
Vo 2y Work - 7 - 29.00 . .4.90 «‘26.:31 . 6.63 30.08 . 4.73
sl Identity © 3062 5.52 . 26192 7.80. 31.77 6.8% I
< Com'pun‘icatmns ' "27/'/. 23 7.70 25.46 5.87 « ¢ 29.54 6.45 " _
’ Rotes - 34:15 ° 3.51 34,23 3,37° ‘35.54 2.60 .
Trust o 30.23 3.56. . " 30.38 3.71 30.97 3990 .
B Social Commitment 36 31 3.43 35.15  4.12 35.00 2.96 :
‘.Change - ~ . 37.77 3.06 37.92 < % .93 37.85 3.02
Tolerance 36.15 3.02 #37.23 " 2.68 * 36.62  2.29 R
. SOC1a1 Desirability ‘. 21.5¢4, 3.45 19.77  4.49 ©20.23 4.17.
'~,l,.‘ o , . . . . o < N\ ' .
Sunmary Sca]es . . . - N o . ’ L
.. : v A ’ . ' . - ’
IS Ind1v1dua~1 Adequacy 92.62 -~ 11,96 84.00 -.19,27 95.92° 15.27 = , -,
Forow Interpersonal : - , c PR - AR
L Comhunicafions _ 90.85 . ,9.83 .90.08 10..25 96.00 9.19 - = ¢
» Social Adequacy F110.23 7.15 . #1032 -7, 7 . 109.46, 5.92. '
- None of/ the changes on the 1nd1v1dual subscales weére s:.gnif:.cant . ‘ '

although three scales approached 51gn1f1cance on a quadratic effect: e .;'
"self /reliance” (F—2 64, df=1‘and 36, p<:12)r-"work" (F=2.80,. df=1 ~ A

. and 36, p<.11) and "1dent1ty" (F=3.23, .df=1 and 36, p<.08). [This
at the scores decreased from september to May of‘Iﬁst year but . ‘

.

means
. 're::ered and showed an 1ncreas’é thig school year.. . - -
o) e ; - ”\ o ' B
S " . The Ysocial desirabil:.ty" scale is a "11e scale designed to est:unate
- o thek"fake factor" of response.. Higher scores jindicate a tendency to -
PPTE ' revspond in a soc:.aily desirg.ble manner. There was: no sign:.f:.cant change
: on this-scale and the low scores indicate a general tendency for ’
students to have been honest in their responsés to this instrument. -
2 AT . R _,,',‘
' These subscale scores c‘:an also bl ined to form three summary .
scales: individmal adequacy, interpersonal cgmmunications and social
- adequacy (Tab-le 2). .The interpersonal communicat:.ons linear growth
' ‘3 §¢' approached significance (F=2.08, df=] and 36, p<16) as did quadratic
et % growth on individual adequacy (F=3.43, df=1 and 36, p<.08). The RS
ot t‘, quadratic chang® refers to. scores decreasing sigm.f:.cantly over the <kl
‘ ¥ - first year and mcreasidg aga:.m over the; second year. h

.
¢ A “. t

’ Studies were undertaken with data at two of 4:he pllot sites to
f ipvestigate which instriments were the best predictors, of program

L]

. - TBuccess. When investigatlng percent of projects and oompetencies .
. '. ¥ :l B 4 - w) P - . A -
. 7 - - 3 L e . o .

20.
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= completed, percent of learning center and job sxte attendance and g

) : number of credits earnedﬂ subscales from the Student Opinion Survey

) T 'were conslstently among the best predictors of success. Thus,
although this instyument d1d not reveal much student growth, 1t does
appear to be an excellent predlctor of program success. . :

- d
" ., The Self-Directed, Search developed by John Holland was used to i7<
1dé”t1fy "occupatlonal personality” characterlstlcs of each student. - . g
" These gix areas are realistic (e.qg., skilled trades, technlcal and ) )
some serv1ce occupatlons), 1nvestigat1ve (e.§.4 scientific and some . ‘
technlcal occupatlons), artistic; sdcial (e.q., educational and »
," soc1al welfare occupations) ; enterpr1 ing. (e.g., managerial and -sales
F occupaﬂions)k,and conventloéal (e g.., office and clerlcal occupatlons)
. . . e
- : It is also possible to calculate/slx other scores from thié nstrument-

+ self estimates, activities, competenc1es,-occupatfbns, differentiation o
. and censistency. The self estimgtes scores represent the Stuz;;;7z \
total self rating score (on a seven-pbint scale) across 12 _tr .

) ‘such as mechanlcal ability,. artistic ability and office skills. Two

6 N . of these tra1ts reflect each of, the six,occupdtional categorles.
* . " 1 Students, rate themselves as compared with other persons of* the same
- ,": age. me uwu%swmr@m @umuﬂm?ﬂsmmlmmuof
R " activitiéy across the“sik occupaéfonal’categor s -that the student -
s "+ says he pr she likes ta do. The compe;enc1es score represents the !
. ) totalﬂnumber of activities across the six‘occupational, categories - o
< that the,student ‘feels he or she, can do well or competently. The
occupatlon score représents the total: number of occupations that are -
of 1nterest or ‘appeal to, the stud!.t Ihe differentiation score
~descr1bes the degree to which a person represents a. "pure" personality
type. A person with y@ry strong "social” 1nterests,and competenc1es,,
for example, is more of a "pure" type, than A’ person ‘withsmoderafe - |
"soc1al," "enterprising,” and conventlo 1" intefests and ' . ‘
competencies. This dlfferentlatlon Score is computed by suybtracting V.
~ ' the numer1cal weight of'the tertiary cpde from the welght of the )

. -

.\'
\\'\

-

. primary ‘code. The consistency score is an index of the internal

' cons1stency of the personallty. 'Operatlonally, it'describes the

L degree of compatibility between the prlmary and secondary- code. ° f

For example, a pérson w1th an "artistic" primary code and a .

o ' "conventlonal" secondary code will probably exhibit contradlctory , B

L behavior patterns and interests and rece1ve a low con31stency score. . T
- ) ' Pretest and posttest means and standard dev1at10ns (5.D\v) for

. o subscores 6n the Self>D1rected Search are shown‘dgFTable 3.

-
w4 . v PR .

. ¢ .
. ) . . N - e . ¢ !

lHo]_.lan’d, John L. haking Vocationdl 'Choices: A Theoxry of Careers.
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1973. -
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: - _ TABLE3 - o Q .
e ' Se]f D1rected Search Scores for Two Year (CE)2 Students
s - (N=1a)-
L - R : R to - :
. - _ ' Sept,: '74 . May '75 . May '76 . "
- Qccupational Area Mean *S.D. , Mean ~ S.D. . Mean - S.D. :
Realistic™ ~ ~  6.07° “4.63 5.86  4.44. 5.00 4.7
~Investigative "6.43 3.84  6.50 3,18 6.29 4.07 - -
. Artistic . — [ 814 =42 7.367 3.13 6.71 4.05 . .
R " Social - 10.50 ° 3.37 10,50 2.98  10.29 3.12 . >
" Enterprising 7 4.93 2.59 .5.36 2,92, ' 5.21. 3.06 =
* Conventional . 4.00 TZ22 ° 4.36 " 2.27 5.79 4.69 . -
' - SDS Summary Scores - ° - ) c.
"v ) —_— o \ ‘_s ) - el N
Se]f Estimates ‘ 20.76 - 3.51 21.93 5.53;,°21.57 - 3,92 "
Aotivities ' 34.57 13.78_, 33.29 11.47 = .34.07  12.45 %
. -Competencies , »» -~ - . -~ 27.00 ---10.56 .26.43 - 12.96 f28.36 . @3  a
S Occupatibné & . . Iz.2l  9.77. 14.21 ' 696 ' 14.36 ¥7.38 7c. ¢
-, Differentiation Scorey ‘5.86 - 2.44  4.71 = 2.6€7- 5.71 * 33.77 - -
Consistency S_c/ore 2.79 - 0.43 "2.50 7 0.65 2.50 0.65 te
o ~ - '_’ . ’ hd . g - « - c ) L . -
T . Slgnlflcant changes were not expected in scores for the six ¢ .- .

occupat10na1 areas 51nce these¢ factors usually remain stable and an
1ncrease in interest in one occupatlonal area often leads to a*
7 ’ decrease xin another. However, the lineaX - -owih J.n "realist:.c ¢ .
) occupatlons" did approach%slqnlflcance (F=2.21, df= 1 and 39, ;y( 15).

Thé totEI—Self-estlmates, actxvxtles, competencles énd occupakions *,.
scores-were anticipated to ipcrease over the_year'as studentg gained
R a barlety of work experiences and perhaps came .to view the lves in .
. ’ armore positive light.  All F ratios were minimal (F<I}. :f

- *
—_ : AN f} -
Increases in differentiation and con51stency were hypothesized”as a

, result, of students observing and trying oat a variety of, Jjobs and
learnlng to.discriminate more in what activities they, like and
dlSllke. There were no 51gn1f1cant changes on_ these scores.

(1.

*

. -

" ’ Growth in educational’ asplratlons were estlmated by asklng the
hlghest level of education. aspired to at the beginning and end of
the program year. The ‘mean “increased from 3.57 to 4.00 during the

.t first year but dropped to 3.79 after the second year;. @bls growth

. : ' was not significant. — .

. - . A - .

" . ' , Growth in occupatlonabﬁasplratlons was estlmated by asklng fom the - .

‘ two primary occupational goals of each student at thé beginping. of

) r -the flrstgyear and at the end of‘each'program year. "These occupational

.

*
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. p v T -
. goals were eonve ted to Hollingshead occupatlonql codes\whlch were
- . then averaged tz’

!get an.average sqcioeconomic status level for each ‘e
. time period. e mean gecreased from 3.14 to %.68 during the f1rst -

o . " ‘year and then. Iacreased to 3.21 duFfing the second year. These )
L changes. were no slgnlfrcant ) .. - - A :

R

’ " ‘ >

5 . . )

o= C. Evaluation Fin
N T

— . _The following

) ////'demonstratlon

. ///;4/ report coveéri

P S sixt ~two stydents began the program year, of which 23 were seniors ? !
. . returhing £ the1r second yedr of program part1c1pathn. Results bl

ings for 1975-76 . e IS

ectlon summarlzes the eyaluation results for the - - .
ite located in Tigard, Oregon.* A more Complete '
g these .findings 1s 1ncluded in Append1X'G/ ’ L

« _ ~

= (IR I
2 7 2 4 »;_ 3 &: —_— 3 z
| . - In the area.of basic - skllls, Sy students completed moré than one . Fi
month growth ifl reading comprehen51on for each month in the program
whilée/ FY students gained two months for ‘each month of program N .
. -par¥icipation. The s were re1nforced by self reports by FY

ifter program part1c1patlon. Minimal growth occurred in mathematics.

1 » » - ~n - . _ “
: . " Botie. (CE) student groups demonstrated significant growth on attitude -

. ' scales measur;ng openness to change and "tolerance, but the SY change ~

. . was negative resulting in a significant difference between the two

- groups.s In addition, SY studénts exhibited growth on the scales of
work' and roles and a decrease on social commltment scores.

." . FY students demonstrated p051t1ve significant growth during the ,

. year in educational asplratlons with a sllght decrease in occupatlonal ..
asplratlons . . v e

v .
. - v
-

T

= SR < .

—_ » There were no demonstrated galns on an instrument used to assess -

v .career interests and’ preferences However, almost all of -the students

-in each group reported that their program participatjon permitted . v

-, them to-work at or observe one or both occupations of ‘primary 7 v,
interest Every student reported knowledge relating to the necessary : M

P ,:fﬁ steps for how to enter these careers. - - -

- ‘ .

-

{ -
N .. By the énd of the school }ear all stgdents‘had some idea of what - - <
~ A they would be doilg one year after high school, while over one-
quarter .did not know-at .the beginning of the year. \Nlne out of
every ten (CE)Z students plan to continue their educatlon beyond

B
' . .
- L .
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high school. Less than,seven percent of the students were N d
Y 1nterested in unskllled occupations. ’ - . o

. ¥
. . ‘ - A

Students rated (CE), .highest in helplng‘them understand more about ) .
themselves, fit their integests and abilities w1th potential ‘careers iy
_ and .accept adult respohisibilities. Aall students——except three . .
' . FY and one SY student who were unsure--said that if they had it to
) do over again, they would dec1de to part1¢1pate in - (CE) 5. .
4 ) : - . -
R ' Greatest program strengths/ as rated by students, were overall “ . ... .
. quality of the program opportunlty to learn about occupatlons and .
i " " motivation to learn. No sangIe weakness was identified by more )

p than-ten percent of the students. .

. . .
~ . . . .
* .

. o ) Staff members percelve “that greatest student growth occurred in the
T~ areas of self-esteem, individual responsibility, learning how to
' learn, ab;llty te communicate with adults including parents, oral
. . and written communication, basic skills, willingness to try new-’ 4 _' N
\ o A%%gngs and coping skills. Mod@rate growth, as viewed by the staffﬁEZ
. occurred in awareness, of pontraditional careers, knowledge about | .
n - the job market and career deéision-making .skills

. " - -
- T . L -4 : 3
., ./ ~ e . - - m - -~ a - %
- . * ‘ s . X0 70 T [ > . §*
. . . z
%

»

In comparlson to the prev1ous yean;the staff saw further.
stabilization of the program, a higher proportion of self-directed
. ( studeats in the program, more effective implementation of the
N . accountablllty system and better qoordlnatlon by the student ..
. tutoring system. Staff 1nd1¢ated their perception that there was Wt )
- -less feellng of a student community and less than desired progress.
; — 1n 1ntegrat1ng baslc skills at employer 31tes , . o
N { 7 -
’ Each ;taff member 1nd1categ & willingness to part1c1pate in EBCE
. - tra1n1ng and demonstration aetivities during’ the coming year and f
— . indicated argas in which.they felt they could help most effectlvely

‘. - L - . .

S e ’ - : .




R ' CHAPTER III. EVALUATION OF PILOT sITES, -~ ° ~

P - - - Lo . ’ 4
o A Descr1p¢10n of Pilot Sites C ' :
- € - . °
Duxring the l975~76 school year there were flve pllot 51tes using the
NWREL model of EBCE. A several-page desgrlptlon of each site in o ’
i terms of the communlty, school, students*and staffaappears in the
e individual pilot site reports. . ®Table 4. SUmmarlzes some impgEtant
: characteristics of the five sites.- A comparative descriptibon is . )
given 1n terms of the communlty,.student populatlon, staffing . T
. ,pattern, number and types of part1c1pat1ng community/employer sites .
. . - rand: locatlon of program fac111ty Gf the’ flve pilot sites, Hillsboro
) was .in its second year;gf operati%n in FY ‘76 whlle the others were oL
all first-year 51tes The average number of students in-each

B

.o . progect ranged .between 20 in Colv111e and 55'1n Hillsboro. Most A
) , students were in the eleventh or twelfth grades except in Blillngs, . .
- which included'spme tenth graders, and Hillsboro, which included - . .
. ninth and tenth graders. The number of project staff per site ‘ ’
. ~ = ranged bétween two and six persons. Each project had between 50 and
RS ~ 99 employer sites that,partlglpated in_the program. The median cost B -
. PR of operatlng the NWREL EBCE pllot srte was $1,160 per pupil. 3 3 3

. A o .. o

. - - -
,
. .

B. Evaljation Design‘for Pilot Sites ~ | o o

-

- : During the spring of 1975 a preliminary evaluation plan for 1975-76 >
-pilot sites was prepared hy the NWREL, EBCE evaluatioQ unit and sent
- . , to the pilot sites for their reactions. Based on responses from
k > several sites, the plan was revised and agreed on by the districts.
" The plan discussed the purposes for the evaluation, types.of
; ,comparison groups that could be used, recommended data to be .
. . collected and a table displaying the functlonal respon51t111t1es .
“ of NWREL and of the districts in the pilot 51te evaluation. The
data proposéd for collection across sites were an BBCE Student
s, Application/Background Questionnaire, Reading and Arithmetic
subsections of the Comprehensive Test of.Basic Skills (CTBS),/ the -
Student Opinion Scale, Self-Directed Search, EBCE Student End—of— o .
- Year Questionnaire, Parent uestiohnaire, Employer Questlonnalre,
. ~ Staff Questionnaire and Interview, Student Update Sheets, written,
~projects and products produced bw a random sample of five students ' ' -

L ¥ - from each site, -an EBCE Essential Characteristics Checkllst ‘and an *
i ;o EBCE Process Checkllst The CTBS, Student Opinion Scale and Self- .
- Directed Search were proposed for- use on a pretest—posttest basis. - ,
) Not all instruments proppsed were used by all five sites since the N
. indlvidual gites had the freedom to determine which instruments . ." .

they wonld use. .These omissions will be noted in the next section
whlch analyzes findings across the p;lot sltes.—

.
- - . +
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S S - . TABLE 4 - . N T
g K oat ¢ . ’ .;:_‘ . B R . Py " .
- S « . l . . - v ‘ —
o -1 PirlotSite s:udent Number s Profegsional T fiumbets/Types Iqcation of . -
. : Description Grapes, Abilities, ; scafﬁmg . . of CommGnity Prbgram Fagility
: S N | Sex : . . Sitks  ~ . ! °
> . « | Billings L | NN i, . T 'tt;\
’ . - |.Cakr of 65,000 | ,25 students, Grades B project director/ Approximately 50 | Part.of Career - -
.| iocated in ) 10, 11 angd iZ . employer relations Education Center, '
- - 2uthzcencoal Equal male/female _ »specialist ‘s ’o a ility .
1 part of .. | distxaibution  ° N sepirate from the
. Montang & , e . 1 learning manager/ . two high schools
. L Students-admitted’ | ~ /learning resource . from which "EBCE . .
* Using many of by self-referral . specialist .y students are . "
’. the essential. | orfby feferral By - . . drawn®
¢ components of parents; * = - ’
) the EECE model counselors or g i '
- . * admnistrators = . |’ " Lot L . . , -
Colville . R ) i . : C
*+ | Town of 4,500 20 stuwdedts - -{ .1 half-time staff | Approximately 65 !1 room in juiior: .
. ° in northeastern Grade&; 11 and 12~ ° Jperson combinmq employer/comum.cy high schoql . *
-  Hashingtor-- Cross section ‘roles of program .| sites R building ! r,
. . Rural, isolated [ Bqual male/female director, e . .
vl “ ] /| distribution ) learnin.g' manager, | Broad range B
High degree of . employer -{including , ° - oml |
» | fidelaty to relafions . ‘| forestry service ) s
| model ) . specialist * k ang. spokane *
- e - - <t e - L . a:.xport);offez:s N P "
‘ 1 full-time aide nearly 300 carkers . -
: . < functioning as from sheepsheazi e - . ~c
: learning manager to mortician @ v ’ . .
s " Hillsboro = : <, P ' * - . ,
Town of 19,000 -{ 55 students, 20% project | Approkimately S50 -“{ 2 rooms in senior, \m::
appfoximately |4«Grades 9 to 12, k director time employer/community | high, school T
7o +30 mxles west Some potential s 1 learning manager ’sites--broad range | buildfng . . 2 X
Of Portiand | drop-outs 1 cormunity | ‘- e . . ‘;J & ,
PR . » coordinator PR ot
Hi'gh degree of Three—~quarters 1 studént Y ! ‘ ’ N
P07 e ) fidelity.to were males coordinator ’ P ‘ L. , -
, ’ model . 2 aldes . . ! I ¢
Y . i : V4 - : - [ .
Kennewick . i . a, ¥ § g - o
City of 20,000 30 students - 1 part-time " . | Appreximately 90-- Office space in ~ : ”
lécated in -+ Grades 11 and 12 o direccor broad range - downcmm professionall
. Mid-Columbia |, | Cross section . 2 learning, manager/ including ,agncul- , o§fice building * ' . ,
-, Basin of ¢ Equal male/female R employer relationg| ture, transporta- i (program draws froks N
southeast . disf.rz.b\n:ion . ’ specialists . tion, ,food i two high,schools) /™ W N
« Washington - - 1 learning resource | progessing, ] ' ) ‘
. S ' specialist Hanford Atomic i N 1o
» ¢, | Hrgh degree ‘y Plant, I . . o
. of £fidelity ' ’ , congtruction N e ot
N : to model . . . | _industries » . '
Koalak - , (\ .7 \ o p——t [ . pu
" Borough of 30 students 1 project director/ | Approxiridtely 70 ‘Separate bullding N
.8, 400 locatad Grades 11 and 12 . employer relations| with 120 employer on high sc»l?l , -
on an island Cross Qection .specialisgt - L inscrucwrs campus b . _
. off the Equal nale/female | = 1 employer relations - v
o southwest ‘digtribution . specialist/student{ Broad range [
. coast of Alaska, Ethnic mix .<* coordinater - including Coast
. o » v2 Yearning managers/| Guard o
High degree of |. ‘.7 leArning resource | . | " '
gidelity to ’ , - gpecialists o *
model i ’ = 1 secretary ‘ ¢ a'.‘
. . 1 tutor ¢ Je o . '
Weragion, , -
. T » *
. .’ - =
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o . The'ma\ti‘or ‘emphasis in the’ evaluation of pilot s1tes for -1975-76 was
Lo " in assess$ing ‘the degree of fidelity with which each pilot site was
Ca . operating py compar:.so‘n with the model described.in the NWREL EBCE
TN . ’ handbooks. ' - ‘

.
. 1]
o » N ’ < . :

~

v 4
?‘\:‘
<Y

A

* Two checkllsts were used by NWREL at the beginning and end of the )
» 1975-76 school year to d’eterm:.ne -the extent to which pilot sites . o
LS T viere operat1ng in a manner consistent with the\NWREL model ,of EBCE.
S -One $hecklist, the EBCE Essegt;al Charadteristics Checklist, covers .
A P . five component areas: of the pProgram. Thgs/e components ,are that EBCE ‘ : *
o - 1) is an 1nd1v1dualh.zed progrant, 2) is a community-based program,. 3 : <.
R " 3) 4s an exper:.ence-based progkam’and is, built from the? career
sac - _ activities-of adults, 4) must have its own- 1dent1ty and be -
N, e comprehensive and integrated’ and 5) places a major emphasis on the” )
R . caxeer development of atudents Each éomponenb area.contains from @
- four td six essentlall/charactern.stiCs These characteristics are '

" “rated on a scale.of 1 to 5 with the“anchor points prespecifjed. A “, o oo
o second checkiJ.st ‘the EBCE Process. Chegklist, J.s-qu.ntended to complement *

Al »

. ) the EBCE Esspntlal Characteristits Checklist and was al—so used at the :
oLl bég:mm.ng and end of thé 1975-76 school year. . L F .

—
-

{-..

. ) Wh:l.l"e the Essent:gal Characteristics Checklist 1dent1f1es basic pollcy
N and) philosophical characteristics of an EBCE site, the process ot -
N . . checklist is designed to 1dentf£\L var:.at:.ons from the NWREL EBCE “‘?j\ e v _
L~ ‘ handbooks in procedures useéd in operating an EBCE progxam. '’ This . ’ .
process checklist comnsists of four sectJ.ons. l) EBCE objectn.ves, »

. 2) m;nagement and q’rganlzatlon processes, 3) .curr:.culum and ’ .

T S instruction processes ‘and. 4), student services cprocesses. Each e
section in turn contains se arate itgms. For example,.on the item ° , - .
dealmg with student proje¢ts the project d4i oxr and.evaluator are
asked to cheg:k those Life Skills project ardas fthat -are a part of ‘
" the: pro®ram; to” identify whether each *prog ct” area is regquired or | -

, " optional for students and to determine whether, each particular . | -~

p .- project area is.gesigned like €hat in"The EBCE handbook or whether |,

. 2 ‘it- operates dlfferently In cases where a process operates, o

) - * d ferently froi the NWREL model a description of the dlfferences )

. S rationale- for these differences 1s obta:.ned . , -

. . .
. . .
P A . ., . .' * . .
¥, e . X : v

¢

P d
3

P v *C. Implementatwn Fmdmgs . . e ‘ .
~.,.'.~'," .o > ’ ".', .« ' T " 4
- Th& follow.mg sections -C and D-w.zll presezgt an analys.zs‘ of ‘the p.zlot . .
4o T, site f.md.mgs across sitesg prgam.Zed by the evaluat.zon instruments, o)
YT used. . Information about the pilot sife implementat.zon “of EBCE - - T,
K g . (Sect.zon C) will be followed in ‘Section D by. tables,,,d.zSplay.mg .
o .~ 1) the average number. of ggtudent process outcomes and days absent, . SR
. B T per pilot site, 2) educational and occupational aspirations of B
e : L .stuieaﬁs’, '3) Self—D.zrec‘Eed Search results , 4) ‘§tudent Opznion Scale L
h "data, 5) analysis of student written projects, y@nd products, 6) f.m&ings #

Y« . from the Comprehens.zve Test of Basic Skills and 7) .quggtionnaire

p < results from students, employers, parents and staff. hroughout ot a0 -

thesqvxtwo sections of the report the des.zgnatron of each si te has "-_"‘

. 0 - * =
. IS - . . ‘ - n -
. . L]
o .9 , . 3 . o . L -




L " . ' been dJ.sguJ.sed to protect the confldentlalltg of findings by omitting
' the site names ‘and substifuting sequential letters of the alphabet.
The,same, letter represents a different site in different ¥ables. This
] . . has been done since the purpose of these tdfies is not ta rate one
L e _site in comparisop with others but rather‘to describe certazn patterns )
: cr that may exist acrods sites. - 4 . v

-
.. - .
b % . . - —

. Ratlngs by the evaThators on the EBCE Essentlal Characterlstlcs TS

ST ‘Checkl;st for each of the five pllot sites are dlsplayed in Appendix )

. A to this report The ratings are conslstently high for four of ‘}

4 ) . the five sites while the flfth sité received four low ratings §, Moy o

~(below 3 on a 5-point scale).'- The pilot sites, rated partrdularly high ot

"on the following dimensions: If EBCE is. an experlence-based program = -

, and is.built from ‘the career activities of adults, 2) the EBCE -
. SN " programs have, their ownér‘entity and are cémprehensive and integrated °
and 3) the EBGE programs placé a major emphasis on the career ‘ 2 -

. development of studentst? In COmparlson with the’ NWREL EBCE' model : v

P the pilot sites were generally rated lower in provldlng FYegularly )

° . scheduled employer instructor tralnlng/development activities. B

{ % A 4 x }' v

‘ " The EBCE Process Checkllst was complet&d by each pilot’site progect S

|

|

I

-

. director. A tabulated summary of their responses is located in : ;
Appendlx B. All of the EBCE student outcome objedtives contained in -
the NWREL EBCE handbook were considered appropriate-for all stydents -*
at each of the five plrbt sites with only a few exceptions. Two sites "
4 felt that a "knowledge of sodlal, governmental and economic 1ssues
. "and trends in the world.of work" were appllcable only to ‘some' but
not all of their students. One site felt that the outcome related .
to students becomlng "aware* of the level of Bas1c Skills needed ‘to Rl
entex careers of interest andﬁunderstandlng the relatlonship Qf. that ’ o®
ievel to their current. Bas1c Skills proflciency" was appllcable only : e

"to some students- . . 0 . P
Fal ;?‘— - R . P - . = . . ¢ i . —
e g A [ W ——

Th%!§taff roles of prOJect dlrector, learnlng manager‘and employer
' . - relations specialist 'were used at eath.of the five'sites.  BAides )
Lo . were used at four sites, the student coordlnator'role at: three SlteS, e -7 .
- " - - the learning resource speczailst at two sites and learnlng ass1stanth\ﬂ
L. . O at twp‘sltes. ‘ S oo . . . ;
‘ . ' . : . %.. “ "g‘ L.
‘ ‘ The 13 competenc1e identified as examples in the NWREL EBCE .. Lo e ‘
2% . . ':» handbook “were usedfwzth some, or all students in "all sitgg wlth oply :
. ' —~a few exceptions. One site had dropped the competencies’ dealrnq v v
N . . B with "budgetang tinie and money effectlvely"' "respondlng appropriately
' ' to frre, pollce and phys1ca1 health emergencies";' and‘"operatiﬂg o
and maintaining, §n automoblle. New‘tompetenc1es 1ntro&ﬁced at ‘
sites were‘'cooking, bas1c swimming, basic first aid, using®*a .
newspaper, parliamentary proced%res, ability to make fdneral =

‘. . arrangemeﬂts and survrval sw1mm1ng.
t

\.' v : .
- 4 v, .

: : Alb ten.student prOJeots were “used with some or all studentJ'at N : v
. I each bf the five sites. except for ne site which dld/not use” the C e




. - * .
) science preprepared project. That same site required only the -~
¢ critical thinking preprepared project .for all students. Four of a L
; _the five sites expected students to complete ten projects per year ' e
-t while the fifth'site required five completed projects. Students.

Vo .. «and staff at all flve sites cooperated in selecting projéct topics,

. determlnlng the objectlves and act1v1t1es and evaluatlng the results. : i

Career exploratlon packages were required.of all students at all — . )

five ‘sites. 'Each site required -students-to- complete—a mimimum of - - -

_ . five career explorations per. ygar. Sites were selected: 301ntly by .-

~ano - . . " " students and staff. The average length of these career explorations_ .

2 at. job sites’was elght hours for one dlStrlCt, n1ne houxs for three '

districts and ten hours for one district. . T . C oL

- . ¢ ' T : ' ’ ‘.

- v N Learnlng levels. at :three sites were. reqqired of alL students and <t "ﬁ>\4;;:

" - were optlonal at the other two s1tes. Students’ generally spent - . 3
’ - between four and™ 51x weeks on a learnlng level’ at employer sites. - _:. -

N *
! Student-wrltten journals were requlred of students at all flve ‘
- sites. -Four of the five sites wused them primarily to ‘help students .
, know themselves better and to develop trustlng relatlonshlps with . . .
e + an adult.‘ Students were requlred to. write Journal entrles dally . . \\
© - - .at one site and weekly.at the other four sit For a summary of
other EBCE processes used by the pilot' sites reier to Appendlx B. - .
. v . 4 . -».."b‘ . : . .
D. Participa’qt Outcome Findings o R s
v - ~ .
Py "Iy th;s sectiagn student outesme’ f;ndlngs across sites will be
. - ; presented first, followed by questlonnalre results from students,'
e ~ .7 employers, parents and staff. “Table 5 displays the average number .
w « of student‘explorations, learnlng levels, skill building levels, S ~*
; .. Projects and Competenc1es completed plus the average number of e
.. - ;pg . days.absent. For comparlson purposes data are-also presented for ,~my ’
A the firet-year. apd second~-year project students at th& NWREL . o : .
o RO demonstration s1te in Tigand, Oregon. Data displayed in Table 5 e °
T . are based on Only those students per site for whom complete pretest ]
y.o= ] and posttest data were available; Except for Site D which had R . .

Fag

only five students with completé data, the, number of students for R -

whom data were anélyzed ranged from 14 at one slte to: 26. at another

e ' slte. Cro;s s1tq?comparlsons are not" approprlate because Sf the . =

. - differences in student characteristics at the different sites. N

Y - ’ ) i . -

g . Students in all, but two sites averaged completlng fave or more. - - - »

.. . _career e%ploratloﬂs which were the migimal target level for the -

R . yéar. The average number of learnlng levels successfully ‘completed . . :

- _ ~ ag each site ranged from 0.4°tQ 3.0.' All but Site D and first-year . . ‘

"students at Tigard had at least one student’ successfhlly conplete a e

e . . skill building level. Students averaged completlng over eight -

' ' .- projedts at each site except‘for‘Slte B Where students were expected ’
to complete only fiwe projects,.. The ayeragé numBer of days absent

.
- . PN . vV ~
. .
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' - / C o~ -« TABLE'S ' . ’ C . .
. / . . * . P . P - ) ) :: .
.~ Average Number-of Student Process Outcomes Completed and Days Absent Per Pilot and Demonstration Site. *
Lol \" - ¢ T - T " ' ' ‘ . It ' ' - . : g 7 ' 4
I L . woe . Tl - TIGARD FIRST TIGARD SECOND
oo ) - - _SITE A SITEB . ~SITE C -+ SITE"D SITE E .- + YEAR STUDENTS -*YEAR STUDENTS
( e S /" MEAN -S.D. MEAN .S.D. MEAN 5.Dy MEAN S.D. MEAN_ S.D..  MEAW S.D. "MEAN 's.n._ﬁ
’ .Caree'r)E'xp'lorgtibns | 5.32%1,43/10.08, 3.10| 3.47 1.06| 1.20 2.68| 5.43 1.09 .12 3.37 | " 6.43 " 2.59

= i

— =

ixe:afﬁing ‘Le\ﬁa';s,

~ -
-

|7 .3.00 " 1.48| 27

¢ .

.99 .56 .40 .89.1.3 1.08 % .90

T 2.29 7{ .91.

+ +_ Skill Building Levels -

b - D4

.05 .76 . 261 0 ol .07 .27

e . g
v N . N ’

. l". o Q

.29

.47

Projects - 8.77 2.52| 2.77 1.63|"9.20 ‘1.32 8.20 '4.60| 9.00 1.47 | 8.65  2.64. | 10.64 /2.56
“Competenéies -« 7.50 ,3.29| 2.35 "1.52| 9.07 4.15| 9.20 '5.17| .93 1.00 | 8.82. _ 3.28 5.a37 2.82 " -
_Days_ Absent - 10.47 8.71|18.27+12.23| 14,33 10.99|11:00 11.38/10.07 4.53 | 15.35  11.19 16.3  12.80 -
. ' [ e . - . .- -’:4"‘ . »
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2 per sxte indicated an average attendance rate of 90 to, 95 percent.
o . * . l -
o ',, - . 1In'Tablg 6 the expanded standard scores. and grade equlvaients are

e ' shown for the four pilot sités that used- the .Compnehensive Test of

{), " o -positive, thé gaihs in reading comprehen51on were stat1st1cally
) -~ , significant.for only one pilot site. Educatlonally sigrificant
PEEE ' gains in. reading comprehenslon {(at least ong mon 's growth for
S . - each month of program participation) were* eV1d for ;three of
L the-four pllot sites and were evidefit on atrithmetic €oncepts for
oL . . . “one pilot site and on ar1thmet1c appllcatlons for two pilot sites.
= ) . low test scores for Site B are attributable to the®lowex grade
: L; ¢ levels and ability of students enrolled 1nxthat project.
. . Table 7 shows’ thesresuIEs of the Self-Directed Search (SDS) for the
~ ‘ . the two pilot sites that.used that instrument on agpretest-posttest

S . basis and for the demonstratlon sitle. . This standardized instrument’

, was developed by John Holland and hlsfassociates at Johns- Hopklns

’ - i Uiversity. The DS is des1§ﬁed to aid in educatlonal and o
_)J ' gfvocataODal plann g. “Based-on the student's self-perceptlons, :
. abilities, backgkound #nd interests, ‘this instrument assigns the _
o : ¢ studept a sumary SDS code. Each student is assigned a primary,
R , o secondary .and tertiary code, plus’ scores on ‘ other areas.° Ex t
R . for Site A, students showed the greatest interest in occupatlonal\'

) characteristics descrlbeE as social. - This proflle is described °
. _by the test author as a "general preference for activ1t1es that
. " entail the manlpulation qf others to .inform, train, develop, cure'’
- . or enllghten~*itd1$llke of exp11c1t, ordered, systematlc-activitles
* ‘involving materials, tools or *machines.” Data col&ected by
‘Research for Better Schools on students- in otzgi EBCE programs
' and in régular school programs indicate- that £ high school
students score high in- this preference area. Students_ln_51te A,
S0 which covered grades 9 to 12 and involved many Students who were
. unsuccessful in a regular school program, showed a much strenger
preference for the reallstlc category. +This category is described
. by Holland as a "general preference for actwities that en\:all the
expliclt, ordered or systgmatic anipulation of objects,-tools,
chines .and §h1mals, a dislike gf—educatlonal o;?therapeutlc R
activities.™ . “The 'SDS results tEnd to reflecEQWell +*he general
. : naturé of the students at ‘each site. P -

' 51gn1f1cant dlfferenoes in pre' and posktest scores were not’ expe:
for the six- occupatlonal areas 31nce these factors usually remain
stable and an \increase  in interést in onhe occupatlonal area often ‘

. ‘ leads’, to a decrease in gnother.~ WNone of fhese’ differences were
i e stat1st1cally significant at the .05 level 1n a multivarlate
,:." - analysis of covarlanc% (using pretests as tHe covariate) except
for an 1ncrease in art1st1c preference at sité A,

‘

’

- "

. ' ¢
- N ‘  The total self-estlmates, activities, competenc1es and‘occupations

de o - \ scores were antlcipated to 1ncrease oqer the year as students '

- N

. S . . .
. . - . . s
‘ , . . . ; \ ) 3
. . . - . -
. .. . .

R , -+Basic skills (CTBS). <While the .growth on the CTBS was generally ~

-
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R _ o e TABLE. 6 A
¢ . . . oo - LI
g ' ) Pretedt and Posttest Means and Grade Equ1va1ents on Subtests of trhe Comm"ehenswe Jest .
N . . of Basic Skills for Students in NWREL EBCE Pitot and’ Demonstratmn S1tes i

_L_'— - = - N ! y . > “« '} ‘.
S : .- SITE A SIXI'E B SITE/e "‘ SITE‘ TIGARD FY TIGARD- SY
- ; _CTBS SUBTEST ) MEAN G.E. MEAN G.E. MEAN G.E. MEAN "]MEAN G.E. MEAN" ~ G.
'ReadJ.ng _ Pre | 592.00 9.8 |513.42. 7.0° 661.2 12.2| 690.67 .13.6+ 539.41 "10.0 7| 660.14. _ 12.6
‘Comprehension Post | 585,00 9.6 |537.15% 7.8 |679.4 13.1] 702,00 136+ |%44.53 11.8. | 673.36, 413.5
Arithmetic , Pre ﬁs 00 . 8.91508.35 7.6)|589.6 10.1|603.87 10.2 | 611.71 10.5 609.00 10.4
B +  Conhcepts Posty 562,00 9.0 |534.88 '8.1|573.4 9.6] 643.20 12.0 | 620.24° 10.9 $10.36 -10.
S - ; = " , = ; -
- Arithmetic . " pre | 568.09 . 9.1|516.58 _7.40566.0 — 9.8]|575.33 9.3 |601.41 10.1 | 579.21 - 9.4
. Appligations Post | 562100 8.9 539,08 8.2 )564.6 9.8 630.00 11.1 6.'(!.3'.24 11))./5 587,29 9.9
o 3 - - - r = ’i ‘\A " -
; Language Pre _ T °. .]1641.8 "12.5} 629.07 1lz4- o
Expression , -~ Post] _. g 647.8 13.0] 647.73 '12:6
.t B - . - - - - \. TN A -
. - - et 7 _ . e - - ‘ \ .
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- - "~ T TABLE 7 - o o
. . “ L] L]
. ! . Pretest and Posttést Means and Standard Deviations for Students in NWREL EBCE
t T . Pilot and Demonstration Sites on the Self-Directéd Search . o . .
g . - _ ‘ . .o .o
y - .. . SIEA (SITEB - - TIGARD FY . TIGARD SY
. ' . . OCCUPATIONAL AREAS ) MEAN  S.p. - MEAN S, D . MEAN S.D. ' MEAN stp. ¢
. ‘Realistic _ pre « 10.7% 4.53 7.18 ° 4.08 6.82 4.69 5.86  4.43
- . post.y| 10.5% 4.29 |- 7.09 4.7 5.88 4391 5,00 4.17
. ’ Y s . B . . - M .
e Invéstigative _aPre 6.65 \5 81 4.73 2.64 6.24 . 2.70 |. ~5.50 3.18 .
- © - T post 6. 92 3.07 5.82° 2.99 | 5.29 ' 2.82 6.2 4.07 )
g " Artistic $ | 6.50, 2.97 7.82  3.49 .8.12 - 3.22 7.36_ ¢ 3.13 '
e e .. Post 6.58* 2.98 - 8.32° 3.7 1 "6.76 - °4.09 6.71 4.05 ~
P J ~ 1 N -~ .. - » . -
Social ' pPre | 8.42 3.62 10.55 3.14 11.53 ,2.62 . 10.50 2.98°
‘ Post 8.00 3.68 | . 10.77 309" 10.24 3.42 10.29 3.12 . - )
- : . oSt - : e . - =
Entexprising Pre 5.77 2.52 5,91 2.79 6.00 2.42 5.37 * 2.92
- MPost 5.19 -2.91°|°  6.64 4.05 5.29 ‘2.14 .21 3.07 - '
. Conventional Pre 4.00 2.8¢° | " 5.73 :3.31 6.00 3.57 |7 4.3 _  2.27
‘- - Post 3.50 2.60 5.68 3764 - 4,41 4.33 5.79 .4.69
. i - ' - N - ..
SDS SUMMARY SCORES & ‘ ) ) ‘ Tt -t
Self-Estimates, Pre 21.31 . 7.70 24.36 5.72 25.33o . 6.07 24.43 _ 6.01
" Post | 24.23 4.40 26. 55 6.69 24.88 ‘5.16° F 24.50 - 5.21
‘Activities k 25.23 12.7Q 28.77 10.38 ) 76 © 15.81 33.29 © - 11.47
. . P 25.77 12.97 35.59 12.92 36.88%  15.05. 34.07  12.45 -
—Competencies “pre. | 23.46 12.18 " 25.27  9.10 28.82 7 12090 26.43 12.97 "
. Post 24.27 13.52 . 31.36 11.73 |33, oo;\ 10.66 ' 28.38 11.36 Y
« Occupations . + Pre -} 15.85 12.85 15.09 - 8.53 18. 35 710.94 &7 14.21 Y696 < s
F - " post | -11.46 10.11 23.55 " 16.27 20.12° 14.10 14.36 7.38 .
) ,fofereptiation . Pre 6.27 - 2.60 *5.36  2.57 5.00 2.35~ 4.71 7 2.67
. : _ ‘Post |- 6.19 2.56 5.13%* 2,55 —6.24 2.41 5.71- 3.77
s Consistency | ey | 2,31 79 - 2.31 .65 2.06 .83 2.50 .65 ° o
CN . Post 2.46* /.81 ‘' 2.55% .60 2.29* 77 L. 2.50 .6& p
o - . . OA=:P<i.10' *‘=p<.05' **f:xp<.0i' . . - A > . ..
-~ “ 5 L4 v “
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. . gained a varlety of work experlences ‘and’ perhaps came to view'
N TN " themselves in a more pos1t1ve llght. Posttest results generally ’
T ) showed an' in¢rease in these argas but the: changes were not . -
o . ' statistically s1gn1f1cant. : B g ' s
e & ' T . ~
o Increases in dlfferentlatlon and cons1stency,were hypothes1zed'as ] -
.. ) a result of. students observ1ng and trying out a“variety of jobs ™ ——

« and learning to d1scr1m1nate more 1n what act1v1t1es they like - -
. and d1s11ke. . ] o .
. %t o - . / .
. Students at one pilot site showed a significant decrease in ’ .
) diffetentiation thus 1nd1cat1ng less willingness to discriminate
oo : - in ‘their preferences among varlous activities and a stronger =
. 1nterg§t in multiple occupational areas. - At the demonstration
. . site, hof%ever, students tended to discriminate.better at the
~ end of the school year in ;ﬁelr preferences for different - .
- . occupatlon-related activities. A statistically significant ! - -
Y : Increase was noted in both PllOt sites 'and in first-year studentsr
T T at the demonstration site in students' preference for occupatlons
. . and activities that showed consistency according to Holland's model
: . ' eof career preferences. ‘Tt is likely “that second-year students did i
not demonstrate s1g icant growth on. thls dimension because their ’
- . vocatlonai preferences were already hlgh in consistency at the -~
inning of their second Yyear in EBCE. LA o
. . hd

. Y, - 4 ’

. ’ Pre and posttest data- on.the Student Opinion Scale were collected ' '
- .o from three pilot sites. and from the demonstratlon site. The
A ~ student Opinion Scale is a local name applled to the Psychosocial’
. e Maturlty Scale, (PMS) used to assess growth in. nine different
'areas, many of which are related to the EBCE Life Skills goals.
Developed by Dr. Ellen Greeenberger and dssociatés at Johns H ns
° _  _University, the PMS is based- on biological, psychological and -
'soc1ologlcal models of maturity. The scale measures ten T
B ¥ . variables contributing to psychosocial "maturity" and yields ten
i subscores,, a total_test score and a measure of the validity of
the responses. Individuals respond bn a four-point scale from
strongly agree to strongly d1sagree to statements such as, "I
o " believe in working only as hard as havento.“ Parpphrased .
A descriptions of the ten variables ék psychosocial maturity and
- the validity scale are glven ‘below together with- examples of

“ ; questlonnalre items. _ .
: / : ~r
= . . - L™
e -, T 1. Work.- An 1nd1v1dual s standards of competent task .
- ) C e e performance and capacity to experience pleasure.in

'work are encompassed by £he. concept of work. (Example: -
. ) . "I can't think of any klndsof Joh that I would like a
:_;,’_. ’ . lot.") . o . .

. . 2. Self-Reliance. TItems pertalnlng to the concept of self-
, . reliance maz_address one or-more.of three factors: .
) an abgence of excessive dependence on others, a\sense LT

“ERIC-- - - ' . A
] ' . L ) . K
s . . . .

o
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" of_ control oyer one's life and 1n1t1at;ve - (Example* i
"Yon are probably wrong ‘if your frlends are agalnst e ¢

t you dec1de ") )
Y o
3. dentit The four components of identity are ) e
] . LS 1ncrea51ng clarity of self-concept, consideration of ‘ . CE
fgf;.i . .life goals, internalization¢of values and self-esteen. o oo
. p , v (Example: "I changé the way I feel and act so often , L -
that I sometimes wonder who the ‘real' me is. ") ' .

’ ’ o L]
‘4 .
N ~ —

f!!. SR G 4. Communlcations. Communlcatlons 1nvolves skllls in ’ ..
o o Msending" or encoding veérbal and nonverbal messages, -
PR - - skllls\ln "rece1v1ng"‘or,decod1ng verbal Jand nonverbal ° s
o Lo messages and empathy. (Example: "People find it hard _ ., _ ~
’ to’figure me out from what I say.") - B . T

W

e . 2 Role. Knowledge of roles involves both an awareness of ' “

Yo e = - obllgatlons inherent.in-current definitions of major’ - =

- O roles and an awareness of prlorltles that govern the

) ' ) . - resolution ef role conflicts.’ (Example- "Teachers : .
T et - T should not. expect as much homework-from athletes_who . =

s - - have to spend a lot of time at prdctice.") - A

—

-
-

o — 6. | Trust. Three baS1c attltudés characterize "enllghtened"
. L . (credible)-trust: ~ general ‘belief in the acceptablllty -
o . N of rellance or dependency on others, rejectlon of o, -
-7 . 51mpllstic views of the "goodness" or "badness" of human "}

N * nature and recognition of 1nd1v1dual and 51tuat10nal < - !

' - factors that limit trustworthiness. (Example:" "If

. . T - people are plcked.ln a fair way to be on a ‘tria JurY,
- L, they are sure to reach'a fair decision.") %

-

.
H
v v
.

7. . Social Commitiment. .The dimensions of-sécial commitment
are feellngs of’ "communlty" with others, .willingness to
”ﬁ - . q\ﬁmpdlfy or relinquish perscnal gOals»ln the interest of i
R ’ . social gbals, readiness to form alliances w1ﬁh others - T e
: . :' to6 promoté social goals and investment of long-tezm . >’
, L . goals. A {Example: "It's not really my problem iﬁ my ‘ -
ol ’/. . nelghbors are in trouble’and need help.") ~ , R

W

g%;wﬂ,ruf, st ee 8, Tolerancg.'-ToIerance 1nvolves the person's willingness .

MR : to interact with individuals and groups who differ from .

. thé norm”and an ability to be sensitive to their rlghts

- It also, involves an awareness of the costs and Benefits 7

) of tolerance. (Exampler "If I had‘a choice; I would

L _ prefer a blood transfusion from a person of the same = v
N 'skin colo: as mine.") o " i

9. Change.- The change variable includes general openness,
_to sociopolitical change and recognitlon of the costs ¢ ©

\ "of both the status quo and change. (Example: . "If o

' L o everyone is td be really equal, somé people will have - i

o _ T fewer advantages thathhey have now.!) - oo -

\ ’ . .
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) R reflects the tendency to respond in the socially

glf . .t . : acceptable ways It.is not a factor of "maturlty" but

- . - sexves instead as a validity check on responses to other

~ items on the 1nstrument _ (Example: "I have never told
¥ = a lie ™)
. , + .

~ . Through the use of a factor, analy51s, the developers of the PMS have

o . designed a way of«comblnlng the scale scores to artive at three

f{f ) . intermediate scales. -These intermediate scales, more reliable .

. - ’ than the orlglnal scales, prov1de a useful level’ of analysis-to
- : detect gross attitudinal changes “These scales 1nclude-

~

°

" = . 1.  Individual Adeqyagz, Consists of the work, self-reliafce

';' - T and identity--scales. e . -
-, ﬁ L .Interpersonal Communications. Consists of thé )
i - communlcatlon, role and trust scales. o
. . ~ . . \
% < “ + . . ~
Social Adequacy. Corisists-of the social commltment,
- tolerance and change scales ‘ - .=
. Pre and posttest miigs and standard dev1at10ps for students 1n‘three .
pilot sites using

S 1nstrument and for students in the demonstra-
z . tion site are shown 1n Table -8. -

. ‘ B . : . ”‘. 7 —/,
' ‘Small positive ‘gains were generally'éhown hy students in each group:‘f“*”t

The positive gains were statlstlcally significant' at the .05 level

: on four of the nine ba51c subscales for Pilot Site A. Second-year
[

v ) & students at the demonistration site -showed a statistically 51gn1f1cant'

o ' ; 1ncrease in scores on the work and the-roles sciles and a 51gn1f1cant
" "decrease on the social commitment, change and tolerance scales. Part
of these changés may be attributable to the fact thaf,students at
Site A were generally low in each of <these areas at pretest time
c whereas those in their second yea t the demonstration slté were
- N - generally high already at pretest ti It is alsq 1nterest1ng
A to note in Table 8 that three of the \ve groups showed a signifigant
T gain on the .openness to change and on'tie tolerance scales.

(e}

- ,‘ C Changes were recorded.ln educatlonal aspirations and in occupational
e ) asplratlons of students over the year in two pilot sites and for

flrst year students at .the demonstration.site. Changes in educational

.<f - aspirations were obtalned by asking students on the‘background

L ' questlonnaire and end-of-year queStlonnalre to select the highest

. level 6f education to'which they aspired. These were coded on a

e e Y six-point scale with "1" ‘indigating "don't plan- to finish.high

o * _ school" and- "6" indicating "graduate or profe351onal “training beyond

- . college. " Changes in otcupatlonal asbirations wer€ determined by

: asklng for -the. two primary occupational goals of-each student at

the beginning and end of the program year. These occupational goals
were converted to Hollingshéad occupational codes which were then

-

;v " ‘10. Social Deeirability (Va11d1ty Scalef\ Thls varlable =
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. TABLE 8

.

LY ‘. . 4 -~ . “ ’ - -
:’ - e Prestest ang Posttest Means and Standard Deviations for Students in NNREL EBCE e Y
o R Pidot’ and Demonstratwn Sites on the Student Opinign Scale~ s - - - * -
1 . 7 - . - . - . :
" - SITE A . SITE B SITE C . TIGARD FY TIGARD SY
) INDIVIDUAL SUBSCALES | MEAN  S.D. - MEAN __ S.D. MEAY, S.D. __ MEAN . gs’.n. " MEaN .D.
- O - rd T ~ . T —
‘j;, Self Rel:—.ance - Pre |.26.8L, 4.42 32.68 5.38 | 30.87 -4.16 | 31.00.. 6.03 -.31yooov 563
A ; , ,Post] 28.31** 3,40 31.77 6.09 32.27  4.38 32.47 | 6.19 34.00°.. " 4,74
s T Work, T Pre 25.'730 5.5& 27..91 5.50. | 29:00 4.38. | 26.24 .5.68 '25.57 ., 6.94
o PR post| 24.92° ,5.27 | 2832 .5.91 | 27.60% 4.39 | 28:59 .5.14 | ,29.07*%. - 5.90
.- »' < N ‘ - ‘ L = T
- I_dent:.ity - Pre | 24.35. 6.20 | 29.82 5.47 | 28.93 4.51 | 27.65 5.43 | 26.57 7.61,
’ Post 25 54 5.00 | 29.91° 7.28 | 29.87 \4.82 29.94 6.66 31.50 6.68
- "_ . —~y, 2 - Y -
. Cmmlcat;ons ' Pre H 25.59 3.78 | .24,93 -3.67 | 27.59 5.85 | 25.50 5.63 ~
<‘ T ‘* _post .90 |° 27.13" 6.38 | 26.87 - 5.8 29.18 6.55 1, 29.36 6.23
. Roles § Pré 31.46  5.54 | .33.09 :4.72° 33.27, 4.17 Y-31.24.  4.85 | :34.36, 3.27
S Post| 31.50 - 5.59% 29.55 6.49 33.27 "-4.77 | 37741 . 4.95 35.14% 4 2.91 °
- 2. . . . . . . ’ M,
Trust , Pre | 27.04 4.10 [ 28.32 '4.25 | 24.40 4.72-].28.29 3.51. | 30.64 | 3\52
i . Pbst| 27, g6%*% 3.87 | 28.Y8 3066 | 26.536.03' |' 29.88 . 3.85 |- 30/86 3%
- ¢ A B . ] \ ’
* Setial ‘Commitment ~ Pre 730,27 5.40 | 'g33.50 3.49 32.60 5.05 33.00 5.00 35.43 4.08
‘ ' Post| 31.15 5.08 *32 86 5.51 32.27 _ 4.74 . 4.62 | - 33.86% .  5.14
;% Change _ | -pre | 32,04 5.35 | 32.55 4.9 | 3660 - 3.83 | 34.06 5.88 | ~38.14 i 3.86
: " pobt| 32.12* 4.87 1 32.41 5.96 35.07* 5.46 36.00** 3,67~ ~37.57* 3.08
“4™" . Tolerance bre | 34.62 5.63 | +35.64.- 6.02°| 36.60 "4.78 | 36.24-, 5.54 37.71 3”}5
e A .Post| 31.79* 5.08 | 84.32 6.45 | T37.53% 4.76 37.76% 3,70+ 36.64% , 2.21.
o’ . A <. — e
+®Q  gocial ‘Desirability “ pre 8.3 3.82 21.05° 3.61 | 21.4Q 3.54 | 22.35 3.14 | 19_.% 0 4.34
‘ ' : Post| 19.31° ‘4.04 | 22.18*. 3.26 | 20.87* 3.31 | 21.29 4.13 | 20.07 . 4.04°
§ C— 0 " 8 .. ] - 5 4 ~ — '
SUMMARY SC. R ¢ e, T . . . N
"j'mdividua,l’ Adequacy  Pre | 76.88 12.38 | 90.41 14.61| 88.80 ' 9.54 | 84.88 T 13.07 ”83.140 1879
s ’ . Post| 78.77* 9.98°] 90.00 17.76 .| 89.73 .11.08- | 91.00 14.43 | 94.57 15.52
Inte'ri:ersopal WEre | 7. 58 10.18 "87.00, 10.32 85.60 b.76 87.12 ° + '11.38 |. 90.50 9.98 ',
"{ _Communications 1>os&w 81.23** 7.9 84.86 14.02 | 86.67 .11:1— 91.47 ., ~11.23- 95.36 9.15
.- Soc1a'l"Adequacy Pre | 96,92 14.40 | 101.77 10.14' | 105.80 10.53 103.29° - 14.49 | 111.29 8.26
‘ .. ’ . Post}.498. 04* 12.34.| ..99.59 15. 68 | 105.87 13.43,[108.35%* " 48.63 108:07%* 7.71 . .
~ A . R & . .

e

*k=p<.01
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- averaged to get an aVerage occupatlbnal status level for each tlme : -
perlod X . v L ) . 'T ‘.
t . L . . ¢ - i e ) ’ ’

Results of the pre and posb classiflcat;ons of educatlonal and

‘occupational asp1ratlon levels are d;splayed in Table 9. Students

in their’ first year at the demonstratlon site showed a-statlstlcally !
significant change 1nd1cat1ng an increased interest.in.obtaining -,
 more advanced training. . Students in both pllot sites showed a .o
s1gn1f1cant chaige, 1nd1cat1ng an 1ncreased interest in occupatlons '.
‘that were lower 1n soc1oeconom1c status - Scores were relatively - ] ~
. homogeneous across sites, . : . ’

- - v ,
: . . , <3 -, ~ "

. o
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Student-ertten Projects and Products ' ' <7 ) S

Ih addltlon to the evaluation data collected and reported for alt _ ~-®°
, prOJect students, the NWREL EBCE. evaluatlon unit also requested
. _that EBCE- s1tes send copies of all’ student-written Life Skills '
‘Projects. agd'resulting products (reports) for a random sample of
five studentd. -The selectlon of these five students was done at
NWREL us1ng the total program*roster and a table of rangom numbers.
Several of the initially selected-students dropped out of the ] .
, . program and alternate student names drawnby NWREL were uged as R I
replacements.‘ Student projects and wrltten produots were collected -- -
and analyzed because these -projects are-one of: the major learning
“ strategles used in EBCE'ib help integrate student activities at the
. learnlng center with those at employer'and community sites. The - s
"evaluators felt that a close'evaluation of these student projects ’
“sand prbducts‘ whlle t1me-consum1ng, could be one of the bestfways
- .‘]. to assess the curriculum aspects of ERBCE.

- w

L N - s
oz

ﬂhe student i&fe Skllls projects produced by the sampled students- ' '
T . were read and rated by a L-staff member using a Student Projects '/
.. ~ Evaluatlon Form. The form conta1ned twelve categories for ratlng
f)‘. ’ . the prOJscts and flve categorles "for ratiny the -written products.
. . . p Each rating category contained a nine-point scale and a plate for
v written evaluator comments. A tabulated copy of the individual
. and combined'project evaluation forms 1s located 1n Appendlx D. -

’
(N

Q ' Prior to a final ratlng of each of tRese projects and products the
reviewer examined the test scores of these students and the
* ‘ evaluator's 1nterv1ew‘re5ults to get a feellng for the ability
4 ) level of each student. , __jY . .- ) ' o=
- - . Before rating these prOJects the rev1ewer, an evaluator and a recent -
) - : Tigard (CE)2 learning manager 1ndependently revViewed and rated four
LI . student projects from ‘another EBCE' prlot site and then discussed
their flndlngs. In cases where a~discrepancy of more than two points
. on an it occurred, the raters descrlbed thé ratlonale for their
ch01ces and their interpretation of what was meant by each ‘scale.

ca /)’ - “The discussion helped to clarify the mean1ng of each scale. ‘ ,
," < ’ ) . .AQ—

f >
> - . Fal
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-~ 'Pretest’dnd Posttest Medns and Stafidard Deviations for Students ! ¢

=% .« "7 in NWREL EBCE Pilot and. Demonstrition Sites on Educational =~ ™~ ,
FT e L " ., Aspiratigna, and’ Occupational ﬁ_\:s_pf}“'atibns_ , N T

ot 4"7"" ) ‘ . o \' R » ‘ . = =, . .(\—\:\ .

- L Sen . Sited, 'iSite’8  ° Tigard FY s o

T S L M .D. M SD. . .M S.D. — .
I Bducatienal Pre, ~ 3.00.. 1.23  -3:47 1.73 3,35 1.27 .
T Aspirations Post 3.45 " 1.53 ' 3:33 1.29. .3.72% .92
I . bt ‘e " . . « - :» .
.~', : g ‘ ' ' N "//‘__ ‘r " ’ . - R 2 ‘_Qv: - . 5 . ,
.7 = <1, Qccupatioral-.Pre 3.14° .93 ° 3,30 " I.05 3.76 1.90 ,’
Ce ', Dspirations . Post 3.34%* 1.08 3.6p* 1.56 '2.97.  1.48
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A total of 39 preprepared projects and 42 1nd1v1dually negot1ated

projects were, rated by “the NWREL rater. ‘The rdtings for most scales

varied w;deki;across student projects. Student projects were rated .

the~highest 1) c¢apitalizing on student.lnterest 2) productive

Use of the employer or comﬁunlty resource ‘site (although these

sites were not used for 23 student projegts), 3) containing actIVrtles

\ appropriate “to the studenﬁTh\Fblllty, 4) the way in which the project,

. ‘act1v1t1es were connetted in a lo§1cal manner and 5) the prerience- .

0" Y based nature of the activities.” Student pro;ects were rated the ' “ -

PR ‘. » lowest in 1) meetlng the, specific objectlves of the particular Llfe

3‘_\ e, Skills area in which they were written, 2) relationship with career
development objectlves and, 3). comprehens1veness. In evaluating the . -

. - students' products (generally wrltten reports resulting from the‘

) projects),-it was judged .that most products communicated yell and

had at least- adequate technital quality (e. g., leglbzlity and

grammar) relatlve “to the student's ability.-’ e

v
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Student End-ofiﬂear‘Questionnaire

- . - . -

- . LS R

A student gquestio e‘developed by NWREL.was completed by students -
. o at the demonstration site and af all five pilot sites in May Jo7e.

The purpose of the instrument was to obtain end-of-year data on . -

} J ] certain questlons asked of the same students at the beginning of ) ’

- ’ the year, to assess student knowled@e‘of job trends and relatéd

- .information and to coileet data on €tudent reflections about their”
school/ (CE) 2 experiences. A tabulation of responses to the R
. guestionnaires is displayed in Appe x C. Slnce the number of ) .

L. : completed responses from the Billings pilot site ‘wds small, the

/ percentage of students selecting each response is not shown in, .

Appendlx G for that site. . = o N

Approxlmately 30 to 60 percent of the students using the NWREL model

: of EBCE plan. to work full time one year after completing hlgh school.

e Except: for one. site which included .ninth and tenth gxade students

.o T in the program, seven percent or les$ of the students at,any s1te

. indicated that they had no idea what they planned to do ‘one year <

«after .completing high ‘school. The percentage pf students planning

e to pﬁrsue some form of postsecondary educat lﬁpranged from 46. for. ’ e

M . two groups to 94 for another\aroup~»~ — '

-

.

- ) Students were asked’ to 1dent1fy two Jobs that"they might like to’ -
. ' hold after completing their ‘education. Approximately 97 perceht © T 4%
) / . of the EBCE students across the sites indicated they had ‘either - .
o worked or observed at one or both of-the two preferred jobs” that ,
v - they listed. All but<tWo pefcent of the students indicated, they
‘ - had 3t least some idéa of the steps necessary to prepare for and .
‘ enter the JOb thdy most preferred and a third -of the students .
-y {ndicated thé stebs were quite clear 1n their mlnd .

v - When asked what 1nfluenced their ch01ce of potentlal careers the o
most frequent responses selected by students in each of the EBCE

e .~ L .t - X% -
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T c sites was thelr experlence in” Qbserv1ng or trying out jobs. The . ) ,
AU ' ." second most frequent response-selepted was talking with people =~ o
. ’ . who work“at the jobs. Readlng Jobs or talking with teachers, ,
g~ ‘,_ ) ) relatlves and friends about career chyices were far less .important ° e
N ‘/:, 'in influencing these students care preferences.6 Y v
- N . . - ' ¢ P
- S ) Approxlmately 65 percent of the EB;é students were able tOoldentlfy

E ) jobs on the end-of~year questlonnaxre that seeméd 1nterest1ng 1ast

< 7 year' but no longer mat¢hed their interests or ab111t1es Experlence
- - “in observ1ng dr trying out the job(s) was again the most frequent

P ) - qreason selected for changlng career plaﬁs S !

’
', . \ . s

- ‘The EBCE students rated the program high in helping them attain the -
. Program goals. ' The goal areas in which they repgrted the program ..
least éffective (a mean rating of between 3 and 4'on’ éach site,on a o ." -
e . .*5~p01nt scale) were in Ninderstanding the role of sc1ence in our
= .soc1ety, understandlng the democratic process ‘and improving readlng
o . ‘and math skllls Students rated EBCE highddst in hefpzng them learn
. ~ to solve’ problems logically, understand.more about themSelves, get
) ' aldng with, others, fir their 1nterests and ab111t1es with potential
o . careers, 1dent1fy what to look. at when considering a‘’ job and feel
: prepared to accept adult respon51b111t1es (each receivéd a mean _
. ratzng of ‘more than 4 by each siteson a 5-point scale). 1In response -
to a question asking students, "How Woukd you rate the overall ~ --
“qaality of. your EBCE program?” students—in two sites gave it a -
mean fatlng of between 4 and 4.5 (on a 5~p01ntascale) while thoséQU N '
at the demonstratlon 51te and 1n two other sites gave it a mean ’ 3
rating of over 4.5. In summary, “the students felt well satlsfled
with the1r EBCE expexlence, - -~

/ -
PR . S - ) . ‘ e
- . .

Parent Questiortnaire i ) : , .

(&.

—~—

.- ’ IR The Parent Qpinioné;u?gey wae‘ﬁgeg\g;th parents 'in three NWREL pilot

. < .gites. The resylts are reported separately in each of the pilot ’ K
. site reports. Slnce the number of pah\Bts respondlng to the survey . ’
) at each site was small (9, 20 and 17) no separate tabulation by - =
pilot site is contained in this repcrt. Because they _surveys ! -
were administered at the end of the program year, no “formal followup
was made to obtain responses fyom those parents who “did not respond
to the first request from the pilot sites. “aross the three sites s -
the average response rate was\y0 percent./

Responses’ Lo éoﬁe of the Xey questions on the survey are discussed
, here. Parents were asked how well they felt the EBCE program.
. ’ _compares overall with the past ‘schooi experiences of their daughter -
,or son. On a 5-point rating scale from much worse (1) to.much ’
better (5) only one of the 46 parents indicated EBCE was muqh worse,
s 5 indicated the experiences were about the same, 13 indicated EBCE
was better and 27 indicated EBCE was much better. In comparison w1th
- past experiences in regular classes 85 percent of the parents felt . -
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. iat the1r daughter or son was more motlvated to - lea®n in, thé EBCE >
. ° program and bnly one ,parent felt his or her child was less motivated ST
te learn. ’ “ . . . -

% -t v . . -, "
L7 - b .t
; i >t One,of the most. 1nterest1ng results STof the parent survey was, the -
effect the program appears to have on increasing the coﬁmunlcatlon
between young people and, their parents. Eleven pa;ents "réported .
that before their son or daughte¥ entered EBCE their child almost o
¢ e never talked with.them about what was going on in regular classes
B and nine parents said their -child talked with tiem almost-daily.
After their children were in EBCE for a year, 22 6f the parents * .
- . reported that -their children talKed almost daily about what was - . — =
. T, going on in the\EBCEtprogram and none of the parents reporte that’ . C -
; - . their children almost never talked about EBCE. The.same five- , .,
. point scale and bipolar statements were used in each of(th se ' .5
. questlons A statistically significant inerease was found jin
children talk1ng'w1th ‘their parents about EBCE as compared with
= talking about what was going on in regular ‘classes the prior,
& year (x? = 22.62, at = 4, p.<01). - )
4 L] - -
_— Many ‘parents Saw positive changes in the1r son oxr dacghter tha®t ’
) they felt might be a result of.part1c1pat1ng in EBCE. .Changes

- identified by over haif the parents in each of the,three pilot -J)/' '

23

-
-

~—

) s;tes ‘were greater maturlty or self q;rectlon, 1mpr§Ved self
~ T confidence and/or better understanding of. jobs. " No negative changes
- were reported by parents at one site. Several parents at the — —- -
other two sites felt that EBCE might have caused their son or, .
. 1&gighter to become less interested in education. . s
3

.
v y - \ '
. . -

-

.o

- <

- Employex Qgestmnna:.re : o B - .

%

,

.o ' The’ Employer Oplnlon Survey was used w1th—EBCE employer instructors
‘o - - -~ in three pllot sites in May 1976. Questionnaires were completed by -
aer T a1, 32 and 38 employers respectively for an average‘response rate
_— . . of 57 percent _Employer Jdnstructors reported sp“hd;ng about e1ght PR

c . ) . hours a week worklng with students on exploration levels and .

P . approximately 13 hours a, week with students on learning levels, © .

™ "'~ While students were on exploration levels, employers most freguently

ST . indicated that they speht time talking &bout job opportunities, ,

“e, - : talking about activities at their site and evaluatlng in jvidual . -

P . students' assigmments. These same, activities contlnued uring

o ' learning levels, Over” 90 pergent of the employers responding

e . t£o the survey at each of the. three projeets felt the program staff
‘ ‘was prov;dlng them with enough information to help them direct

student activities at their site. - '

r v .

ER 'Approximately 9s. percent of the employers indicated that they-

. would be willing to recommend to a potential 'emgjloyer or resource .
person that he or she also ‘become involved with'lthe EBCE program.
ovqr half of the employers felt -that’ employees a their site ~

» *
.- . 2, - LC \
- <
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K “~of the three employer sites) was’ that some students cannot handle

-
W
s
1]

.
:

benef:.ted from part:.c:.pat:.on with EBCE by the:.r 1ncreased awarene.gs \ N

of youth About 20.percent of the surveyed' employers also felt .

_ that part1c1pat10n in EBCE increased their 1nterest in their own : .

work . /~ 3 . Mo . ’. B Lo R . ,

. . — s ¢ . P N .
Employers saw as the greatest -strengths.of.EBCE that students .

/ learn about a'var:.ety of careers and - -aboyt real life situations and .

that they.gain exXperience in work:mg with adults. A weakness )

identified (Yy approximately 30 percent pf the employers at each | ) .

the freedom provided. by the program. For a tabulation of resporises
to eath questionson the Emp]xﬁyer Opinion Sux‘vey, see Appendlx B. . .
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o -+ _CHAPTER-V. EVALUATION OF SEPARATE EBCE MATERIALS

P R .
z 7y » . - .l

.
3 . - ~c
—_— - . 4 =

A.  Description of the Materials-

Stand-alone packages of staff and student materials have been ¢
developed @md pilot eested These materials are*avallable without
-7, tralnlng and describe how 1nd1v1dual EBCE\strategles ‘can be used o
1n non-EBCE-settings. Three.such packages were tested this year. e

< ‘ — . ) The Career Exploration Process. Staff and student
' guides for implementing the ¢areer exploration
_ brocess EBCE used to organize each student's first

- . experiences at communlty‘§ite§"into a loglcal process

.

—

A

Student Competencies.

*
Staff and student guides

of 'investigation.— . . // T

describing the major coping skills identified by Tidard,
- . o Oregon,.citizens as necessary for adult living in their
community and how volunteer community certifiers assess
student competence in these areas. The staff guide -
specifies a process for developing competencies appropriate -
in any community. ’ R
3 .
® Student.Career Journal. -Staff and student guides designed . . )
- to help secondary students integrate life experiences into
a career context‘with the help of"a staff correspondent. - .

&

-

" o e a - - it 13 -“
‘In addition to these stand-alone packages, the EBCE evaluation unit
also evaluated four completed EBCE Handbooks and the draft of the
flfth handbook .on Progr Evaluatlon -

’ ' The four completed handbooks ‘describe from start to finish theée “
processes for planning and operating the total:-EBCE program, with )
\v;'_ practical suggestions on procedures to follow andaadaptatlons to
make. The four handbooks are: ‘ -

) ‘Management & Organization.” Suggestions for program / .
planning, staffing, management and community relations. '

- Curridulum & Instruction Explanations of the conten
s _ and processes of student learning in EBCE and the re

a community-based program makes available to students:.
Suggestions for recruiting,‘ 4
s developing and 051ngucommunity sites to support student
LI . . learning. s . .,
" . t ~ - —~— -

/ , ' .
Considetations and procedures for

urces .
® ’ 4

o Employer/Community Resources.

Student Services.

—— — [

"7 recruiting students, orienting them to the program,

. . : L4
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T g . Responses to a questlonnalre about the NWREL EBCE handbooks as 3

completed by the project directors—from the flve NWREL EBCE s

P : o . pilot sites were tabulated. According to these responses prOJecﬁ

. 'S directors used the handbooks anywhere f2om da15~_to only once or

. . twice while employer resource specialists used them from’ 3~ 6, times .
. . to daily. ILearning managers tended {p\yse ‘the handbooks either

- weekly ox monthly while—the. one learning resource spec1a11st usedy M

. the handbooks 3-6 t:.mes ! -

P
P .

it
“For tralnlng purposes, the Employer/Communlty Resources HandBook -
was seen as the most effective with the Student Services Handbook
) as least'effective. For reference purpéses, both the Curriculum
. . and Ingtruction and Emgl;yer/Communlty ‘Resources Handbooks were.

seen as "Very Effective," with the Student Services Handhook agaln

least effective. Howéver, no handbook received a meah rating *
o higher than 2 35 a reversed scale of 1 to 5 w1th ‘1 as-the highest

score! This mPns that all handbooks were v1ewed as efféctive

y tools for tralnlng and reference. ' ’
I ’ - /

As for handbook uses, reference and 1mplementatlon were the most -
) . ’ common uses with, staff orientation and inservice training receiving
¢ less usage. The,handbooks were used heavily at the beginning of . #

. the year, on a weekly basis during the year and’ somewhat more A
., . heavily at the end of the year. All users- found the single index .

to be "extremely useful" except one who "didn't know it exlsted " ‘
T " . A
It was.génerally felt ‘that the project director, should have—the

. ) - Management and Organization Handbook, the employer: resource
specialist should have thé Employer/€ommunity Resources Handbook
and the learning manager should have the Curriculum and Instruction
Handbook. It wa& also felt that these latter two handbooks should . '
be available for general staff usage

. =
. ' .

s -

>
A
v

12




recording tﬁeirvprogress and supporting and guidin§

T, . ‘their growth. _ . - - T -
. .- e » \": . ! . .,
.. o . - - . ) '
e B. Evaluation Procedures o - ) : A
. . ) .
“An EBCE Materials. Packet Questionnaire was developed for each of ) Q\-ﬂ
N the three stand-alone packets and mailed to each.of I13 dlstrlcts )

that had purchased one or more sets of materials .in March 1976.

A followup questionnaire and letter were sent-in May to those
districts that had not, returned. the initial questionnaire. The
Student Competencies Packet questionnaires were returhed by 25 —
districts, the Career Exploration Process dquestionnaires by 27
districts and the Student Career Journal questionnaires by 28 _
districts. These districts represented lG'states for each category

- ] Lo of questionnaire. . - ) . - -

d . The completed EBCE handbooks had been critiqued as draft cop1es .

i during the 1974-75 school year by the Tigard (CE), staff and other - .
reviewers around’'the country. A revised copy of these handbooks — B
was produced based on the cr1t1ques of the draft copies. 1In
June'1976 &n, EBCE Handbooks Questionnaire was completed by the ] .

* project directors of each of the NWREL EBCE pilot sitgs to evaluate
the revised handbooks. :

[} 7 >
‘e ‘ } . S~ i !
C. Evaluation Results - - - ] L

The tabulations of the three stand-alone packet questionna{res are *
contained in Appendix F. Of the 24 to 28 persons responding to
each questionnaire, only 12 percent were teachers. About 40 percent
were career/vocational education directors and 25 percent were
other types of administratogs.., The staff ‘guides for all three
packets were rated high. Between 96 and 100 percent of the

' respondents to each questlonnalre felt that the packaglng allowed
for an appropr1ate quantlty of materials. -

—

Three-quarters of the respondents rated the three packets as useful Ces
or very useful to their students. Over half of the respondents -: ]
felt it woyld be easy to implement each of the packets, and two- -
thirds %¥eld\ the packets fit in well with their other instructional
activities. When asked if they have already modified or plan to-
modify the materials, 27 percent.indicated.modifications to the —
= Career Journal, 32 percent to the Competencies, and 41 percent
— _to the, Career Exploratzon Process. This supports the notion that
- whepn such materlals are made available to educators, .there is often
‘a desire to modlfy ‘thefff to fit their local needs. Only four percent
- of the respondents indicated that they did not plan to use€ the
- Student Career dJournal or the Student Career Exploration Process.
. ' Seventeen percent indicated they did not .plan -to use “the
- ’ Competencles. t—-

\y

-

— ‘ o
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. : —- ] s ".APPENDIX A L . )
) — Pﬂot S1te Ratings on the EBCE E;senha] Charactemsucs Checklist - -
-ﬁ:t‘ o R T o '{" . - ‘ < E T
N (Rat:.mgs in the left hand margJ.;z are those given by the evaluators for . ' .
' " . .each pilot site A to E. Ratings are ‘on a five-point scale with the . . =
anchor pomts indicated for each scale ) ) ‘e
f‘f’;" ) ¥ 4 ' ! ’ .« i -~
Site Ratings (for sites A to-E) ~ .o ‘ .
~ A B CODE. i .
I. EBCE is an individualized program: ) 3
" A, 'Ongozng assessment of st’udent needs, :Lnterests R
R and abilities in Basic Skills;- Life Skills and ; \\~>.~
- Career Development: . : ’
‘ B There is no ongoing assesgment inh two or . o .
. — : more of these’areas. .” . ) T
4.5 4 4 4 o
- . E - v Student needs, interests- and abzl:.tzes are
. cont:.nually assessed. - . )
> . .
L . . B. Partzczpation,ln assessxnent: . s o >
£ ﬂ Students play a passzve role in the ’ .
. k assessment _processs - 0
4 5 4 4 2 , ) o
. - E'S] Students play ah active and involved role in ,
= _ the assessment process.
- - - » - N
. /‘ _— . )
; .C. Individual negotiation: ‘ .. ;
, ‘ . g ) ) - . ) Al %ﬂ
. _ . - g All projects are preassigned and not subject - *
= ’ ™ to negotiationm. ‘
4 4 4 3 5 , -
- - ~ . “ |s| a1 pro:]ects allow for negotzation between .
. student and staff. i v ’
:" . - . = ’.): . ‘ . . - . , A Y -
B D. 'Integration . . - - - .
N . - \" . .
s . . - “ 1| .Thexre is no formalized, individual assessment
, “ » »
— : i | and/or accountability.
L. 45 4 45 | ' _ <
/ S : E " Individual assessment and accountability are : .
e B ‘( -~ integrated with program learning stxategies ° -
B ' when learning plans are negotiated. -

d . - X )
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o - - ¢ * v, ‘::_ "«
€ o ’ ’ .
: e - - [-4 - N
b — W S,
L7 L . . . .
- - ‘Q». ~ . ,
. E 4 [ . - s
P » © "‘/ = - _ . A
E. Accountabili%y standdr8s ("a set of learning and _ -~ |
behavioral expectations for. students as members % .
N of ,the EBCE ‘community'"): ., - - . f .
ISR N - 3 'l'here ,ar’e ‘few accountability standards. - _ e
ey 04 4,4 0403 < ‘ T o Lo :
c- b . E Accountability standards give the student : -
o 2 . . * - . the necessary flexibility.-to meet basic, . .
A L . Co program expectations. - . U
. . : ’ 4 . g .
W ; ’ r .- N . : _.‘. - 7 . -
B - II. EBCE is a conmumty-’-based pragram. _ \ iy K
t . _. AT  Community input into program pIann:Lng and- - )
d . Operation° M - 4 - - -t -, s : . 4 :
= . 1| No methanism currently \ex'ists.‘- -
L T 4 3°'4 4 2 T eTE o= e
3 - ) S 5t A sysgmatlc mechanism exists for procuriirg *{fffz:a. -,
a - M ~ . and utilizing community input. -~ . _y Cf Tl
. - . P L P '
B. Role of the program advisory\bo‘ard: - . . 3 .
i ] 'v- ’. i 5 ’ ) ) i -
s = " 1 There -is no program advisory bo‘g.-rc‘l,. JE
) . 5 3 573 2~ . OO c -
. . o 5.4 The pmgr,aﬁ adw.sory board takes dan active .
"y - : - role in" dJ.rectJ.on of the program by .° . o
o . v provid:.ng program input. : . .
; - » ' N : v ‘ 0‘ ,
. 4 C. - Corummuty members and studént learningsy - - ' .} o
. 11 Community members are not involved in student R
. IS lea.ming activities. . IR W]
5 5 5 5 4 " : : o
. . 15 Community members serve as resource instructors
. o . : . o and certifiers of student -lea:;ning. ., C T
. ‘ . g
X ' s “ frovision for community instructor t(‘i:aining/
4 . development activities : . =
A - s + R . .
- - . . ) : ' There are no_community, inspfactor tralninq/ o
S o ' : devel@ment act‘ivities b _ . .
’ 2 2 3 5 3 . . ,( L.
. . N - 5 There are at least four, .regularly scheduled’ -t
S, c SRR comnuni;ty instructor tra.ining/developmgnt v ]
.- . ' . activ:.ties. : -t . Sl
"' a ’ ’ .o i, ‘ ) R g ' . .o ,
r. . - y ‘é’a ; “. » ) . - . J,: - N . l,‘ . P ’ .‘4
= s R - . N

- v . . B
R . . ? . . N Lo
.. . - . s, . - ‘. .
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:i{‘ 4 ' ‘; ’ ..‘ -2z ’ ) J‘ *‘ Nes 2
H ", fee g ) ’ - S = 2 - )
® [} ‘ w' . ' ) S . ..
R T - - '
et ‘*:_)’ P ’E . : ‘ .- N
III. EBCE is an eXper‘len -baseq’ progranm and is built )
<« from’ the: career a;;x A g
. _ j . , o
T ’f. Mdde of: 1earn.1ng~~ ) . S Tt .o
' L] . * . N , C
. * b A .
R b ] Studen s are. .mstructed in a’ passiv’e or . - -z
e "school- lJ.ke mode. Lo .
5‘ 5' Y ' N - I‘- ) ' «
. el 5 /Aa:tive, realistic lifelike learning
‘ . /(ﬂ'qctlv:.tles are provadeq for all students. A
o R \ AP o~
‘ B. Student acti . . . P
’ - < f ¢ * | ¥, '
L] " I\ S'tudents ar igned activities and . S
¢ -7 - schedules. i . N -
S . ';/ . . ‘:.'_ . . v " ! . ..
5 students have the responsibility for /. .
T budgeting their tJ.me .and managing their _ T
oL da:Lly %ct.w:.t:.es. . Coa e e, -
) S ,((I'Jtili'zation of -resourges: ° .. -
. P o\ Ty
o e Y R
; . Ly . @ |1 %condary Yesour (texhbooks, courses) ‘
L 4 . . ,q R J are g:.ven prlog‘;y. Yoo, - S
~ et , . ‘4"5‘4',.4 4 - e % '~. ‘ ERSN .- - .
ST . . M -3 Pr:.mary resourcgs (pebple, mstitut:.ons ,
~ . e T < : 'f sucl'h as librdries and museums, events) SR U
" N . < - ven(prfonty . ) ' - '
L T o E\g\ : \ P
‘ K ‘D, . Conmunn.ty~lea;m1ng act:.vit:.és* o .o .?_f» ’
N , .
' 2w ™ . ¢ ,
- 11| Adult activitids iﬁ the community arenot - »
L 'utilized in;s‘t:udent 1eam£ng. ; Q . - SR
LIRS 17 g = 4 S, ' ” O
o |5 | “Aawt act:.v:.t:.es in} the commmu.ty serve as L, ., 7
¢ e fhe pmmg‘ry context for ‘student learning. AR
e .o K,
* -~ E. "Reference populigion:” .t o '}':
' r ' Y ’ ' : i o : I . ; ‘.
" "§1'| Adolescent peers' and school wolk are the . .
. ) primary referent. - - & RN X ’ '
. 5 Adults?‘Ix; théfworld work are-the primary -
©y . ¢ referent. ‘ oLy

ﬁ
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i ’ f *», L. . ’ -
s ° ' ) ' g . ) f . :(::
v atings : . . ~
. R g' o, .o Tl T g" « e ¥ I
A B CDE . = , o S L. R
> * N F ' [ < p ’ ‘ ,'{
e o : . JF. Cohum-ty learm.ng potentia1° e ,\ o : !
L ,,";,’ N ,,: e - R ~— s -
S ‘ : . .1} No° analys:.s is made of ‘the learning , e X
T e . I potential of the local conmunity ST a
o 5.5 5 485 . . i tg BT
i “ . 5| There is sys matic analysis that enables D
' : ' S = . staff nts to take full advantage A
. - T of th i otential of the, lg#al ’
: . TS ’ co! ’ v
. : R C . o
] . . . ?/ - ) .
€ - /\‘; .. Iv. - EBCE must have its own Jidentity and must be .
: E@“ - N compreheryn;le and ﬂntegrated , .
——— ! & v . - .- ' .
HE LY A. Program requirements and processes. : .
. ‘ Y BN =
" ’ - ‘el ‘ , Regular high school require,ments and
T - 2 o ﬂ _processes are used‘to determine student
Q . T . " learning plans » . . _
. 4 5455 5 | - S g A
P . L. . EBCE program requirements aqd processes . -
‘&é‘,‘f’;' : ‘ o - s -+ Getermine student learning plans ’ T : !
. v B. Prog_ram completion requirements. - S e _—
%' @f . | S : . 1 Program completion requirements are vaguwe, - )
, ‘ , 5 n unspecified or not differentiated from the - =
* , < ,k regular high school requirements. -
- 4 5455 : K
x . * a ) .- 15 Program completion requirements are, clearly .
. o " — gefined, differentiated from and consistent .
- ‘ ’ with program goals and Jocal, requirements. -
) ; ' e & c. Curriculum- IR Y R ’ ’
.. o - . ‘ -t A\
@i“ . EL: The curriculum structure Tncludes experiences” |
. " in eith&r one or none of-the following aréas: +
.o p ' Basic Sk:.lls, Life Skills, Career Development. '
. 55 5 5 5 ‘ : L
a. e a?; . The curriculum structure includes experiences r =7
LA ‘ in all of- the above area.s" e, . .

e '\‘ '




Site Ratings - . SR - L
ABCDE L S « LT

e SRS .- . D. -Survival’ competengies: R ' -

AN - . . . . N 4. N . ‘ .

Thére are no perfomance—based survival e o

‘competencies. ./, Lo ‘ -/ E
. f . ) r. A

: . . ] There are at least ten performance-*base,d B T

? oL ' sunv:Lval competen :Les necessary for coping ‘

. i s . ' in life and modenp soc:.ety T * X ’

iy
Ve
T e

e * ¢ E. Interreldtedness of'curr:.culum areas and Stident o
t. 7 . ' learning: ¥ \._. o 05 Y]

\ s i , ‘ . ° ’ : *x
ST ) .o < 1 —D:.sc:.plmes are emphas:.zed Sepa.rately . : R . ]
A 5 5 4 45 - B

o g B , 15 Emphas::s is on 1r}terrelated curriculum . , ¢
R . CoL s ) dreas and this is demonstrated by the . T "
o ) . . . student learning activities. ‘

3 AL SN The EBCE program places a major emphasis on the _ ,
ST e e AR ¥ career deveTopment of students . e
”': . .‘\‘& - ’ . A ’ - e ® - ’ ’ _ ™ Tl ' . ok
o, - e A.( Whes ef conmmity learning situations: o '
o . S . L s ~
2! " 7. TN $ 11 *There are no employer/coummlty 1earri1ng ‘
= . T R s:.tes. ’ . oo
c et 5°5 5.5 5 A T : > S
~°f B §‘ e L b . 15 Prov:.s:.on ‘is made for different types “and R
e e J levels of learning s:.{sgation»s at employer/ e
" ] - R . commynity. gites. . o .. -
A - L . .t | 2 . - ’ . )
f" } v ) . - o B. Enphasis at- leaming sites;ﬁ =, .

v . . ., —

s T oy 17 §'t':udents are paid for the:.r contr:.butions . L .
“ ‘ ) ¥ : ) ! on, employer/commity sites.' N L ’ h <t
= - '5°5°5 5 4 .o - - S ' ’

- T - - 5 Students Tare on employer/.commity sites" ,
-"’i‘. AN o ! . ;:'or learning about careers, not earning . s

J."‘ N
T . L 5 ) . D oan R - s} et
AT 3 - money Cohe DA T L B N Ay
N2 R . . 7 . . . ~ P

el : ' ’ * : ) ' ' . ‘
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5 . * ! ) . - . .‘_ ) - ~ . , )
- —— £ C i .
P ¢ - . i R . s - , ¢ »T R ‘ . s .
Site Ratings e S ' Co . , R
.’ <o — e L v ‘. * - ) 3
P ! . ) - .
’ . ) |: . .t S
- C.. Career 3ec1s:Lon mak:l.ng*. . e ' .
' - - ]
BV Students are not éncouraged to improve , oty

—_-— the;\.r ca.reer decision‘-ma}ung process. ST

o ) IE] Si:?fdents .are requa.red to gather information P -

~ about themgelvés and:the world of work and R
. - apply ('.hJQ information in career dacision - -
« o+ ‘making. - - -
®. \ . ) , i ‘

e D. Reflections on student experie_x;ges: : - ‘ .

There: are ‘no. requirements towards self- -
- v
T evaluation. . *? R e
: . .? 2 /‘ 4*' N

L, 4 - Students are ‘encouraged to reflecti T v
' ' . experiences and evaluate their own - ’/

strengths and ‘weaknesses and progress.
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PS _ "~ NWREL EBCE Process Checklist Findings-for Pilot Sites = = = -

- ' 4 . - - .

- . . N
« . Al s, as

— v

" Thig checklist is intghded .as an instrument to identify areas in which \

JV o N . N . o fad o o PR )
fﬁ _ pilot sites and market demand sites are consistent with ox different " -
. from-the NWREL EBCE operational:model. Deviations from NWREL R T B
} .~ - Pprocedures .are viewed here from a neutral perspec-tive in that certain ~
deviations may produce different results than those described in the . .
- . .° NWREL EBCE handbooks.” A ‘description of what devidtions occur, their o
: reasons and their results is essential for an understanding-of the EBCE S .
implementation effort. . . - ‘ °
s Thig process checklist is designed to identify déviétié_ns in .procedures ] Pt
. ) used in qpératixig an EBCE program and complements ‘the EBCE Essential A
— _ ). Characteristics Checklist®, which identifies basic philosophical and =~ _ *
. ~* policy characteristics of EBQE sites. The checklist has four sections: ™ - T
N { 2 - . [
1. EBCE cbjectives = LB ' ‘. . .
7 ’ 2. Management and organization processes . . . . ) ;
! . . : N o uz . .. ¥
L . x 3. | Curfticulum and instruction processes - . L e ‘ T
U 7 g, Studept service processes T e '".'} :
X " _For each it in the _chedklist, ﬂthe,proje‘ct ‘aaministrator’ is requested. \ a7
’ . to identify whether the item applies to all students {Vo_:i_s,taff , employers,
etc.), some or none, and also.to identify “any \ways in which the préces_g ESS
operates differently than at, the demonstration site. . T
- ~ 3 - . * 1 . " ;3
. . . ¢ “
’ - , ? /' = -«
A i - . - .
. P é' s . -: ) : -




b "T . 2/ . . g K
- ’ . R » »: ¢ . Y 4 ) e >
i} - . ’, ) v - . )
" - . L L . - . L ‘ .
- ST . ‘. EBCE PROCESS--CHECKLIST - .
N — ] . . . e s - ‘
- - ' ’ .t - - i - ' om Py
: Site - < ) o
b' N . 7 4 i
, » * Respondent : \ : '
7 Observer , - - ) Date’
- / ) ’ - ' l . ’ - ’ o
s ¢ ) . ) I. OBJEC'I:IVES . T -

4 - .
-

For each objective listed below please ‘check whether dt-applies to all
of your EBCE'students, some or none. Also list any additional stndent
outcomes that your pro_ject may have. (Please note that the Life Skills
curnculum area is not .mcluded here becattse it is addressed in. Section

. , I1? B. ) .
b Y ,. - ’ o . USEgy'ITH- ': .
-, . . i All Some No -
- o . -, sStudents. Students Students ‘
. ICareer Development ' ‘
1. Students will increase their . X -~
s "* 7 knowledge of “their own " 7 Y S X

aptitudes; mterests and - ] .. \ \
abilities and apply this ' )
- vunderstandmg to- their )
- - - potential caréer interests. 5% ‘ L

- o” ’ ’ ~ .
2. Students will increase their ' \
knowledge of social, L. a8
* ' 'governmental and economic ' . ..
" ' issues and -trends in the ‘. \ -
world of work. 3 - 2 B
3. Students W:Lll develop the  ° ' .
' ‘general -gskills of job :
S . finding, job application, ° - ‘ S
’ N . on-the-job, negotlatlon and . .
. " dependability necessdry in . . C
daily gvédrk interactions. 5 - i : .

< 4. Students'will analyze . ‘ - -
.. . “poténtial careers for® o :

\ : fifaficital’ and psychologmal o o, ~
DI SR inducements, pieparation”. i o o .
- ~ ' needs and preparation, Lo
' programs available,’

Y

-
8]
>

’
-
\ ~
L] . )
-
.
.

*Numbers shown refer to the number of pilot sites (out of 5) respor(ding

in each category. . / . s
Q B~-2 T ‘ % ’ . x < e
N , . ‘ L4 -
T, [N o4 = .
[ v ,‘99 ~ v




v

L L ' " USED'WITH: - ‘
® . ) - All . Some No “ ) <
Co — Students Students Students. '

- “Basic Skills - . - ' .
© s, Students.vill bé able to . - . R
perform applied ekills tasks , . : .
« ' .related to careers. of - . ’ o - -
.- interegt tp them. . -5 - _ )

~,

6. Studenty wilY improye in ) .
their pérformante level of * ~ ) )
. Basic /Skills (reading, S ) .
- - writing, oral communicagion v~ )
' . and mathematics). P 5 : ‘ : o
7. Students will hecome aware
- " of the level of Basic Skills B RN _
“[needed to enter caréers of ) ) :
J interest to them and will ~ . ' R *
stand the relationship - ~ o
d | of that level to their
! current Basic Skills .
. proficiencyf . el 4 . .17
e L i;' 4“,\ - = _— . . ’ ) )
- 8., Students w:.ll defronstrate an . .
N ) increased wzlllngness to apply 6 — , o .
ty . . Basic Skills to work tasks and A , e L
- ’ to avocational interests. 5 - ) - - .

‘ - Other OQutcomes - > - '; )

9. Students will broaden the
range of sources they use - .
(people, events, institution i . .. .
) laws, books,'etc.) in - : — T «
: gathering information for N ’ ] . o
R ‘work® and decision making. ¢ 8 T .
5 - . & . . .

10. Students will demonstrate oot <. ‘ .

- the ability to conduct |, - . - o
cY ‘ ‘cenversation with an’ adult _ LN ' .
T that reveals the student's - ' '
) self-canfidence_ and - . . - :
understanding 3% “the other. . L°
person's message and . 2 . )
fpelings. - ‘ 5 : ‘ . . .




. IS

, ‘ y - USED WITH:

, R ai1r Some-  ".No -
. e Students  Students Students.

.7, 7 11. Students will demonstrate

. " * an increase in self-initiated , ‘ .
. : , behaviors and in assumingy. ST .

Q responsibility fori;rrkgi/‘lbg . I ‘ . K
S out and evaluating i

e . which they_agree to complete.

) 3 Students will demonstrate an’ ° A . . -
. My incre€ase in behaviofs that : .
-~ . revdal a tolerafce, for- ) , s .

: people and institutions R ? - DA
T havfr'ig different values, - - 2
‘ ideas or bagckground than — — P - 5
v - themselves; an openness to . Rt _

. - f change and a willingness -to ' ) . T
. © frust othefs wheh . ‘ ’ . o
' " - circumstances warrant. 4 4 - 1 S e

- “.. ° 13. ,Students.will include data . , NEE ' .
. — from their total sensory ‘ Co.

. o ,system as part of thejir .- : ) ’ . ‘
~s.., - input intd their decision- ‘ .

, - making processes.’ 5 . .

14. .Students will be and feel
' better prepared to assume e o L
imminent adult ) ’ -
responsibilities and ' ' . .
relationships. ) -5 -,

. 15: ,Students who select a cateer o " . / .
. area to purswve wiil acqu:.re e
Lo " -specific job_skills whilé ) -
- at. employer sites related - .
to their career areas. . 5

. * 16. Other outcomes (pleasevlist). : - ' -

PR

L]




-, ¢ * v - A "y
’ . - .. - ¥ :
II. MANAGEMEN'[ AND OBGANIZATION PROCESSES ‘ .. , . T
P R

P-lease check the appropriate respo‘nse that desecribes the current status
of. gour pro_‘;ect on ‘each of the followmg dlmenszons.

’ ‘ LR I VS ; ’ /I[
LR Has the dlstrlct school board approved the’ prOJect? ’ . N
", Approved in writing 5 . Verbally approved Not approw:'ed
. - - T ’ - . v ‘
’ 2. Has the state department of education approved the project? /
App¥oved in writing - 5 , . Verbally approved . . Not_ approvedr
s /
=, L .
, 3. Does the project meet all legal and fair labor practice requirements?
- ! Yes 5 Meets most requirements No - Y
. 2~ — - - ' : .»\
= ' ° (If yqu select’ "meets most requirements" or "no," please-explain.) . -
. 4. Bare the' following staff rolés being used? (Check those: roles .
s actually defined and used.) o
. « Project director ., _5 B Student coordinator _3 )
L " Hearning nfanager’ 5" " Learning assistant ‘- 2 . -
; Employer relatlons 5 — Aides - . 4
- - spec.lallst . - - .
- - ) - .Others (list)__ . ,
oo <~ _  Learning resource 2 . ‘ 2
. s . ' ' ) ‘ -
1L 'CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION PROCESSES
. . \
s P - . - &
) ) .- . . .
sA. Competenmes L ' o e . LT T NS T
of the following competenczes check those, if ‘any, that are’ part of your ’
. program and indicate if they-are being certified in the same manner as at
the demonstration s‘,1te. List any competencies your site may have added.
If your site uses competencies differently than as described on pages ) -
331-407 ‘of the NWREL EBCE Curriculum & Instructioh handbook, please
X gxplain the differences. . - .
- < ‘ s i — /P -, .. .

- v ’ o« ' . ’ —

. ° N\




o » ) } : Used g
Tl o T I S - - Differefitly Than
- ) *  Requfred Optional ~in Handbooks Not Used
' 1. Transact business on S . . - B} e
"7+ " a credit badis 5 . ) ' :
Ll .. - ™ ‘ . -
o ’ 2. Maintain a checking ' . - ’
» account ) 5 P ’

W\

. 3. Prov:.de adequate . . .
' insurance .for self, T, ’
- - family and possessions 5 . >

M

4. File state and federal
income tax . 4 1 : . -

T

5. Budget time and méney : . -
71 effectively 4 - . 1 i

,\_6(>Maintain the best 2t .- ]

. physical ‘health and- A " .
vy make appropriate use . -

\ ‘ gf le:_._sure't:uPe - 4 1 , - ] ) 4
~- ~ 7. Respond appropriately . E - ) =
. to fire, police and p e

= physical health : . .
emergencies - 4 . . 1

: D ow -~ . S ’ -
8. Participate in the e —

electoral process 5 . St ) '

~

7

9. ‘Understand the basic ) - .
o 4 . structure and function ~ : - . o *
' - [ of local, state and o ' . .
} federal government - - ., 5

% . 10. Explam own legal o o i . (

i hts eand' v LA ; . .o
r dd é%:’gponslbllltles o v )

11.. Make appropriaté use . ) ..
of publ:Lc agencies . 5 -




~_‘ > , , ? ) w.. g’
. r " . ‘ - .
- . .
t—_ . T : ' Used - =
T - . ' - \ leferently Than
- . Regulred Oth.onal in Handbooks - Not, Used
J— . 13. ® Operate and maintain = * . .
S - an ‘automebile” o 3 , 1 : 17
- 0y . - - \ e . .
T 14, O’ther competencies cT . -
e ) (please list). ' "
P - ’ - - ) s - ~< B
ank.i.ng . o1
o = Obtain basic swimming: _
: ., certificate 1 o
. ~x .. . Demonstrate-basic . .
- - first aid - ‘ 1 ' ’ LT - .
- “ Read and use a V. C - )
B - newspaper e . -
. Parl:.amentary - .
- _ —  brocedures.
B Fupe;al\ arrangements -1 ! .-
R . - Survival swizzmz.ing - <~ 1 - C .
—L;-'-—; B, Student ProJects - -
—y . . ’ e !
- :1. Check those pro_']ects, if any, tha;t are part of your program. List(
S any student projects_your site may have added. If youzt&s.lte uses
‘- Co . student projects dlfferently ‘than described on pages 189373 of the
o NWREL EBCE Curriculum & Instruction handbook, please explain the
3 . ‘differences. . . . .
L ‘ oL T o o
T ) .' P ' ‘ i Used ~ . B
—== o . = .. Differently Than = .
R -7 o . Required Optional in Handbooks _Not Us ed
. 4 lo C‘I’itiéa.l thinl(ing ’ ,.A ' : \ - <
e preprepared ‘project - 5 _ .
oo ® ’ ‘ . ’ . .
R 2. Critical ‘thinking co e
e T - - individual-project . 4... . 1.. . ... oLl L
f“, ..: ) ° |., - ' - ‘ . T
. T2k 3. Science . . @,
o preprepared project = 3 1 T 1_
S 4‘. Science‘ ‘ ' 2 -
individual project :Q' S | v - ‘
R o T .. ==
—_— . . 5. Personal/social I = ,
: . | _development ’ : . . g
- T _ preprepared .project 3 . '*2’"‘\3 . T

1




- -

I ' ) . ‘ ' Used. = = - . ” ‘
Differently Than L

- Required Optional in Handbooks Not Used

"6. Personal/social JETEE ‘ '

' development o -
individual project 4 -1 , -

o

7. Functional - - :
e citizenship _ - I . . K
preprepared p;oj’egt 3 2 : J

8. Functional
" citizenship .
individual project 4 1 .

9. Creative = )
development™ - : .
preprepared project 3 -2 -,

105 Ureative . . . LT
- development - o
-~ individual project 4 1

ll:_, Others i . ' C - -

o

- 2."‘;“”How mahy projects is each student expected to c'ompiete e'/ach' year?

o - - . . wf
) , o (Four sites require ten projects; one site requires five projects) .
. { % 3, On individually prepared Lifé Skills projects, who generally does
- the foll'ovimg? (Circle responses-that apply).: .
ol ' ’ - ‘ '
. 1. selects thé topics Students Staffm 5
: ‘, " 2. Determines the objectives Students * Staff- 5
and actlvn.tles - - .
[ 3. Evaluates the results/ ', Students , Staff- A
S g IlJ/ / .';, - LS . '*.'l ! ‘ - < ! ‘ . *
' 'M - . . T, - - 4
C.. Exploration Package , ) \, P : \
. . 1. Are the'exploration packages—- T, ’
a A~ . .
Iy Required of all students 5 :
= Required of, some students ’ -~ ‘ ‘

) Used—dlfferently than described“on pages lOB -185 of the NWREL EBCE
Curriculum & Instruction handbook If so, please explain the
differences. '




- -, o - i . e
T I
2Fv . 2. How many explora ns, if any, are Jeduired f student$ in your
L program? ’ : . ’

N

thé exploration sites'f\’gf an individual student?

- (all ;‘zve sfites require five explBrationsU‘

s

ﬁ. Who selec -

£
;z,/ L4 -,

EBCE staff @/ N ’
— .
. The student . A -
Staff and student jointly _5 ' -
’ *. Other (please specify) - , =
‘4. What is the average length of each explorat.lon in hours? -
o (One site listed eight hours; three sites lJ.sted m.ne hours and
. - one site l.zsted ten hoursk - .
\ ¢
. s . AN .
¢ R . . -
--. D. Learning Level Process . .
1. .Are learning levels—- , o .
. / : Re‘qug.red of all students 3 t -
. Requiz:ed ‘of some students’ e . '
- . _. Used differently ‘than described on: page§ 277-327 of the, ' .
’ , - NWREL EBCE’Curriculum & Instruction hdndbook. If so, S *
: please explain the differences. . .
r : - ' . 4
r . Not required 1 L , )
(One site did not respond to tIu.s question
2. How many learnmg ‘level experiences, if any, are required oi::1 students
o, :m your program?
.
(Two sites reported' no spec:.fJ.c number, two sites reported no leaz‘ru.ng
" .  level _experience reun.red, one site reported pne learping level- i
_ experlence reqtu.red) - ' “1
-+~ ’ -3 Approximately what propor%on of tlm do students spend worklng on
lea:ming le ls at employetr sites? ) .
o (Three sited reported 50%, one site reported 4 weeks (2-3 hours per
- . ’ day), one site r rted sJ.x weeks and one site reported two- thJ.rds
of the progfam yearf - . .
- * LY
Al - . ﬁ. (
. . R * . ) . -
- » . ’ " ~ .y
AT . s 6 6 ‘) . /
) ‘ . B"9




E. - Student Jourpals———=- ~ » : tee W
N l._' What are the pfimary.purgos’esu served,bi‘theAjournals?\ -,

st . Analyzing and 3.ntegrating career awareness information = 1 < .
oo, ,\ - Developing con'munlcatlon skllls R | ' St T ”
. Helping students know themselves better 4 ) " N B

Develop:.ng Brust relatlonshlps with an adult 4 o B ! .

Zi- . 7 2. shre student Journals-v-'~ : e ,

*u
[

~

U Requlred of all students 5 . S S .

roe . P Pl .
P - - / , - . ..‘
x

oL, RJqu:Lred of some students ! -5 ! . '

. . (1]
Lo ‘ Used differen;:'l.y than described on pages 411-451 of the .
N Curriculum & Instructlon handbook. . If 50, please explain _ —,

. the differences. ) ‘ X Lo s -
- ' -, ‘L, . -

“ e 3. How often.are .students required to write journal entries?

o . lz'au.r sités repdrted weeklg; oqe‘ site reported daily) .
4. £

' often are students ‘required 'to Xumn in their jeurnals?
to ‘. ‘(all five sites 'repgrtéd weekly) T . “ L e et

F. Employer Seminar . — .
[ 4 4 - .
1. Agproximately how many seminars with emplcyers or community~-resource”
"people ‘have yeu held for studénts oxr do you plan to hold this school
- } year? . ¢ . . v J

~ O\ sy ~ .
‘ * (One site reported one, one site reported two, one s:.t& reported . -
three, one 51te reported four and one site reporte?i nine) ~ —— =,

. .
L = __ -5 1 ~

. ' . . . o N R
S * G. Specific Curriculum Materials . L= - : -
e Gl o7 . . #. ' -
. ' Do students-in your program use the fc'flloniné’ materials? . St e
- P ¢ . VsEDBY: . . . ‘
o ar Some '+7. No I
. _ L - .+ ¥+ Students Students, Students’ '

' o 1. Individualized Leawning . - - e e N o
e - _for Adults (ILA) Basidy , R L ) ) . o

s ' Skills materials __ . : .5 g Tt

Bk ) . P v, . - , ¢ "'<\/—‘~ .

’ . 2, Career Information System L 3 : ) oy
(CIS) . .

PrEE
e

-

e Y 3y

e
*
$




-y » :; — * N ) ‘ ' -
. § o ; - —_
LI ‘ﬁ. . S . 4 L .
- %o - . g
‘\‘ ) v r’\ Y ‘. ., . . ‘.' _ .. .« ~ "
. u . ‘&w . “7 " . ’“ ) . L4 % .
Lot ‘,.‘. USED BY: LU -
i e e ) all + Some. . No ’ >
e \ - gtudents' _Students _Studen g o / "
3 Other materlals ., o i o , : . Lo~
o (please spec.lfg) LN el e . . - . v
o T Lt ~ ¢ \ . . '_77; - ) .. P>
-, -.,,.w-..r_ —r $RA_ Basz.c_SkJ.J:ls\ tenals*v- ooy~ Ay T U ’ wl e ‘
" /N 5’ » - ‘ana M . ) ” O . "x ) . —
S e Locarlly created Basic . LT Y
S "Moo . Skills materJ.a'Is AN , " N . oL -
s . . Spectrum math sé!‘ies LS ,; 1 0 g e . .
> . " . -f' . . . . . .
A : Sounder readrng program . ’ .1 i . ’ ve
- ? - e e % .
N 5 Ll Competencz.es package ) L L L ) . ¢ —
v - VAST~ 3 - - f 1 T s v
. - DJ.strJ.ct Career’ Educatlon .o ‘ s T
R materials , . _ ) \4‘ 1 . . g - .
o _, ‘&, Occupational Outlobk Lo, ' S
. Handbook . . i .
o b ~ o N > AN v . ! . R -4 - - ’
& . Ta . Y o . . , . . .
. ";\ w 7 ’A‘ ) - : — ‘ l "
s . - HO Program Comp]etwn Requ1 rements : - : : .
L. - ¢ ) ) rp\ . ) .
2 . L ,;‘. lbes your pro:}ect: have wrltten program complet:.on requ.;.rements that’
.Y « arekclearly defmed? 3 ‘es 5 ~ " No 0 ..- . ( . St .
) ro N - . 7 .o e P, Lol .
,- ’ :%5. If yes, dre the requlrements thqse descr:.bed on pages 52-53-of . ”
Ty A4 the NWREL EBCE Currlculum & nstrucgzon handbook” ) - .
. .,‘,\ . v ' / R . . .
el ‘\“ . ) Yeg .4 No /- , .. ’ o - - s, . -
. o _ - & g——— . . -_— . B . 4 ! , A .
PR . . , . : . .
“Ss L ] ' , ry . .,
o S . L C IV. . STUDENT SERVICES -. - N
-' . » ’ - . « ‘v' [ 7S - + -
I ; K .. . LA .
% A. Student Reqy;ui-tmenh i . .
. t. < : . v X ' . * * . »
. * 1. Has'student recrultment been a:.med at a cross section of local h;.gh
¥-: . '_.school students? v, Yes s _4 : . N0 _1 [ .
u,z.a What recruitmen’t stra,teg:.es were use,d? . ‘ ‘. o 4
N RN . L .' P ~ ” o — v . . s .
LI ., = Class ;neetz.ng . . R . , . o
L . . . " Programs at the high school- . s ot "
e, - A recruiter taple was set up in the school 11brarg - :
T ~ WUsing students, car fullgr sé.lected, is the nly reallg effectlve- 7},
. - strat:egy SN . . . o E
. - Referrals from h.z'gh school counselors L, T Ng :




T - ) ~ R .s - ' o ) ) &
Dl 7 , /. RN —
N ) .X - -
¢ L ) .
— ’
3. What types .of students actually entere ﬂme program? (Indicate * ~
only if different from type of student recrulted ) v \
»
e - Students with the w.7.dest poss:.ble range of ability and attJ.tudes -
CuT ’ -~ School dr“opouts - \ C el
N T - . / ' 1 N ~ @ *‘
("1 - - - w‘—ﬁ*%" - b - -~ - : - e e e e~ - P . -~ . - . . - « co- - . -'-: - - ',-
:}j.; R oo ] I’ - - . 4 R v N > . B ‘.'
o+ 0o Bl Blasses - ‘ - T .
S T ‘ i e ) T “ S
) - 1. Are dtudents aIIOWed to fake claSses at the local school? ‘o g
s ° /_ ) Yes 5'. No ’ . Y
— PR . 7 . .
. . N ° . N . -
’ . = At community celleges or other institutions? ; "
W, Yes 2 N 2 AL
} . - * - (Oneswsite did not r‘espond to this questJ.on) _ - > .
- * ’ ) =
v, S 2. . Approx:.mately how many students, if any, are currently takn.ng o
Py B classes? . ) : . -
g 2 % ? ) - ’ C " . .
," . A(One ‘Wite reported eleven, one site reported nJ.ne, .twq,,s:.tes -
. 7 < - reported six and one site reported three) (
[ 4 . . f - »
What types of classes?” = (\\* L
A .
. el ‘" (Sites reported classes in E'ng.ZJ.sh literature, 'band, er.l team, —= -
T, French, history, art, chorus and agriculture) . N -
. A Q ‘:____‘; -
’ ' - . ' o . .
8. - - o e . . . -
Lo . .6; N . .- o « , = *
‘ ) ‘& ° . . -, ’ ) ’ —_— :
& <. ¢ C Guidance . Ty - ‘ - -
. - . - ® PN
. - 1l. Is the guldance functlon shared by all profess1ona1 staff members? ) —
e Ty, LR . . ( - -
re . Yes . ‘5 - No o ¢ . N . =
S ) ~F Yo : . ot —
- Yo . ’ - ' —_
v * o * - ] - c =
- e m\w_m, g .Y . - e
. 2. . Do staff memberrs conduct student staffing sessions regularly to — ‘¢ —
‘ discuss the proégress of e"a“.c}l student? Yes 5 No, 0 -
] B" - - . ) i e ’ - - ' T | 4 *
. " 1 - - — . - }‘. " . ) Y ;
'P'__’/ o — ‘ o B ' - ’ N . i
' - ~ . ‘ . " » . r<_'.
* L e ‘ , ’ - / , . ’
° ) /:r--, ' ' g e
‘ - X ! ~ e T d - - ' (& -
T i ) L ' - #,‘4:."0, (,
, . L e e .
Lo 2. : o '.
l‘ <7 - Nt - ¢
» - ¢ . - i .




- \ N - . . < T
L ’ * . - - A 2 M -

-' lh . . . - - - \ . \

s ~ _ ~ . J . '
LD Accountab1hty System « . : e = i o
o © . » . .

. . 1. Does your’ pr03ect utillze a_ student accountapility system with v ) ’

. Q . clearly defined expectatlons and’ consequences?,, , ’

Yes 5 No - . . ,

St 7‘—?;""’ ¥ "e'—-?-“‘ o~ —:_—": - e e s f'“ﬂ: B L e I ot ;' .o e "’h.- T ~'-‘r

a2 = B R - x
<o Z’.& if yes, does’ your accounta.blllty system work like that descrlbed pn . Tt

pages 77-91 of the Currlculum &, Instruqtlon handbook? -y .
T . Yes 4 No 1 ) ° ’ - ' g
- if no,,pleaée descr:.be the differences. . . . w
-~ . . '
. - Somewhat dJ.fferént because of individual J.nterpretatJ.on .
- We cons.lder J.ndJ( /dual needs and problems - . -

. . i
| ) ! ’ 1
h A S -~ —- .- - - = .-
. — .
- . ° - . R ‘. .
. v -

"~ E. Program Year Act1 on Zo ’

.
v
)

. . e ¢
t A
. f* How mary’ program..year action zones for stédents are utlllzed by :_ - —
NRERRN your project? . . - . .
- 4 . - — , - - .
( Two sites reported ten, two sites reportéd e‘.zght and one site dbes
net use program year action zZones). - . . ' -
' \‘ 2. 1If you have gction zones, are they organlzed like those descrlbed -on - ,J )
. . pages 81- 84 of the NWREL EBCE Curriculum & Instructlon handbook? R A

Yes:3-:Noz., ’ . : , ’ _ ’

- [ . N - \
o, ‘, ] K L ' A |
” oF. Asses§ment “Fofms Se . Tt L
¢ N L s -
“ s - .
] Listed below are a nunger of EBCE forms or J.nstruments .sometimes S N
L . used. Please indigate which fomsu;are required, opt.lonal or, not |
". .. o« " used. Also J.de.cate if they are reVJ.sed or different from those ) RN )
. - developed or used by NWREL. ' .. =
. - B B . S . =
v o A . E VIS /u . - , ’ | . .Révi'sed- or. i .
. - ’ BN .- L . ,. Differemt , . - g
- s N Ta e . . © ' . Used By, Used.by _WNot from the -
, \ ’ - AL Somne  Used- Handbopk .
3 1. creb Read:hng & Arithmetic . . . . .
Y ‘ \L -Subtests (C:27,54) %" '-— T 4 ~ i .. - LT, <
N AR 5 - . .
. 'l LY : ’
*Thls for® i is shewn or discussed in the designated NWREL EBEE- handboak AR
on these pages vV (C = Curr:.culum & Instruction; S'= Student Servioes) -, <
» ., ._ Q ' . . _ . !
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ESEI S APPENDIX C - -
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' . Tabulated Responses’ to- the

: EBCE Student Epd -0f-Year Quest1onna1re PR

-

- M .

Career Education’ (EBGE)- program This quest:.onnalre Aasks some of -
. the same questions that you may have been ‘askéd in September and adds

' - some new ones. that cever your career plans, personal experiences and
knowledge about” tigefworld of work. "If you have any questidns while you

~ ' - are completing the survey, please ask for assistance. . =
’ = '/. ~ . L 4 ‘i ,\\
: “Site Ratings*. oo e .
. <. A B C D T TS o
- - o e 1. what do you expect to be domg\‘one year .
) Lo after completing high school? -
- . ! ‘ - LY 4 ]
36 44 59 47,41 29 *1. Working full-time ~ . .-
-0-8 50 % (é_ 0 ] 2.  Entering an apprent:.ceship or one-
. . g ﬁ} P - * °  the-job tralm.né program
R 7 & o~ }7-3 0 3. Going J:nto regular military’service ',
e » T, or to a service academy .
_ ¢ ' .
, - 21 4 5 20 6 14 - 4. Attending a vocational, technical, :
-7 . ST ¢ trade or business school
0 16" 14 20 24 4 " 5. Attending a junior or commum.ty )
L T - " college .
% - - ¢ .
14 0°'14 7 18-3 ° 6. Attending a Four-year college or
¢ v . . 5 un:.vers:.ty : o . )
70 5 0 0 o0 \ * 7. Working part<time e ,
£ 7 8+~ q,L 7 8. Other (travel, take a break)
o [ 7712 /5 0 o0 7 "  9..Idhave' nq idéa ¥hat 1'll be.doing  /

7 . N
. )‘\. . »;/ . ¢ .. L . c, . ®
"l N .t . N . . - —
. . « . - s .
R .
.

(LIRS S -

o —\ .t N
. tes A to D represent pilot sites, TF represents ”first«?ear students
L / at the, EBCE demonstration site in Tigard and TS represents.gge co‘hd-
4 ®
1

year BCE students at Tigard )

» . . . e ) .,
N - IR . o

A%
1
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-9 ) . A “ ‘ .
Site Ratings’ . : ' .
g < ’ ,
A B_:C D _,TF TS . , 5
e i : - %5 .
-l . - . 2. How far, do you plan ‘to pursue your '
L ot = .. ‘ formal eddcat:.on? .
S -0 8 5 0 0 8 ~-1. - Don't plan to finish high'school‘ )
’ 50 . 48-23 27 & 48, 2. High.school graduate :
- 29 28 41 47-41 28 3. High school plus one or two years of ’
, ; . - .college; communify college or =
.ot - . , ) ) . special training - T
. 7 8 5 0 25— 8 T 4., High school plus three or more years
— .4 ) of college, community college or
. ‘ i special training +« * | d
= T 14 0 9 20 24 0 . 5. Four year college graduate =
- .0 *8 18 7 o0 8 6. Graduate or profes’sio9p.l .training P
, g ‘beyond college , -
s = T, i L . 3. P;ea‘se li.st 4wo jobs_that you feel you’ :
Ty . ' might like to hold after completing your’ \
", .. R —education. Giwe the, vocation rather- than
FU) - - location. (For example, say a "draftsman”
. . . - ,ratheréhan myorking at General Motors.”)
i A .- B -7 -7 Jobs were coded according to Hollingshead'
H . - socioeconomic,status system into the *
- ' v N ' ifollowing categories: . , .
‘ ¥14 -0~ 5 7 12 14 :' 1) Higher executives -and major profedsionals |,
. T 36 & 14 33 35 36 2) Business managers and lessér )
s .. » : . * * professionals - . ) ’
. - B . é . A
- \712\ 33 13 12 7 3) Administrative pe_rsonne]. and minor -
T K ) .. . Drofessionals _
e . 29 8 - 5. 7 18 24 e 4) Cler.ical, sales workers
. 7 48 33 20,18 7 ==5). skilled wanial emplojees - .
B "0r16 10 7 0 .0 \ 6) Semiskilled employees
. S . 7.8 0713 Vg 7' - 7) Jdnskilled ' " -
= - - ° —:( -\\} -’ s L .
S . 4. 'Have you observed or’ directly worked -
S, T . . - at either or both of the two preferred ‘
L ) ~L ) _ jobs listed for question 3? -

.

.- .56 56 55-73"29 50° - 1. I_.observed and worked at; both jobs

43 36 41'27 65 50 2. +f obsezved or worked at one gfethese

» .t [ . \ - 2 ) .

, o) * two job—s - . RS
ip"' . 0''8 5 0 .6, 0 ‘3. I aid ndt observe “or work at either job
3 & ) T B 75 - . “ ¢ = - i
Q T C-2- o . ) ) . I ‘ . , - _

4 - ’ -~ . ¢ - . P _— .
s 'D' » - /




Site Ratings

= A

21
29
43

X '79

' 57

. 57 80 ‘68 60 65
. 36,716 32. 33 29

B ¢ D

48 18
24 41
24 41

20
60
20

64.91

12 0 7
2 27 20

.
- 4

.48 64 60

28 32 7
&
72 82 ° 93
20° 36 13
4 14 0

.

7. :
TF TS
*g.'._ M
0 0
12 7
59 43
29 50°

_" -

76 93
24 7
0 0
0 . 7

29 50 .

71 10 .
47-. ' 43
82 93
47 43

Y -

s

6 7

5.

B S

3.

, of potential careers? _(CheckK as many as -
~apply.) .7

2.

How sure are you of steps to prepare for
and enter the job Whlch you _would most‘ . .
l:Lke to hold after graduation? , -

1){ R P E s

1. Do not know where to begin - =
- e

2.

3. - Steps_pretty clear ) .

4. Steps quite clear

Have some idea,

Do you feel(you will be able to complete
the necesgary steps for this job?.

1. Yes . : ,

2. Not sure . .

Probably not

What aspects of your ‘learning experience
this. year, if-any, ;.nf]:uenced your choice

1. None . . . . .

~

I talked to teachefs or a counselor
- about my choices

I talked to people wﬁo work at the ‘ ..
-+  jobs "o

I talked with re!lata.ves or frz.ends
about my choices . .

I had experience in observing or . ’ .
trying out the jobs . . .
I rea‘ci about the jobs -

- . "

Other (Please ynte .in)

o

~ .
P - .

Are there any jobs that last year seemed .
1.nteresting that you "how feel do-not
match’ ycur*interes'ts or abilities?

Yes .

. . ’
= - . . -

No - . A
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e Site Rat‘ings o - W ;, /l . . _;
: "/;‘A B C-DSTF TS ' . 3 ‘
) ' : v o . What caused you to change your mind o )
) . about—the job(s)? (Check one or more - 7
P -7 . T T f”“ “CoE the ¥ollowing:.)™ = T T T s
* . 0. 5 5 14 R Advice “from 1 teachers or a counselor :'_, -
0o 0 5 0 12° 21 . 2. Advice from relatives or friends LT -
7 ‘.18'; ‘18 0 - _ . 3. _Advice from someone who works at the T
y gf " JOb(sy * - -
: J0 0-.18 13 41 43 4. Information I have read about the - ’
- ’ . * Jjob(s) '_l' =

64 33 65, 79 5.

Experience in observing or t.rying

out the job(s)

7 _4 32 27 35 My J,pte’rests have changed

7. -I&njtkﬁ@ ’ ) e ,-_' l'

8. Oth r (please state your ‘reasocn) N
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. Site Ratings*

L

On the grid below please circle a number from 1 to 5 to md.icate hoir
helpful you feel’ EBCE has been to you in -reaching each objective. (For ~

example, if you feel EBCE was.-very helpful circle 5, if moderately
helpful circle 3 and if little or no help circle 1. )

How helpful "do ‘you feel-you,r, EBCE- expenences tlus year‘“have been in”

“he lpmg yous~-

A -8B
4.57 4.00
3.64 3.08

— -

4.36 3.64

4.57 4.28

- 3.57 3.12

4.29 3.76_

+ 4.57 4.04

%
4

4.21 3.52

.
” ¢

4.71 4.12

4.36 3.84

. 4.43 3.92

¢ D

4.77 4.27

3.82 3.60

4.82 4.00

4.86 4.07
3.90 3.27

.

3.36 3.87
4.82 ,4%0

[

4.32 4.00

.
AR

4.59 '4.53

"4.09 4.20

4.27 4.00

—

-TF

4.35
3.83

4.65

4.35

"3.59

4.06
M ¢

4.59

4.06

4.29

4.00

4.29

TS i
4.21 R
3.93 10.
4.50 11.
4.57  12.
3.79  13.
4.00 14.
4.57 15.
4.36 — 16.
4.71 17.
4.07 18.

4.43 19.

&

a

*Flgures -listed for each 1tem represent the

site.

‘

N

solve problems logically

+nderstand the roleﬁ‘of i
science in oux_society

today _ _
understand more apdut
yourself , ’

get along w:.th others

understand the democratic

process =t -

develop your own creativity

learn how your interests

and abilities fif-
Jbotential careers

learn how Society's values,
the government and the-
economy affect the world of

work-

-

learn what to look at in

considering a job

learn how to, fmd and- keep

a job
learn the ‘basic skills,

that interest you

L
.

mean responses ‘for each
) "

‘necessary for the careers

[}




~. ' . site Ratings / - : . -

Lt A B DT TS L7 .

» a
- c e N . . .= . . - - A
-:—«v—’-f» = -—3-79 —3.44 ~3.73--3;06- -3v59 3.07 - 20.._ improve your reading SM
- 3.57. 4.04 3.59 3.20 3.53 3.14 - 21. improve your math skills— .

-

“4.43 3.28 4.50 3.73 4.35 4.43 “22. improve youroral .
- - ) - communication-skills - ..

. "4.14 2.88 4.00 367 3.82 4.14 _ 23. improve your wnt:.ng /
— c > > L skills '

" 4.29 3.40-4.50. 4,27 "4.18° 4.07  24. know what level of basic
. T . skills proficiency is
* . required in the jobs ‘of
. ’ " interest to you ~

4.21 3.52 4.27 3.53 4.29 4.(_10 25. gain cmﬁdgnce in your

ﬁ ) - “  ability to apply basic
‘ . - ‘ 'skills to complete tasks-
- ' o and to solve problems .
v $ . around you - o B
’ . .

- '4.21°3.56 4.41 3.87 4.18 4.64  26. become acquainted with a e
- . broad range of resources
» - to use in gathering . ;o
) ) . ' : .- Anformation for work and . -~
oot . . . . ‘ decision making .o AR

4.21 3.6§ 4.55 4.53 4.24 4.29 ~ 27. communicite cotgfqrtably s
‘ ” ' with adults ‘.

- 4.21 3.88 4.41 4.40_ 4.41 4.07 28. take responsibility for T
' ’ ¢ ' ) _ your own actions

»4.36:.(3.72 4-46~ 4. 07 4.53 4,21 ° 29. become more oper to ideas - o S

-

. i and values different from J
SR o / your own S -
.+ . 4.29 3.52 4.32 3.93 45 4.3  30. use information obtained -

. . : . ~ through direcdt experiences *
- L - in making decisions ,
L 4 . v, . L e

4.43° 4.08 4.59 4.20 4.47 4.71 31. feel prepared to accept
T s / adult responsibilities

.4.5%:°4.32 4,64 4.13 4.53 4.63% 32. How would you rate the TN\
o . s * = . .overall quality of your °

- . - : ' - ' EBCEypregram? (Rated.on an
: —_ ! —_ . , excellent to poog. scale) 3

; - . Pl g —

. . . ) ‘ , ]
N 4.24 4.86.4.47! 4.65 4.43- . 33. If youhad it to do ‘over -
; ) - ’ v again, do you think you . .
¢ T SN A . would decide te papticipate C
- . ‘ N T in EBCE? ' (Rated on a ° )
. . " - - .. . definitely. yes\to defimtely

, . ,

A 79 no ﬂsca:’le) .

= 34

U
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Site Ratings ¢
- A . B L 4

c

4.8 -3.96 4.64 4.13° 4.18

-~

5.00 4.28 4.68 4.73 4.2%

r

@
«

-

N

A

3 <

‘e v
7 > - _’ - ’
e ‘e - '
- TS, A .
? o
4.50 34. -In -EBCE have ybu-felt-that. _

) . . you could-progress at your
owh rate? (Rated on a
definitely yes to definitely
ho scale) -

5.00 _ 35. In comparison'yith regular
’ . high school, how much
- opportunity di:d EBCE
. provide you for learning.
about occupations? (Rated
on a much more to much less
) -seale) e
4.07 36% %[n comparison with.regular
i high school; how much
.- opportunity did EBCE
provide you for general

learning? .{Ratedson a much
more to much less scale)
i

4.71 37. _ In comparison wift.h past
. experiences.in regular
. high school,“how motivated
are' you to leam in 'EBCE? -
(Rated on a much more to:

L much less scale) ]
S i
. 8. .
v )
;
B - v
. - )



29 3

A C

*36 56 64 40
) 9. 33
8 27 20
4 0 7

21
14
¥

@

65

18°

12
-6

70

"0

&

14

o

“a

7 24
21 20 14
29 4 9

—21 20 14

14 28 55

-

-

7 0 5
N

. 21 20 18

21 28 27

7 24 23

8 18

29 20" 9

’

2

ES

0
7

7'

6

20 447,

20ﬁ18

18

-

N

12. .

R

N s . -~
et ' . - 7
X . A’ /‘ .
TS - I g
‘38: at courses, - if any, have you taken ’
JRREEIN the - regular ‘high' school, a community:. .
’ college, employer site or elsewhere?
(Please list any courses and.whegze
. they were ‘taken.) e— .
. » - . T~
‘57 h 1. Nqne . _ )
0 . 2. One Tk =
36 - 3. ~q§‘> , . -
. v et
~ 7. 4.  Thtee ~ :
V N’I‘h:.s year, approximately how many .
s pamphlets brochuresp manuals or '
magaz:.ne artlcles you read? . -_
0 1., -None - -
-0 2. 1ltos ‘
14 3. 6tol0
%6 7, & 1102
21 ™ 5. 21 to 30 .
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d1v1dua1 Student Proaect Evaluation Fonﬁ .
1e of Students from.the Five.EBCE Pilot- Sﬁtes -

Are the project activities des:Lgned to he].p the studen‘t meet the

spec:Lf:Lc o‘bJectlves _of th:Ls Life Sklfls area? (Individualized

- —

- De:f:‘rni’tely No*
) Il

* Unidecided, * -

6

.. 8

9

Definitely Yes -

2 3 45
34 7

2

4- -

7
22

11

.

10* 7 1 >
Do the/ﬁrbject agtivi

[

-

.

r,

es meam.ngfully :anorporate the use of Bas:Lc <,
~ S$kills in a way to pr ote! growth in, cormunications, reading _and/or

1; mathematlcs? (Individdat: zed projects only)
: B - Défini'tely No \Und,ecided - Definibely%;es
' . -1 .2 3 4 5 6. 7 8 9 ]
Ce ! L. 2.9 .9, .7 0 7'5_6 l6 - °
E ' > ‘
3, —i; Eherew; re].atlonship betwe;en ,proJect -actJ.v:Lt:Les and Career )
Development outcwe obJect:Lves? s ,(IadJ.v:Ldual:Lzed pro:]ects only)',_
4 b4 - .
Def.:mrtely No® Undecided Dﬁ:mltelxs
- . < . . “ * . \ -
. 1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9
R s <
26 \g 3 '6 0 5 @& 3 3
s ' '\' \e’ - he “ * / I, '.
) e ‘. - . v ' . «
4, Was the employer or comm ty site used productlvely?

:pro;ects only) - .

i
¢~

P \

{Check if-
2 employer or commumty site :LS nqt used--'[23]) (Ind:.vidu&lized

v

. Definitely Mo ﬂ ’

[ Wb

Undeéide'd "
5.

6

. l -8

-f)efinitely Yes
g

«

0

4

4, 5.
' L ]

21,

L.

A

, Pprojects recei

B I

-

-

85

-

S
e -

Th casesw‘:here infé¥mation

.
L

— 'dl .

f . . ..

\ *Numbers below each nine-point scale represent the numbex- of étudent

ng, that particular rating!
"make a reasonable, Judgment, the project of, product

‘ was not rated on that particular scaJ,e. o .
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To ‘Definitely No ' Undecided Definitely Yes. ;L
i < 1 2 3 4 546 T 8m9 < he . 5
. ‘ 6 9 '7 6. L -9 10 7 1 - T
A P i A A i gi , o e
¢ b g ';‘ \' e * N . ) ‘ . * "‘ - / .
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2 " . ., . . - . ~ . ¢
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- 0 ¢ .01 5 322719 €1 @ _ > T
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) Appro:'cimaté number ' o¥ efnployee§ at youtr site L
"4  Mean' 11, Median 4, Range 1 to 87 ~ - ~ T e\ —,

o o v L - TN . o > - . .o
(I Students in the program ‘visi€ employer sites for an exploration -level g
s (usually several days to get an averv.lew of a part:.cular job) or for a' - ,
T s learning-level (usually”several weeks or more to work on”a pro_yect or ' .
'éget a more in-depth VJ.ew of an occupatzon) # . Ce

El -

e <“1; When the student is on an exploraéxm or leaming level at your' C / :
N S —site, approx:.mately Row many hours per weq}c do’ you typ:.cally spend * ~
) w:.th the student? . .. . - »

‘o -,
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_-‘ - LY .. . . R < l
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... siteA 8.2, . . 6.0 ©1-40 . : o
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.+ Site g ‘6.8 5 4., 2-20 w0 :
»:,:.ﬁ. :.._-::‘ , - l; ...._;,._.——-,, _— P ) --'s" — e e me . - ma M7~,’o—--d-——‘ .:.-. Rl S
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Rt ¢ \./
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. . . _ - ’ : v, .
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- - +Talk about %s‘tuabnt!s'persqnal ¥3 117 - 687 16, 32 58
, prioblems? - , : L A o R
A) v - Talk abput activities at your . 84 - 88 32 ., 50 51 . 27
z . - 's1te? <’ . ] : ) : o
o Tutor in’ academic ar¥a? . - 13 10 90 - 16 _ 22 82
. Evaluate md:.v:.dual .student s 25 51 50 . . 25 48’ 32
oo assigrifents? < - Lol . , v
-\ ' .-adsist students in mon-job: - 9 . 12 82 , 6 ' 22 .71
. felated assignments? T_ | A L. . ’
a . - v PR
. Supervise students to perform a, _56 44 37 43 56 | 37
. " specific joB-related task at your . : . .
7o, site? . S
. ° Help plan student ass:.gnments'> 22 . 32 61 22 . 44 45
- Y & .
Other (please write in) = - -.3 R/ 95 L= 2 95 ~
L o e o .. - Site Ratings
S : A B €7
o -7 3. How did you become mvolved-mz.th— the—-pregsam?— ‘ L v
ot Check appropr:x.ate response (s).
' v w o L Program peérsonnel contacted me about "the 75 ’ 78, 84 -
.~ g ° ., Program. , - 1\
;= 2. A student talked .to me about the program. b 137 0
3. BAnother employer taiked to me- about thel . " £
* pregram. N Sl ).
777 T, 4. Company personnel &alked.to Jme about the 7.3 12 . 8
= 7 . brogram. ‘e . . - e
' .. 5. Other (please writeﬂin)&. ‘ K . .3 ) "3
. - . -~ [ N -
PR i",. ““4. Did the program staff provide you with enough. B <
R - C a.nformatlon to help you,direct student aCtivit:.es . .
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T % Yes T . .91 93\ 95
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5. Would you recommend to«a potent:.al employer . 3 , ' -
- . or resource person that he/she -also becdme R ' <. ) Y
co g 1nvolved with the program’ S : . g
—— ¢ ¢ - . “ . . P
. - — . . e L. b -
\ Q:ﬂ' 1. ‘yés - . " - >97 ... 88 100 CeTT N
) PN B -2, No e N - - ) " 3 , - 12_ &0 .f’."‘ -
- 6.~ In general, do you th:.nk the EBCE studenj:s you ha#e worked/m.th are ' °, .
. really interested in your site? Circle thé appropm.ate number . <L
e, ' from l (deflnltely no) to 5 (def:.ru.tely yes) ) ‘
", L e Def:LnJ.tely No . ‘ Deflnltely Yes . ;_',M_,
. SRR S SR SPLR 5 - ' -
-, Site A .8 - 6 7 41 16 ., 34 . o
. o Site B . . L .
; 1te .5 12 22 12 29
{ Site C ' - - ,3 .32 32 .34
[ o -~ .
;{. 7. In‘general, do you tHink the students you have worked with . are, ,
,{' really 1ntérested in the program?~ . ' '
. ‘ . . - . 3 4 @ . . . .
. { Defm:;tely No Definitely Yes _
S 1 2 3, 4 5 o o
g - SiteA - 3 18 . 45 - 37 T~ o~ - .
g , Site B L= 3 19 25 .50 BT .
- S1\te C ' - .7 29 _ 29 39 *
-t 8. Do you receive adequate feedback about what happens to the students LR
. '\? - after they leave your site? Circle a numbex from 1 (never) to 5 ..
. (always) . _ et | . e
" ' . : . - - -I: . e - ' t‘
: . .. 'ijever \5 " ,'Always% , - =, N
’ T N - g 1 l' 2 -3-,'-.'4 .5 3 . .
- SiteA . 7T . 7 37 26-,, . 5 . 13" 11 o ’ : :
. Site’B , - 13, 19 19 .19 22 . b
.. SiteC . .17 34 24 / 7 5 -
3 . , € ’ ¢ . e, T .
° 9. Dé you receive adequate feedback ,about the ef“fect:.veness of your : Bty
R wqu w:.th 'Ehe,) students? ' - i . . ’ DR
T . Never ", o~ ' . © . Elways e Y
) e Py 3 4 G T
Site A . e 299 34' ] 8\ ’ 1‘3 " ‘{._ll . < . sl "Q: :
- Site’ B .~ 9 £19 31 - - N AN Vo -

S SucteC Yoo 7. . 290 7 34 CI2 - 12, o S A




L . ) j__f.!':?/ , - LA - N"""’ ) NV B - .2
\ -~ R y _ e - o A
::;1 ’ * . . . ] . .
Y : SRR Lo o T
' ¢ e | - . =
- . e * _‘).’ . ,
- PRI . - _Site Ratings 3
ool L , _ , _ . . A B CT -
‘-“;-‘ ©+ 10. 'How have employees at Mite reacted to TR ’ ’
- ' part:.c:.pat:.on with the pmgram? Check one.’ - b ' -
~ 1.- Positive’ reactlon ¢ ' - .44 73 53 . .-
% 77 2, Negative reaction o 0 ., 2 0
. (. - . o ; . - - R i ,). - -‘»
T 3.~ Mixed redction ! 25 --20 - 32 A
L 4. NoO reaction : “ - ‘ C 1‘35 N1 2 0 .
vt 5. Rot- applicable ) - N 0 -
. - L ’-’4. -_r"./“' v - —
! ' 6. «Don't know . . .- T 6.. 5.11 s ,
-t ~ v-,‘-\ l ” . - J v * - ‘ *
"11. In wha{t ways (if any) have the’' eﬁployees at o ‘ = e
- - your site ’ben'ef_lted" Check one ox more appropr:r.ate v L
d g . * responses. LT . " e
. . M A ¥ " ) ) -, R
‘ 1. Thely haven't benefited, 5 .. . e . 36 -~ 12 8 ..
2 . 2. Increased their awareness of youth. * ‘v~ 41 6l 58 T T
’ 3. MotJ.vated the regular employees eto ﬁurtﬁer T3 T 12 \ 11 *
. training. e h 1 N :
g ) . 4., Reduced their wofkload. e~ 7 : 19 v <5~ 34 R
t . . . i , ' - TN . J
5. Increased interest in their own woxk. 19 . 24 24} 1 :
C 6. iI don't know. - S T 16 15013 T T
P e ", . Other (pleasé write in) . ) L3 5, Q" e )
- . -“ ’ ' L )
L e 12. Do you plan.to continue part:.c:.patlng Mith the o > T
—_ > ' program next year? N - Dok - el
. . i ¢
- ¢ T “ - 4o e PR . —
T B Ye.s) Lo D ’ Lt NM o 76 84. . :
AL 't 2. Noo ' A Py 16 10 11, “
N . - N M - "\ - ’ hd - > e— R ..
* . -~ . - et .d’ L » -
T . _Why? (Check one or moré reasms below) <4 EREN
[} ! . ,’ ) ; e " Tty .
et ol P s W thwh o L T L 8t 73 -
T ] .1 rogram is wor ile _ ,\a S § 73 ])9 e
. 2. 'I- 1:Lke the people J.nvolved . . - 47 . :34' o '32'1',\ .
— T e 3. My'part:.c:pat:.on :s a commun:.ty serva.oe . .' .“ 49’ © 59 45 .
NS -.-’AA. It ‘is challengmg to me . ) 4 ;*““ v+, 38, -29. 26 "
o - . e r .
o A O 5. 1 havé -had problems w:.th the staf'f c, 0 " g% 0 -
W *a ot I'd ‘:_ . .- ..’ )
SIS B T have had problems with the studen’ts o 0 g Tet L. )
L. T : o . AR . . -
- ¥ « 7o . The program 1s not\effecplve . - 0 2 0, < -
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13/ What daé you think are the grea.test treng of ,
the program" (chec}c one or more) o ' .
. L ep ,
BN " 1. Gopd altfernatlve to a regular h:Lgh -school 47 ' 37 53
L * program ) . / .o r
o L2k Qual:.ty of the staff’ 25/{‘ 1o . 11
° 3. Students learn about a =var1ety of careers ., .~ 81 68 79.
- el — . R
—4. Students learn about ieal 11fe situations 78 7/6 87
5., \Good way of getting Students to learn ~ " " 53 29, 32
. 6. Expenence in workify w:Lth adu.lts , . A - 66 33 61
~ 7.+ Other (please write in) *° 5~ > 3 2 o
. éu . . . .t “3o
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of the program? - {check one or more) ( e, ,
b} ¢ - , ' ‘,. a
1. Some getudents can't handle’ the f.reedo(m >y . 28 7 39 32
,2,: Probléms in the orgam.zat:.on of the program 3 -7 '3
. 3. —skudents not rece.ty:.ng suff1c1ent tra:u;mg . " 9 “20 8
, 4. Iu#dequate .superv:Ls:Lon of students on ]Ob sz.te: /-9 2 8
o 5. Too much’ p,eperwork . - 23, 5
S - - "\ LN N
- . — . 6+ Other: :Maybe too diff:.cult for, some, stients< 22 7 V-
N A . y ’ ~.
15. How many students/vg?d your site be able to* -~ ¢ L
handle ’at one time r an explorat:.on level? .
. ‘ =t
P One student N . ., 56 .54 61.
, 2. o studepts . L . . . 81 32 29
* N » \ :
tt 3. Three to five students . . P <3 12 .8
~ a7 six.to eight students T e T 0~ , 0 0
- " \" v
<. 5. More than eight students - B 0. 0.
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J K //,E\B&§Matemals Packet Questlonnawe Sumnat‘y L / AR
S I V' . Student Career Exploratz.on . - - P ~
v e < < - ] o . N - -
& Your Posa.t:.on (gheck éne) ; ‘ . Lo BN
» L T ~ &_
e 1% 1.' teacher ‘ t-
- - - r e . " —
- 7 - cougsel N/ . ) o o
*\“ 29 '3.1 adm:.n:.s ator o Co
B 39 4. career/v ca 1 educat‘icm director .
. -— A4 . 5. other, spec:. ‘ L 2
o 1. Please rate how well the Career Exploratz.on Staff Gulde prepared you
to understand the following areas. | rcle a number from 1 to 5
with 5 meam./nzg very vg_%, 3#1ean'i'n ir and 1 mean.mg very poorly.)
r » . o . - —
) P . i
g ~ 0 . _ L. Verlh) well, Fq.lr Very Poorly
. s T 5 .4 3”72 3
. ' ¢ .. " = \- - = — .
v a,: What the Career Exploration 61 36 3 , - - Lo
e, .%%rcess —'knvolves‘ > o
- ( ‘ / Pl - - .
- + A ’ N -
- b. Rat:.onale for._ us:.ng the: . 61 36 , 3 R - -
i ¢ fFareer Explora'ta.on process \ )
. * . What is expected of staff. 46 - 46¥ 7 - -
. members - o i
2 - . : ‘". ’
- df, What is expected of students 61 _ 36 di% - —-
© -~ 4 e. 'With what students thel 39 43 14 4. -
_Rareer Exploration, process c o e -
- ' is most apprbpr:.ate _— LT a0

Dpid ﬁhe packag:.ng~fof these materials in sets ::.N:reness, -

’ ~

- Implementat',:.on and Replacement Sets) allow you to obtain the.
a--‘ ’ . quant:.t:.es of materials appro‘pr:.ate for your purposes? (check one) *
. ; '\’ '
2 ' .96 /1. Yes. »(Only Awareness séts gre currently avaJ.lable ) *
. [ 4 ~
Sl & 2. Do - A 'yl -
. . R e ’ .
' ¢ , ' D : . SN
N . L o ' o .“ - 4 ’ ° *
: , ’ % -
*Figures _{gﬁown n this Appendix represent percentages of responses .
) sbased on an N bf 28. - RN . :
) r‘ e T , . . .. e o A ) . Oy
. , .\ - -
) . ) ‘ A
& -~ a ‘ ’ © ’
. . "~ LY . B " — P \ R ~
. . :.. * ¢ ) . ‘ - o ) -
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L “ . y
‘ B - “ . g :
‘.. . i _ . ? v , . ~ . , . "‘- :.
- / ’ R & l‘ \"v\h
-4 . . . . ? . . . u“
4 S T
*3. How useful will the Student Caréér Exploratlon. process be to your . Je oy
... Students?” (c.zrcle one number) . T, ; - e
) -t - ‘ “ b/ : S~ ) -—s
PN Very Useful v Not Useful L ,
. . . - “ . ' - .t
5. . . 4 ot .3 ' B 2 ot 3 - l‘ i . .« - B A
-t Y T Te8 4 37 11 -4 - T ) .

4¢ How easy will it be (is it) to J.mplement the Student Career )
Exploration process? (circle one number) ° . . o !
-/ . -

Very, Easy - ) ’ , Ve‘ry%DZ?ff.icult -,
) . . . : Rl N -
) 5 4 - 3’ 2 1 N -
. d , 19 37 37 ’ 7 - ;

5. How well will (does) the Student Exploratlon process fit 11(10 ‘with
your other instructional activities? ¢circle one number)

3 , R
4

. Very Weil ‘. . . s 'Véry Poorly T oo
. ’ o..s . 4 3 2 - a . - ) - -
30 37 - 30 4 -

1 - I ’ .

-~ - 6. Have you already mod:.f:.ed {(or do you plan to /lﬁodlfy) the Student
GuJ.de or the Career Exploratlon procegsj\ (check pne) L’
— I _‘_J ) 2 ‘e
41 @5 Yes o T ’ ’ B )
56 2. MNo' v . o

s - Ay

4 3. /I Qo not plan to use, them.

]

7. What best desch.bes your plans for using the Student Caréer

-~ Exploration process? (check one response)
18 1. The Student Career Exploration -process is already being used - ke
’ with students by me or,other staff members. . ~ ’ »

— 43 2. Plans are undexway to use' the Studgnt Career Exploration )
PR .o, _process in the near future. ot ) S

27 j A dec:.s:.on has not been made yet ofi whether or not the Student , .
Career Exploration pz:ocess will be. used.

4 4. I do not plan to use tHe Student Career Explorat:.on process ¢
because tor . L. .

. 13 ’

Vo - 14 5. °Other (please specify) .o _ ) ,
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’ _ 8. If the'student Cfare Expl'oratlon process_is Qresently being used or °, .
| will''be used in yo school/program,@lease destribe the groups of .
- . 'students w:.th whom it is being or will be used.~ (Please fill in ‘a .
row_for each’class or group who are or w.tl,l be using the Career._ 'l'
. N Exploratzoq pracess. Use the bottom of.this sheet if more®pace is
) needed ) " T, - ’ :
. Numbe.r of Students . Grade Level How Often Used - .
ST : . 7th. & 8th grade - 1 Dpaily for a year ~ 4 T B
. 31-60 studghts - 6 7.t6 12 -1 . Daily for 2-3
_ - 61-150 sthdents - 5 . 8tolo0-3 '-. <+  .months - 1
o 151-400 students - 3 .10 to 12 ~ 11 - Dajly for 2-3
.. , Not reported -:9 Not reported - 9 weeks =~ 1
. - i : s : : 5-10 time a : "
T e 1 . . year ~ 2 )
S Lo - & 3-4 times a N Y
- . semester -~ 2° =
. B Not reported - 18‘ .
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e “ : ' v T R
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o 2 BRI L ‘EBCE Materials Packet Questwnnawe Sumnary "
e b ' : The -Competencies. A
e ! ~ _ EN : -,
- i . - ) ‘ -‘ ~
T ¢—. = Your Position- (check one): Ve ’ . T
-~ - ’ , . -
if 0 -7 7 12 #1; teacher. * ) . R T ’ *
e 4 .2:. counselor . ‘. . , ’ T
—=~ + - 25 3. -administrator _ | T ' T . ‘
. .« 46 4. career/vocational educatlon dlrector AN o -
o .13 5¢ \other, speclfy 00 . — - (
;" -1 ‘Please}rate how-well the Competencies Staff Guide prepared you to ~
.ot e understand theé followingareas. (Circle a number frem 1 to 5 with .
5 mean.ing very well, 3 meahing fair and 1 mean.mg very poorly )
- . - , - '—
- ‘ . PO ;( . jVery Well Fair Very Poorly
. ‘ L5 ' s 4 Y3 2 1 :
- - - . R . R . 2 ' .
e - What the Competenc:.es - 83 13. . 4. - = )
PR i 1nvolves . ’ i ,
“ . - b. Rationale for using the 71 25 4 = " - ,
) Competencxes . ] / to _ =
' i . s c. What 1s expected of staff 50 46 / 4 - -
. oL - members . ’ / - . ! .
. —_ ’ - -
d. Whaﬁ is expecte& of students 58 42( - - -,
. . e. - With what students the © 44 30 17 9 - .
’ ‘ Competencies are most / ) .
- . ST appropriate L - < T R

C = . T2 Did ghe.packaging of th 'e.materlals in sets (i.e., Awareness, ‘}
‘e Impl mentation and Repl ement Sets) allow you to obtain, the -

. quantltles of materaals approprlate for your purpeses? (check one)
o - 100 1. Yes (Only Ayareness sets are currently available J I N
L. .. 0 2. No, ., - ‘oL . .. -

”

3. How useful will the Competencles be to your students? (circle

et ” %% . one number) - . o . . e L
4 _ , . s . , - » . ! . ‘- -+
- e Very Useful . Not Useful - '
, . . M * 5 4‘1 3 \2 » "l\ . .
R . ‘ 52 . 30 17 , - - - .

. . . . s . R . . B
- . . ¥ *
Lt :

*Flgures shown in this appendix represent percentages of responses based

* on an N of 24. T Y . . .
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32
41
27

How easy Wwill it.be
(c}'ircle one number)

. Very Easy
° 5

-

L v

3

S 24

“Very DJ.ffJ.cmlt
1

SN

How well will (dc\a)'

48 .

v,

Y-

the Competenc:.es fzt in with your other
(circle one number)

J.nstructlonal activities?

Very Well

22

13,

2

.

1

Very Poorly
L

Have
Guide'*

—

* .

-’

*4

check one) "’

~

.

kis it) to implement the Competencies?

g

a'l.’ Yes

one

=

< . - ?

do not plan to.use them. ' !

- A\l

u already modified (or do you {)1an to modify) the Student
r the use of the 'Competencies? (

(check

+

s.are unde,tway to use the Competerxcles in, the near future..

c1310r; has not been made yet on whether or not the

A !
o«

’

\~e

‘s
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
o .

being or will be used.”
group who is or will be

(PIéase fill in a row for each class or’

using the Competencies.

this sheet if more space is needed. )

. Number of> Students

Gzéde Level

11-30 students - 4 8th & 9th,grade
31-60 students - 2 9th & 10th - 4
' 61-150 students - 5 llth & 12th - 8 ,
151-400 students 2 Not -reported - 1%
*  Not reported -*12 - ’
| . i
b4 . T
4 . 1 ’
. - ‘
' M r
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y t . -~
- :‘ . . .' f' ¢
. ! . s
! Ao
A 3
v . . s S R
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‘A R - - . ., > ,'
. '
. ¢ . /
- / - ; -
{ e R
. Hel
: " w7 . .
oy, .. ‘
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. v »
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s £ — % . N
. . e p
t . o e T T
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s . ' . ’ o . )
/ - s ~ ‘if‘;‘ t .
-.‘ - * ’ "' O t .
F-6 , 8 -, .
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This report presents a summar‘y of evaluat:.o'n data analyzed by the
evaluatJ.on* unit Bf the Career Educaglon Program (CEP) at the
Northwest Reégional Educational Laboratory (NWREL) for “(CE)_. - Tigard.’
This -program has completed its fourth year as-a NWREL demonstratlon
« site of the Experlence—Ba,sed Career Education (EBCE) program. , The.
evaluat:.on for the 1975—76 school- year has been conducted by the
evaluation um.t of CEP. NWREL staff have proposed an evaluatJ.on
des:.gn, developed some .ewaluation instruments; ade.n:Lstered/ -
.. collected and coded most oY the data; interviewed staff and ~
analyzed the- data Since the NWREL*staff have, not conducted ‘
", systematic dbservations of (CE) Tigard or been on-site frequently -
during the year, this present report will summarize the evaluatlon
. data that have been. analyzed, but interprétation of these findirfgs
N ani.ny recommendations “for program modification should _more *~
approprJ.ately come from _the pro;ect staff -

* <
. 5

> {}:As report corftains the _evaluation flndlngs of program oudtcomes.

desch.th.on of each of the following J.nstruments and'related

findings is presented the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills

v (eTBS), Self-Directed Search, Student Opinion Survey, Student
" End-of-Year Questhnnalre and Staff Interviews 1 .

4
.
2 * :
* r— - - Jo ,
[ ’ .

1}

Lo ‘- - EVALUATION FINDINGS . >
78taff Interviews . .

- . .
t

An J.nteﬁlew. form was developed espec1a£lly for use w:.th the (CE)
Tigard project staff. JInterviews were conductgd about two-weeks
after the end of*the schdol year vyeach of the (CE) profe’ss:.onal‘
staff w:.th ‘the exception of the prffject dlrectdr, who Wwas out of
town_. ‘The primary intent_of the. interview " was to assess the
perceptions of the (CE) staff regarding their role in EBCE .
tralning and demonstration actJ.vJ.tJ.e's.

.

.
.
-

‘Two of the quest:.ons covered durJ.ng the J.n’fyerw.ew were presented
in writtén form.since they involved rating scale A tabulation

. of staff responses to’these two items appears 4n Append.nq A.~The

type of training and demonstratlon activities most ﬁreiluently
engaged 'in during the year bw. (CE)  staff involved discussions bf
«'(CE) . operation$ (an average of 12 hours per-staff member). and
ques%ion and angwer sessions (an average of 7 hpurs per staff).
Each area of J.nvolvement was rated by the ((‘.'E)2 staff as eitler

high or moderate in percei‘ved effectiveness. . . ‘A
. ’ ) v T = ) - ~
- = 106" n
. . . z ' - ' GT3
- e A o . "

N ™

N
|




.;1\ b . . ; v - ! ' ; " B v
e = oY . .
< . “ . L~ - . -
- ! a ~ ' Py N
¢ > [3 “ - :
) . ; R TN .
N .. ., ’ ‘ -2
. - W ‘. '
. Of the five (CE)_,.staff 1nterv1ewed three;felt thelr 1nvolvement'

, in the; EBCE .tYraifiing and demonstrat;on act}yms;es this year contributed
in a m&nor way to their regular work and,two‘felt that such activities
. "‘; neither contrlbuteé'to nQr 1nterfered wrtg tME1r regular work None
o N - of the staff 1nterv1eWed'felt that thelr parthxpatlon in EBCE training
- '« 7 and demonstratlon activities }nterfered with, thE1r regular work. Those
N . « Wwho expressed the view that’ shch tlcxpation contributed to theix
" * regular work stated that it. gave~§hémsinalgh#11nto how EBQE mlbht e
} " work in other settlnég\and caused. them ?B“feel they were making a (
. o profe931onal contributidn., ~The third person added that it helped the
students to be observed by visitors and te feel that what, they were
, do:.ng was of mpdrtance -and 1nterést to people ,from .mang parts of
LT the country :

¥

\ 7 -
— ‘ L z. <o
- Yool T, - 3

) » -

e B WA Each of the, five staff members said that they’ woul& be 1nterested 1n .

. ) partrc1pat1ng in EBCE training and demonstratlon act1v1t1es next ‘¢
* Z year: They felt they could share their EBCE experlenceS'w1th others,
- - aﬂ//er/questlons and Bescribe things tHey havé done to improve or

streamline EBCE: Several staff added that they would be" w1111ng to
have a trainee féliow'tiem arcund, for example, when'they went to N
~< . visit an employer site. The'staff indicated that they, 1nd1vi§ﬁally,

(" A should be allowed*(o decide ,how much time they couldscommit at any
% © given time to EBCE ﬂralnlng and demonstration since they best ow

, their own-work ‘loads. One staff member, also indicated st e rience
1n writing TV scripts and a widdingness to apply this sklli tb EBCE.
. Several indicated a g;lllngness7 on occasion, to visit new EBC@ {
. - sltes tb. se‘wa as consultants regarding implementation/problems. .
The suggestlon of 1nvolv;ng staff from (CE), and those|from adoption

L advantage of thls strategy would be to create a relaxed
o ' in which role play and other technlques could be used to communicate
. . _the EBCE‘experiences ) ., - .t ‘ .
. ) éne staff gerson expressed aéi§s1re to flnd out what the essentlal
& . differences are among the fo EBCE versions. .. For example, “how do
. _their delivery systems dlffer? Such information would>have been
’ helpful in respondlng to some v151tors questlons
. , . .
The (CE) staff members Wwere also asked to comment'on the oercelved
roy strengths ‘and weaknesses of (CE) Areas’ in which’ students were
seen to have made the greatest growth were self-esteem, individual .
responsibility, learnlng'how to learn, ablllty to communicate with’
adults,' oral and wfitten communication, basic skills;” W1111ngness .
to try new, things, coping skills, handling dissatisfactions'and -
'y’ Y ’ J - faJ.lures, and improved communlcatlons with parents. Areas in wh:.ch
\ — students were, _seen L by three of  the staff to have made only moderate .
growth this year were awareness of nontradrtlonal careers, .
. knowledge about the job market and career dec1szon-making sbil%s. .

»

- » -~ .
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¢« In»comparing’ the. 29 +76 school year w1t‘?§the prlor\ yea!‘, (GE)2 T
- Staff saw the prog¥ becoming, more staliley, having a greater - T
" proportion of self-d:breqted -students, 1mplemen‘t1ng the student < Lo : e
R accountablllty sy'sten'k more, -effectively.and coord:.nat:.ng the’ e
Lo student sutoring system Better: Problem areas c:.ted +his yeakr.by .~
g some staff,included the lack. _of staff dohesion, -legs feeling_of’ ' .
# a-student ‘Community and less progress “than de51red~ in :Lnte,g}rating
_basS.c skills' at the employer’ slteé o A e

S v . - ‘f . - -
LT . P ‘., : .
. ! '
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O Studeht'Description‘ o . _' ' o v .-
T - ~,., ba : ' & o . ]

e S:r.;cty-tWo students began» the prqgram year Of these students, 23 ' ¢
R N were. seniors whe' had attended (CE). the previous, yéar as- juniors. - -
AR . . These second-yeaf {SY) stidents’ consisted of 14 -females and 9 males .

+ . The .remaining -39 students were students enterlng the (CE) program
T fot the first time. 'Ijhe ‘first-year (FY) students cons:L%ted of

e . . 27 femades and, 12 males ith'13 sem.ors, 25J3um'fbrs and 1 sophomore»f.;A
. Since there Jmay. be differentlal effects betWeen the FY and’ SYﬁ e e e e o

" (‘students, each group of students has/been analyzed separately. By .o
§ . midgear, eight students’ had left the program Of these students, ) o
7 only:! three were from the 'SY groupy-one moved. from the area;’ ‘gne . .
— voluntarlly wj.thdrew from high_ sohool and one voluntarily returned ) <
o ; to the hlgh'sohool 'I'ﬁe rema;.nlng ‘Five students dropped qut of ~ . L.
¥ . f'v - . the FY group--two studénts- voi‘untarlly withdrew from high school, . .
e one ‘student ran away, one student moved from the dlStrlCt 2nd one . . ;.", PR
“'o-, o / student voluntarily’ retu:;ned to theshigh schoolw Seven new stude;xts - /

. 't entered the program at mdyear‘ , ; . , : > L
St . ;‘ : . ""F ; ; ‘ ) /.-

o During the rema:.nder'of the )school ye‘ar 15 ade.tJ.onal students T e

' ‘ .dropped out of t;\e program . Two ‘of these students wer‘e from the
.5y’ group-~one ran away and another voluntarily withdrew from school.

, v " - Of the 13 new students who ‘iropped out durlng the secénd senfester,
T Lght voluntarlly withdxéw\from.school, one student voluntarily'returtied - o

=, .~ : " to the hJ.gh s¢héol, pone student ran -away and one studeht>subsequently ~;,’{’ "

B (‘:‘ - .w:.thdrew“from high school after ‘being dropped from the program for . - ,‘

‘ nonprogram performance. “Threé of.these students wﬁo dropped out d-urlng \
cie . the *second semester had -entered at’ mldyéar. . — -, . *

: .. 's . -
. ’

a , . At the end of the year there wexe 52 st:udents in the progr ,"of.
c i« » " which 34 were new stugents. Of" ‘the  FY group, 26~had complet®d the
T ) .’.  entire year and two wez;e grad(xating early. Of the 18 students in . -

Co “the SY .group, four were. gra.duat:.ng.,early Complete data were . o

L available on 17 st‘uﬁxts £from €he FY ‘group, and: l4 sﬁndents from the "y 4. .
AL " SY group. ,Subseq analyses 1n thlS report are based only on

+ © “i " ‘those student,é for whom complete ‘data *‘Wer'e avallable, .

\




s The l7 FY students con51sted of 5 males and 12 females. Six‘of
. . » these students were senidrs with the other 11 being juniors. These
}; ‘s ! students completed an avérage of 8.12 career explorations and 2. 24
R g . learnlng levels with no students completing any $§kill building
S levels. .They also-avéfaged 8.65 projects and 8.82 competencies
' ! ' each, and had an average 6? 15. 35 .days aBsent from tpe,program(r -
: N L ) -
P .. . The 14 S!'students conélsted of 5 males and 9 females All of -
’ ' coygse, wére seniors,- These students completed an average of 6.43 |
’ exi‘ratlons d 229 learnlng levels. .They also averaged 10.64
. projects and 5\3. competenc1es ahd had an average of 16 ..36 days
: ; . ‘absent from the rqQgram, Notice .that ‘these returning senidrs
o ) completed signifi tly fewer, competenc1e§’than the new students
_ . . {F=9.30, df=] and » P<.01l). However, -secondryear students only
.. . - . had to qomplete thos competenc1es whlch'they had net done L e
) U _previously However, four returnlng seniors did complete a skill
e bulldlng level as com red to no FY students. .First-year students
o -y also’ completed signifi 1y more projects than SY students *
- (F=4.50, df=1 and 29, p<.05). There'were no significant ~ = *
- ‘differences.on number of .career expld%ationé or days absent. ) s

o
-

1~ 7 First-year stndents in YCE)_ -completed,a Student Application fo _
N . . (contained-in Appendlx B). Second—xear students had completed ~* - -
. this quéstlonnalre the’ prev1ous .year upon program application,® bht
. ' '.," their responses are con51dered too remote and will not be
- consldered here. .Based.on responses of the FY studéfits in (CE)
’ for the entire year, 77 percent had been’ involved in work .
) *. . experience for pay on a ¥égular basis prior to entering (CE} All
e ~ of these students “ttad held'unskilled jobs and worked to earn money -
o T s ﬁor thlngs they wanted to buy or for work experiénce. At the
EEAREAN o beglnnlhg of the school year only 18 pertent of' the students\
v L e lndlcated that one year after completlng high school they expected
e I to be worklng full- t1me while 33 percent expected to be working
e part-time: Over three—fourths of the students expected to enter.
‘ e a* school for postsec% ndary education’ the’ year after completing
hlgh school. All of 'the students planned to complete high school
.and 71 pexrcent planned eventually tb get add1t10na$ education, .t

P ~: ’ although only 7. percent intended to complete four years of college.
s . ox more “ ,
T e C T .
\ S ,}6 M".,,'i %',‘ ?'" . L) "
‘f, {fé fan e Over half of the students had not part1c1pated in high sc¢hool
ENATIPE “&”_ xtracurrlcular activ1t1es the year prior to entering EBCE, while \1f
- L R the rest engaged in from one to four such act1v1t1es The most

frequeéily cited reasons for, joining (CE), were to learn about’
careers, prepare for a job and choose onezs own learnlng style.

Over one~half of the students- -indicated that belng.bored with :
. regular school also influenced them to join (CE) \
.8 = ’ 3
« . .‘ »‘7 . . ‘\/
. s.a Al ‘. . A7) A - <
hl ? i -4 <
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‘gf,-,"‘,'-, ., Growth Data B ’ _ /j/ K . : o

The~ MULTIVARIANCEl program—was useF to analyze g;thh data. ¢

. ' comprehen51o arithmetic concepts: andoarlthmetlc applications . )
subtests of the Comprehensive Test of Basii Skills (CTB the y : .o
Self-Directed Search, the Student Opinion Survey and*changés in - L

. occupatlonal and educational asplratlons. Pretest and posttest v ] Qfﬂ,.

. neans and” standard deviations {s.0.) for_ the .CTBS are given- for FY - .
*and SY students in Tables 1 and 2 respectlvely., Data are reported - - . -

-« as. expanded standard.scores and as grade .equivalents (G.E.). - :

3 f . e Growth data q\dlected at Tlgard con51sted of 5cores forsgbe readlng

-
- ” ‘ -

-7 — . - - '
- . _ . - . .

- . - . .

S .

ot e e TABLE 1 © e : .

_— ' mpPrete%f and l%sttest Scores on the CTBS for o e
e AT Fmst Year Tigard (CE)2 Students - s
- - (N=17)

1 P . L . } A . S v ’
Pretest' .¢. . _ Posttest

— PO L N - —~

RIS RR "‘CTBssubtest "7 Hean sIpY G.E) Mean $.b. GE. - T

‘ . Redding Cemprehension _--599.41 87. 51 10.0-.644.53 94.03 11.8
- ' Arithmetic Gdncepts 611,71 83.13 10.5:§20.24 80.84 10.9
Arithmetic Bpplications 160141 88.98 10.1 613.24-96.04 10,5

3 SO ' g o . ;

‘s
« . K A
- . < f e

<o
.~ The pretest scores were used as 1ndependent’var1ables in a.gne-
. 1 factor analy51s of cova;ianee-of the posttest scores for each .
’ winstrument.! Univariate. F tests-of the growth effects on each . ‘
e e, T variablle were used for most, variables since the small number’ of
T subjects 11m1ted the multlv, iate -analysis. qun, J. MUETTVARIANCE :
sis of variance, -

L Lot covarlance, and regre551on, \ Version V.- ‘cago: National ¢
Educational Resources, Inc., March 1973, .- -t X -

- - -

- . .
‘ re — Y } ! ’
y . . ' . - -

\
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¢ «
et "‘-\‘; co TABLEZ '_" : , v e - I
\ . e . . . . . ., .
Pretest and’ Posttest Scor'es on the tTBS for' e = )
. - Second-Year -Figard (&:E)2 Students =~ T ..
N, e el ST R
A # -_ ) ~— ”‘_‘_*1 . . . . o~
e IR T B : .. Pretest M . -PoS.‘ttest Lo R
s 7. cEBS subtesg . . _Mean S.D. G.B. Meam S.D. G.E.~ [
T - .. _-' Reading Comprehens:.on — - 660 34= 8&,93—12 .6-673. 35 102 96 13.5 ° J" .
L I\ < . - Arithmetic Concepts r,gz * 609 00 126.33.10. 4 610. 36 135.09 10.5 A
o . Arithmetic Applicatao ’3:; v 579 21 &94.‘34 9.4 58‘7 29 109.88 9. 6 ,

N . -, .
. - - L S < ‘\ . ooa .
(. - ’ . a? - Y < .. . - ‘ <4

P - . "None of “the gains were sz_gnificant 5lthough Students gained more.
AP +, than one month's grade eﬁivalent on yeading comprehension for each = ¥
S . " mon the (CE) progr This gain ‘also-is reflected by .

. — studelts reporting at the .beginnhing of the year “that ,none_of them
shr L L . ihad read more than 30 pamphlets, brochures,- manuals or magazine - . ‘,
s i, - argicles th,J.e at the end: 5f the year 59. percent. reported doing at -
e . least  this ‘mich reading. ﬁhere were no s\igniificant differences . C
el S 5 .betweén FY and SYEst‘udents on’™ bas‘lc ski"lls.t X ,’ Ty e T
S o . ‘ . ) S

i ) o - The " -Self-Directed: Search) developed by John Holland, was used to . . .
- - & identzfy "0ccupat:|.onal personality"'characteristics of each _student. ] V) .
R “ . These six areas’ are:. realis.tic (e ges skn.lled trades, techniCal - o
: - and some service occupa,tions) ; inVestigative (e;g., scientific¢ and )
sqme technical occupaftions), artJ.Stic, social (. g-, educational e

‘and social welfare occupat}.ons) E enterprising (e ges mnage.rial . C .
Z.gd sales occupations) ; .and conventional (e o S office and clerical T
cupations) :';". - S St A , . C

i

a
N § ’ .
) LY - u - - . -~

" .

It :.s also possu‘ile ‘to acalculate' six ether 'scores’ f:;om +this’ - : T
Ainstrument: self-estimates, activitied, - competencies, occupations, ~
" ‘differentiation’ and consibtency. The self-estimates score et ‘
represents the student's total self rating ‘score (on a seven-—po:.nt ‘ Y a
‘scale) across 12_traits such as. chanical ability, artistic . L ’
‘ability and_office gk‘iLlS- /TWo otN\these traits* reflect.edch ofethe = .
‘six ‘occupational categories. Studerits ‘rate” themselves In comparison I

-1 with other persohs-of. the same age. The\ act:.vities score represents ' :
. -the student's total number of actiwities acress thé six occupational A
L= cateqories ‘that the student says: he or 5he likes to do. The '

! COmpetenc:Les score Tepresents the total nunber of ,activn.ties—across T

.

[ i —

-  fthe six- occupational cat gories that the student fehels he or she /-

,5.can do well or competenfly: The occupations score' represents t,he
.total number of occupations that Jre of’ interest or appeal to’ the | CE
"student. The diffeyentiation’ ‘Seore.describes. the degree. o, FRLCH e i o ;;
A person represents ‘a “pure" personality type. - A person with ve e

strong "Social" interests and competen;:j.es, for' example, ‘is more c




T ~of a "pu.re"“type thén a person Wlth moderate "Soclal," "Enterpr:.s:.ng
+ __.' and "conventional" interests ‘and competenciés. The dlfferentlatlon;
' - - Score is computed by s(gbtractlng, the numerical weight of the tertiary
‘ 4 . - code frqm the welght of the primary code. The consistency score is
oo, an” index of the :Lnternal consistency of the personality. Operationally,

it descr:.bes the degkee of. compatlblllty between the primary and

T secondaxy . code. _For r example, a person with an “Artistic" primary
code and a. "Conventional" secondary cede will probably exhibit . °
contradrctOrg behavior patterns and interests and’receive a low

-

. conszstency score. = o . ”**ja 27 ’ .
- & St
L Pretest and pos/ttest means and standard dev:.at’lons (s ‘) s,ﬁor» »
— * subscores on the Self-Directed Search ate shown.for FY and-SY ‘
students in Tables 3 and 4,_,respect1vely. ¢ i
R . - <o . - yoo
L7 ' . ' .-
L":\' - “ . i . ., . . e . L &
we oo (. CTABLES PR %
N “ . N ‘ . . & . .
. R T
. Pretest and Posttest Scores on the Se]f Directed Search for R
o . . F1 rst Year T1gard (CE). §tudents [
o . 2 o =, (N=17) ° " i - c
.jw*f" E ~ . \ R S s . ,,_". [ f é g’ i« E :—-,".‘ U
A -, ’ . - Pretest i L Posttest N
> Occupational Area o Mean’ s. D. © " Mean S.D.
T4 . ... Realisticg ‘ ' 6.82 " 4.69 ° -5.88  4.91
Lt ! . Investigative ' 6.24 2.70 ' /5.29 2.82 ,
sS40 . Artistiec e 8,12 - -3:22 6.7 . 4.09 -
. Social .~ 1153 2,62 10.24 ; 3742
e TN Enterprifing < . 6.00 , ",2.42 -° 5§5.29. 2.14
’ - Conventional , .6'.00 ‘3,57~ , 4.41 .. 4.33 .
L ) T : - . : P e - o "
., © .. SDS Summary Scores. . L ]
. S o . [ R 1 .. - ' .
'Se1f-Estimates . 25.53 © 6.07  24.88 - .16 % ~
¥-  + <% Activjties . < 31.76  15.81 . '~ 36.88 ' 15 05 \K
'—: , N Compegencies . 28.82 - 12.90 +33.00° - 10.66
- ‘bccupations .o 18.35 © -10.94 .,  20.12 14.10
. Differentiation Socre N, 3‘0 3,35 6.24. 2.4‘2; .
— . Conss,stgcy. Score ' - 296 “'e83 2.29 .. A7
'Z{{»‘ - 'f;". - - - . . - -
o Gl ‘ - . ‘ <x : )
’;’.':‘ ’ - ’ ‘ - N ’
d . ' - ¢ 1y
’ ’ . ‘(; g - %‘ .:;. ' ¢ -
N ‘_ . _ o bl - R % ~on 2 ~ [ ’
T i % ' ﬂ' ~< ! “\“ A
~ ' 4
' ' 7) . e @ . oz
e - e - sk T y -
S
13 - ’ -ls, M
= o ' . ’ . .
= \ EMC :$ ’ "\?;":“‘“ * n. v ’ “ ' ‘. i ) “‘ ) N )
", ) . . . ) : -
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“ . - . . .
- . N . "
. . ' »
' // a ) N R
) ] g * TABLE 4 : o T
R - Pretest and Posttest Scores on the Self-Directed Search for.
- , A Second-Year Tigard (CE)2 Students: .
~ ' A < (N=14) .o
" . . ‘ ‘ 7 S =
S ’ L o ‘ Pretest Posttest
.~. '~ _*  Occupational Area Mean .8.n. = Mean + S.D.
N . —_ _ ?" . v -
¥ s* . Realisticr ‘ 5.86 . 4:43 5.00  4.17
- - ' Investigative o 6450 3.18. ©6.29 4.07
~ Artistic - T 7.36 ° 3.13 *6.71 4.05 .
] _Social LR 10.50 2,98,. 7 10.29 &~ 3.12
. .  Entefprising Lo v 5.3 2,92, 5.21 3.07
. ‘~  Conventional : - 4.36 - 2,27 " 5.79 4.69
hd v " - . . " ! b Sunt +
_ v ' SDS Summary Scores’ L ' n
. : . . L
* ‘ - ) -t rd y \ kg . "
I, . - * Self-Estimates S 24.43 6.01 24.50 - 5.21
' .. Activities - ‘ 33.29 | °11.47 _  34.07  12.45
§o v % w0 gy Competencies . Sy LT 260484 712,97 0 2B.36.7 0 T11.36% L
.~ . . % 7 Occupations ° V.S 11402 6.96 - 14.36 . 17.38
,. Differentiation Score - o441, 2.67 Co8.71 0 13,77
: ® , Cansistency Score C 50 .65 | 2330 .65
s " - . " "'i ; . 4 Lo - . '—;4 .

-

Slgnlflcant dlfferences 1n pre and posttest iscores were not expected
for the s1x ogcupational aréag,slnce these factors usually remain
stable and’an increase in intetest in one occupational area often

-

]

", leads tto. a decrease in’ another. ,None ‘of these dlffe;ences,Were,'
51gn1f1dant although declines lnath Sociai (F=2.29, df=1 andbdo,
v, I < 17) scale.for SY students and Yhe Investigative (F=2.60, df=1 and.

<: 14) scale for-FY students approach 4 significance. In addition,
. - the difference between EX“and sY 'students on the Conventional

. ‘o scale.approached SLgnlflcance 6F—3 86 df=1 and 6, p<. 07)

scores Were anticlpated to increase .over the year as stﬁdents
gained a varlety of work experlences and‘perhaps came to view
‘themselves in a more pos1t1ve light. -All F ratios were.minimal

) significance for the FY students (F=3.44, df=1 and 11, p< '09)"

was on ocdupatlons (F=é’11, Hle and 24, p<. 10) 2

- L PN
L I -

-

The

" The total self—estlmates, act1v1tmes, competencies and, occupatlonsu

Ty t-'

-

(<2) for the SY students while the self-estimdte decrease approached

13,

only dlfference between FY. and SY students that approached signiflcance
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) . . - _ e
- - ® .- oo
7 oo ,‘. ’ . . \ s - .’, ‘}
"_‘ - ‘_\Increases in d.l.fferentz.atz.on and cons:.stency Were hypothesized as Tel S 'ﬂ
. "¢+ 7 "a result of studeats observing and trying out a variety of jobs' ' v
* ; and learning to disc¢riminate more in what activities they like and N
T dislike. Although the’ dlfferentlatl& scores did ingrease, the . . ’
S L ‘difference -was not significant. There was little chahge on* ' )
LT 7 ’,"3»_; consistency scores and no significant differences between F¥ and ’ .
W .-l T SY students. -, . e e T y ¢
\ ’ N The, Studeht Oplnlon Scale 1s a local name applied to the ~ 7 * i
N . Psychosccz.al Matunty Scale developed by Ellen Greenberger. The . / /
- instrument is used to assess growth im nine differeat areas, many °,
of which ‘are related to the EBCE Life Skills goals. The results \ . )
. ¢ from’this instrument are presented in Tables 5 and 6 for the FY _ - ’
. . and SY groups, resggctlvely. . Vo ‘ L. "
3 . . . 4
) TABLE 5 T . . s .
- Pretes’; and Posttest Score on the Student Opinion Sca’re for S S =
g / / First- Year Tigard (CE)2 Students . . T s .
A e C RN e A N LYY
t o« _ R ’, /’?'v 4' . . ) . . . L . . . ‘ & . ; .
_ . i g Pretest . - Posttest .. ’
.- Individual Subscalés - - Mean S.D. ™ Mean S.D,. - ‘= |
: - . o 87 . ’ . ’ T ’ »_ R X -, =
X B v Self Reliance . 31.00 ' "-6.03, 32.4? 6.19 e o
- ‘Work 7 .- “ L 26.24 5(68 28.59 5.14- . -
; Identity , [ 27.65° 543 29.94 . 7 6466 : )
Communicatiions , % " . ~27.59 ,-5.85 — 29.18 - .55 - C
Roles ~ T, L. .. 31.24  4.85 32.41 4.95 -
. . Trust 4 T 0. 9829 3.51 29.88 3.89
. Social Commtment; "ot -7 33,00 5.00 34.59 4,62 .
.. Charige ! 34.06 - 5.88 36.00  "3.67 ° -
. _ Tolerance ¢ . 36.24 5:54 -737.76 ¥ 3.70 :
» °" ' Social Desirability 22.35 ,3.14 « 21.29° 4,13
¥ . . . ‘ & -
7 Summary Scales , . = o sl e : . :
i o L ‘ 4 ’ . ‘;} " . . R o . #
(v ) Individidal Adequagy . . 84.88  13.07 91.00  , 14.43
' o "« Interpersonal Communicat 87.17  11.38 91.47 (_11.23
\ - Social Adequacy , . 103.29 14.49 -108. 35 8.63 P
oo K] ) N .
o ? ) . . . . : ) TN o, ’ - - ~ |‘ 1
- . ' ) S _ ; Loy & P }
A : ) xR T . et ;-
» .- T « . . » . . <
1‘ ’ ’l ) ’ ) .
AW ‘ & J 3 ) v . ) L.
* : . : -, 7 . , 'y .
Y . . - - , 'y ., ! p4
-’ . 2 3 . A 3
. ‘\ \ . ., - 1 1 4 ‘- ) . .
- . ' ) : . G-11
PN . i . B ) B
‘ . R - ’ o B . .
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s "v‘ Co - t,/‘n . . -,'. . TABLE 6 . . . ;’_ L, e P
o Y ' Pretest*and Posttes‘t“Scores on the Student Opinion ch]e for« . .,
S 2y . Second-Year Tigard (CE)2 Students .
I . ,
e, T T (N=14) ) I .
; ” ' : ) HPE S T N
-+ . ' . oot . - . bt Lo ¥

: , —_ . Pretest— *  Posttest S
s, _ Individual Subscales . - . 'Mean  8.D. _Mean  S.p. '

S  Self Reliance =~ | .+ 31.00_ © 5.53 34.00 4.74 -
A .~ Work . . B 25.57 6.94 _» 2907 - 5.90 , - T, =
- Identity _ . + 7 " 26.57 7.61 31.50' 6.68 T
Communications : . 25.50 5.63 < 29.36-, ° 6.23
Roles _ . . 34.36 °  3.27  ''.35.14 2,91
, Trust . © - Co 30.64 3.69 30.86 3.76
- e Social Commitmeht 35.43 4.08 33.86 5.14.
b N Change 38.14 - 3.8 +37.57 , 3.08,
S ) Tolerance ' . 37271, 3.15 36:64" 2.2y . - v
. ch-ial Desirability 19,64 ~ 4.34°°  20.07 - 4.04 -

_~ ” _z;mary Scales - ’ ; : L
Lo YTY O T y e« 2y i Ui wovo- AR S
R d = " v -] - ¥ - - A f

o Ind:v:Ldual Adequacy . 83 14 18.79 . ”94 57 ., 15357 s
FA - . ‘Interpersonal Communications *90.50 9.98 © 95,36 9.15 -,
" <. ' social Adequacy; 111.29 .8.26 108.07 Y 7.7%
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N ““ - .FJ.rst-year stuaents demonstrated. significant growth on the Openness.
S = to Change (F=11.67, 'df*1 and 12, p<.01).and Tolerance (F=5.98, . * g

.

.

W

* -d§ and 12, p<.04) subscales. Secon;i-year studefits demonstrated

e egative growth on both of these subscales- (F' s-8 <71 and 9. 65, . . ’

. respect:.vely', with'df=1 and 9 each, and p<.02) “as well as ‘on Social Ce
~~- Commitment (F=7.13, &f=1 and 9, p<.03). Howeve:f‘ sy students ) -

-1, E exflibited positive growth on Work (F=6. 94 df=1 and 9,p<.03) and —

. Roles (F=8.17, df=l and 9, p< 02) and approached s1gnif1¢ance on "
- the Trust- and Self Reljiance 'subscales’ (F's=4.18 and 4.04.,

. respectively, with df=1 and 9 each, and p<.Q8). There were -

& significant d:.jferences in change betweeg EY ang sy’ stﬂdents on. .,

et e ¢ 0t e Vg o it yoets s

L the subéﬁgles of Social Commjtment (F=8.73,df=1 and 25, p<.0l), ‘' =~ < 2

+ Opennesgtto ,Change {F=24. 80,\ df=1- ‘and ‘45, 'p<.001) - and Tolerancé T, s

- _(F~19 96, df=1 and 25, p<.001). . - ) b e
1} . )

) The ' Social DesJ.rab IJ.ty Scaleris a "lie" scale designed to estimate the -

o 'fake factdr" of rdsponse.. Higher scores indicate a tendepcy to respond

- ina sqclally ‘dasi le manner. There was no sn.gm.fn.cant change on -this.

sca],e The .low sco J.ndlcates generally horést responses. .

.

% . ' these subscalé scores can' dlso be combined to form threé surmary

‘i“'j_’ =" ~"Social Adequacy (Tables 51 andé 67. F:Lr.st-year students demonstrated - - *+ - -

*W)‘ oo p<.03). e SY students also approached significant increases ‘on

scales: ;.;.Q\nahal Adequacy, Interpersonal Congnumcat:.ons and . ‘

significant positive’ growth on ‘the Social ‘Adequacy sumary scale C e
J(F=12 41, ‘df=1" and 12, p<. 01)* while the SY students showed a -
?uficant decMne (Fs17.22,,df=1 and 9, p<.01). Thid difference !
~between the two gkoups was highly significant (F=5.99, df=1 and 25, .
R the ind1V1 ual Adequacy (F=4.Q1, df=1 and 9, p<.08) and Iﬁterpersonal -
‘ Commun:.catl ns- (F=4,69, df=1 and 9, p<.06) stm’unar_y scales. Y
— Growth in educational aspirations was estimated by asking students L
“ . the highest level’of educat:.on to which tﬁ“ey aspired &t the.beginning
- and end -of the program-year. ! These data were available only for FY
. students.” The mean J.ncreased significantly from 3.35 to 3,7 during ¢
- __ the year (F=11. 81, df=1 and 14, p<.01), demonstrating pOS‘;LtiVe . Lo
) growth in educaticnal aspirations. @ ) —- C -t p
- % - ’ '
- . Growth in #pat:.onal aspirations was est.unated by ask:.ng for the ) ,
. . two prJ.mary occupat:.onal goals of each student at the beginning ’

d

- — converted .to Holl:.ngshead odcupational codes, wh:.ch were then .
. averaged to get-an average spcioeconomic status ‘level for each -
. time perJ.od These- data weye also available only’i'isr FY students.‘ Co-,
' “ The' mean ‘decreased from 3 76 to 2.97, but this difference was not
‘gignificant. Howevkr, thi% reflects a move-towards occupations e ,
. higher on the occupational scale since the most desirable occupations

are rated ‘1" with the least :sewarding as "7" Thus ,#occupational - . -
e ) aspirations incréased for FY students. , : ey
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I Student Endzof-Year 'Qu’estionnaire . ' . B
x .. .
e . A student questlonnalre developed by NWREL was completed by each
A < . - of the studénts in May. THe purpose of the -instrument was to L
S .obtain end-of-year data 4n certaln,quests.ons asked of the same
s , . students at,the beginning of the-year, to assess student kitbwledge -s
Syt of joh trendy and related information and to collect data ork
e . . - student reflectlons dbout the school/ (CE) experiences ‘A ,
e ‘éabulatlon of responses to the questzonna:.re is dJ.splayed in
h s " "._'Appendix C. - -

- 4 PN . — .

) In response to a question on futu.re'pla.ns, 41 percent of the.FY i

A student§ and only 29 percent of the'SY, students reported plans °

to be working full-time one year after high school. In comparison

= . with the responses to this questjon for FY students-at the .

' “beginning of the school yeaft, nd students rather than 29 percent .
- *  indicated ‘they had no idea what they would be doing one year after

- hlgh school'. . - -, , \rl A S K

¢
.

7 [ - R -

P ) Most of the FY students (94 perceht) and SY students (86 percent)o'

* plan to continue their ‘formal education beyond high school. B

3 - percent of the SY -students but none ‘of the FY students ‘plan to gom -

,;‘ o3 s ., Jto.a qradu,ate or professional school beyond colle.ge While anothek¥ § -

< 24 percent of theUF¥ students and 36 peroent Of the SY students

Lot - plan to graduate from & four-ydar :mstltut:.on. At the begmnbng .

= . of the year 18 percent of the FY students planned to graduate from-

A college and another 6 percent wanted. to redeﬂve g?;aduate or

.+« =" . professional traé,‘na.ng.. IR s ’

S - . .
Flfty-m.ne percent of the FY student,s and 71 percent of the SY

- -students reported being interested in, professzonal, administrétlve
,or proprletary careers as their fust occupational choice . Thirty-
six percent of the SY, students and only 24 percent of the FY

i Ty students were lnterested in skllled Jobs,, and sgven percent of the

U . sYistudents weré ;ptarésted in semiskille. jobs’, Only six perdent

1 of ‘the FY students and seven percent of the SY students were ‘

R " interested m? unsk#lled ogccupations. | ~ ’

e _Twenty-nine percent ;‘f the FY students angéx{alf of the'SY students

’ .+ . reported that they had woxked and/or observed at both of the jobs

;; - ‘ T they llsted ag career choices.’ Only five students, all ¥Y students,
: i reported having neithier worked nor observed at either of the careers -
3 U T he/she was interested in. - :

-

P

, There weXe no students in either group reportinq"‘tha@' t"h‘ey did not
know the -steps, necessa preparé for and enter each 6f the two

. Jobs,‘ and 77 percent of the¢ FY studemts and 93 percent: of “the SY

e _ stidents felt they would be able to complete the necessary steps =

s - ” for preparation and entry into at least one of the..-Jobs

T L . . - -7
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Many of the FY students. (53 percent) and most of the SY students ) I
(93 percent) ihdicated that their (CE) experience in observmg < ®
or tryung out jobs influgnced their choice of potent:.al careers.
" Othe?' factors that ‘influenced careér ch01ce were talking with ,
people—-whomorbﬂ{at‘ the jObS (71 percent for both EY and SY .. .-
) students) , reading about the ‘jobs or, talking with relatives or - . &7
e L friends about choices (47 percert on each for FY students.and . . s =
Dot - 43 percent for SY. students) and talking with teachers or ’ T ‘
7’ counselors @bout cho:.cegs 429 percent of the FY students and 50 B AR
g percent of the sY students) At least two-thirds of each group
3 / " of students were- able to identify jobs that seemed J.nteresting ‘

» last year but now do not match their interests or abilities. .
Expeélence J.n observing or trying oyt the job(s) was Jthe. most. . . Y B
% frequent reason selected for changing careef plans L65 percent ) e .
mqﬁ,;h,,,,,,,.,.ufor’F&“s dents and 79 percent for SY students);'other reasons g
A , cited included reading about' the job (41 percent FY, students, 43 oz ;
L perceht SY students), receiving advice from relatives or friehds - )
-;k, . (12 percent FY students, 21 percént SY students) and rece:.ving .
SRS - advice from teachers or a counselor (6 percent FY students 14 - -
oo percent & students). - L . N

A .

i : ’ 4 i ! N . T
] . ‘Theg ) tudents gat,edr the prqgram ghinihe]:p:mg them attaJ.n VRN e ’
T ‘E the rograih _goals. iThe only goal areas rated negat:.vely (less - . S
5 than 3 on‘a “8-point scale) by more than two students were improving ‘ .
Toe reading and math skills. Students rated the “program highedt in o N
i helping them learn td understand more about themselves, -fit their ’ Co
) lnterests, and a.bllz.tles with potent::.al careers and accept adult . .
i .7 responsn.bi‘lltn.es 4 aﬁ‘lrst-ye*ar"’students also fe‘lt the program helped ' .
T e . them become more _open to different ideas and’ values, wh:.le sY ) v
S ' students félt the program also helped fhem .{a) become acquaihted
A . with a broad range. of resources, to use-in -gathering information
2. for york and I decision-making and (b) know what to lock at when ;
e ; considering T job. ,Only three SY st idents and one FY student = =~ | «
; A Were unsure whether, if they had’it do over%again, they would ) '
: ", ' ' decide to participate in EBCE. No students in either group had’
- ) " decided or were leaning toward not re~entering.

!

-

SN The greatest strengths of the EBCE prog.ram in the opin:.on of S
- co T stuﬁts were overall quality of the program*‘oppcrt\m:.ty to earn -
- . . , about occupations and motivation to learn. First-year students s
= T élso noted responsibility for their’own learning-and l‘eaming/a.beﬂf"“
e o adults and the community as.other program strerigths, le SY7° .
S . students, lmlcated their experience with adults and real- world T "
% ) ' as program strengths. ‘About 30 percent, of the students said-there . T
R ‘ were no program weaknesses. Of those FY students express1ng : S
R v - weaknesses, the, only weakness ‘mentioned by rmore .than one student. . ’
: , " was lack of commurication betweén staff and students.(24 percent). - e
. i , The weaknesses mbst often mgntioned by- 8Y. students were " lack of A“’ ’
~or adequate basic ski:gls development (21 percent) and nonnegotiable

o : time periods (14 percenty. . . . . .. . ! <

‘e
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=T ... sumMary of FINDINGS' \ -~ -+

- The major'findings from the 1975-76. evaluation of thé demonstratlon.
.- 4CE) - Tigard program are 1isted below: - % .

. _ l Students completed an average of more than the requ:Lred~
- ' . number of career exploration activities during the year
ot and averaged more than two*learm.ng levels. FJ.rst-year .
. "(FY) students completed fevrer projects and competenc:.es *
] ey than requ:Lred while, ,secona—yeaL(SY) students ,completed
’ . . moxe projects than requz.red . .
- . K T 4 ¢ -
o0 T 2_. In bas:Lc skiXls, students shotved ‘an av ge of one month's
.. . growth in reading comprehens:.on for each\month of program
particn.patlon even thoug their pretest cores were- at a
- high. level. Students also demonstrated q:mal growth
It on arithmetic subtests. ‘,

- <

- - " '3. _“Both (CE) student groups demonstrated signy fJ.cant\grcwth

.

Ci s e el e on‘attltug.e scales measur:.ng Openness .to Changg,and . - . .. - .

i Tolerance, but the SY\growth was, negative, re dlt:.ng in a
s::gn:.f:.cant dlffe\ence between the two group . In addition.

’ . T - 8Y students exhibited positive growth on Work\ ahd Roles

- and negative growth on: S cial Commitment.
- . — y
] . 4. FY students demonstrated pos:.tJ.ve s:.gn:.f:.cant growth in
T T ) .o educatJ.onal aspirations with a le.ght increase in
i t . occupational aspJ.rat:Lons, P - .

" 5. By the end of the ‘school - year every student had some idea ,
of what they would be doing one year after high school
yrh:.le over one-quarter did not; )icnow at the beginning of,

“ . Pe year. Over 90 percent plan-tq continue their
T _ education beyond h:Lgh school. Less Jthan seven percent g

»

Ll

6. Almost all of the students reported working at or pbserving

LA T . one or both oc(:upat:.ons “of primary interest. Every
‘ - student reported knowledge of how to enter those. careers. ' L

3

- . - r' ﬁ
7. “Students’ rated the. program _highestzin helping them )

T = ‘“/ - understand more about themselvesy ?J.t their interests .

= " and abilities with potent:.al careers and accept adult
) nespons:.b:.l:.t:.es "AlTI ‘students, “exdept three who were
* . unsure, sgid that, if they had it -to do over again they
A Would decide to p_artlcz.pate in EBCE«

- —_— N

. 4 v
s. . * = / . .

< . t..‘_‘_

of the students Were J.nterested in’ unsk:.lled occupatiaons.’ -

e

1
¥




’j . - - . ‘. ) ) ® /. ' ) ‘. . ‘ e ,»,»:'L":‘
S - - ' 8. Greatest program stren?j:hs noted by students were owerall
- ‘ - gquality of the Program opportunity to learn‘about. -
. occupations and motivation to learn. Although alm,ost c
. Lo . - one- th:.rd of the students 1nd1.cated no -program weaknegses,
© six mentioned @ percéived lack of adequa,te ‘basi¢ skills
e, - : deveiopmet).t and five ment:.oned a need fo;: better staff X
' \ ) comun:.t:at:.on. . . Lo A . ; '
9% Staff members perceived that greatest ‘student growth - Co
. - occurred J.n the areas of self-esteem, individual ..
. L respons:.blllty, learnirig how to learn, ability to
o, communicate with adults (mclud:.ng parents) , oral and .ot )
A ’ wrltten communﬂcatlon, basic skills, wllllngness to try e
| 2 .. " new things'and coping skills. Moderate growth as viewed )
ve ‘ - . by the staff, occurred in awareness af nontraditional -
. . ' careers, knowI€dge about the job market and career . .o
- 2, ‘decision-making skills. . i ) - ~

1 -

- ce - ‘10~ In‘comparison to the previous year the staff saw the . ) '
P " . .program becoming more stable; having .a greater proportion

cew - = - - . ~=- .. &f self-directed- students, -implementing-the- student - . . . .

) accountablllty system more effectively and“ coor nating . . .

- - ) : 'the student tutoring system better. Pfoblem ar?a.s noted ’ ’ =,
. o . . by the staff included less feeling of a student community

-, . and_Iess than desired Qrogress iR 1ntegrat1ng bas:.c skills .

.- at employer s:Ltes — " .

’

' . . 1. All staff members 1nd1cated a willingness «to part:.c:.pabe v : .
. ' in EBCE training and demonstratlon activities in the o
oW, .coming“year and indicated areas in which they felt they ) v -
R ' could help most effect:.vely.  r . - =

- - . —_— o« s
= * =
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_will summarize the evaluatldn data that have been analyzed but

, /, L4 . . s
This report p Jxesents a summa:y of ‘evaluation data analyzed by, the - .
Evaluation Unit of ‘the Career Education Program (CEP)- at’ the ’
Noxthwest Regional Educational Laboratory - (NWREL) for Project - C o
‘TOTAL. . Project TOTAL (Total Opportunities Through Actien Learning), -
operatlng in. the Hillsboro School Distriet™in Oregon,—has completed

its second year as a NWREL pilot site of the Experience-Based Career
Education (EBCE) program. 'The evaliation ‘of Project TOTAL for the,

*1975-76 schooL yedr has been a ;qooperative endeavor by the Project

TOTAL staff and the evaluation unit 6f CEP.  The NWREL staff -has v -0
proposed an evaluatlon design, developed some evaluation,

’1nstruments, 1nterv1eWed staff and a sample of students an - 4

" analyzed the data. The P¥ojectsTOTAL staff have administered . b

or collected moSt of the data, coded them and provided these <. !
data to NWREL for analexs and reportlng. Since the‘NWREL?staff «
has not ‘conducted systematlctobservatlons of Project TOTAL or e .0
- been on site frequently durlng the year, this present report B

interpretation of these findings and, recommendations for program -
modification should;more approprlately come from the pro;ect - ' -
staff. -

. - 1 .
-

Two sections comprlse‘thls report. The first section contalns a
description of the communlty, the prograim, staff, employer netwozk,
costs and particlpaklng students. Thd secorid sectien contains’ the .
evaluation findings-of program outcomes. A description of’'each of ~* '
the follow1ng instruments and rglated.findings is presented: the L -
Compréhensxve Test of Basic Skills, Psychdsocial Maturity Scale, A :
‘'Self-Directéd Search, Student Opinion Survey, Student Project .
Evaluatlonqurm, Student Eﬁd—df-Year Questlonnalre, Sample Student )

* Intefifew, Staff Questlonnaire and Interview, Parent Oplnion Survey .
and %loyer Op:.n:.on Sm‘vey. - .o N '

. -

. -~
Y3 -
2 . . . haad
. .

» e

Co - DESCRIPTION O PROJECT o § ,
Hillsboro, Oregon, located approximately QQ miles west. of Portland,.
is the county seat ﬂir Washxng%on County. Hillsbbro covers HE ,
! approximately ten square miles and had a pqpﬁfetlon in 1953 -of . ,
19,160. . Between 1960 and’ 1975, HillSboro has had an annual prowth
rate'of 31x percent It functlons as a Bervice center .in an - ¢ -
-agricultural area and has increasxnglvaxpanded as a suburban ¢
community to. Portlznd County government, food'proce551ng and L

retalllng aré some of its ‘major sburces -of revenue., N~ o . .
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L mhe TOTAL program is based primarily on the EBCE concept piloted ~ . -

5 £ by four regional educational re earch laboratories under the a8

N "

IR
Ao bt
“

auspices and funding of the Nat gnal Institute -of Education (NIE).
.Most of the materials and stratedies employed in the TOTAL‘program )

,were adopted or adapted from the Community Experiences for Career

. may utilize these learnlng opportunities primarily to 1dentify and

. Education, (CE) 57 as«developed and directed 1n Tigard Oregon, by : LT

NWREL. - . SR
. » . @ . N - /

TOI?ins a pilot alte*native education -program which was developed - .

~ to-help students-+in grades ‘@ to 12 who have not succeeded and

progressed in the regular school programs —~ TOTAL was funded by

- the Hillsboro Unionzﬂigh School “District and received supplementary
ffunding from the stater As an. alternative education program;

To%AL; focuses on learning through real. occupational experiences in - s

the working community. Reading, writing, communicating, computing, : \‘\\\
'copinq, choosing and wozking skills are acquired through ey,
expériences in a wide variety of occupational situations.’ Students, =z

piepare for an occupational area of their choice Qr additionally
to aequire basic learning skills and the 1mportant persgnal and/ . ‘
social SklllS needed in today s society. R . =

'\ . “ \

The first year (1974-75) of the TOTAL program was spent developing

and testing .an individual learning management. system with emphasis

on vocational. and life skills. A special 1¥drning management team -. <
consisfing of a 1earning manager, community coordindtor, student .
coordinator and peer aides'helped each’ student select- and complete . N
those learning objectives and activities which were best suited to °
the interest and ability of each student in the progxam. During - -

the first year the primary goal was to develop the learning .
management gystem and, theréfore, the enrollment was limlted to a .
maximum of 3Q students. - e A A 57

s g “

During the second year of Qperation Progect TOTAL. refined many of‘*u

” materials. qhq_progect operated at a cost of.$64;000 which = ... ¢+ . . ° )‘

its instructional' strategies,  added some new compétencies and . _ ©
expanded enroliment to Hetweep 50 and 60 students while adding s
only .an educational asgistant to. the staff. By December, 1975, . 3
TOTAL had 54 active employer gites participating in the program- o
withﬁan avefage of two employer 1nstructors per site. T

. ‘ - | * ’(ﬁ'{» . ~
Project TOTAL dperates out of two . former classrooms in one wing of .
Hillsboro Union High School. These two xooms provide offices for .

the staff, student working space, and storage for project resource - .

included studént. transportation but excluded overhead 'such as«

facilities costs and the shlary of the part-time director. Of the -
$64,000 budget, $17,000 «camg thropgh special state funds afa the * _ .
remainder out of the regular school district funds. -~ Ce



-

* T EVALUATION FRNDINGS - - L T g
Program Fidelity =« /.. 5 -

~« .~ Two checklists were used by NWREL-at the Beginning and end of the &
P . 3975-=76 school year to determine.the exteht to which each of ,the ’ . '
. - pilot sites was operating in a panner consistent w1th the , s N
ro : model of EBCE. - One checkliSt, e EBGE' Essential Chara eristics )
iy LT . Checklist, covers five component areas of the program. These - . P .
1 .- -~  components’ are that EBCE: 1) is an individualized~program, 2) is . Tl
) a comfiunity.-based program, 3). is an expcrlence-based program and <, o °:
. . ~is built- ffom the~career activities. of’ adults, 4) must have its ' - J
.o . =f owii identity and be - -comprehensiye and 1ntegrated and 5) places a -7 A -
" - major -elphasis on“the ‘career; development of students. Each
S , component area is.rdted’ sepafrately on. from_four to six essential
e * - K characteristics -on a scale 6f one to five with the anchor- points ]
' s 'prespebified A ’ . . ) >

.
. .

. . . . ) . 7 4

N a second checklist, the EBCE Process Checklist, is intended to . '

f LT complement the EBCE .ESsential cgaracberistics Checklist and was , B )

% » also used at the beginning and end of ‘the 1975-76 school.year. -
While the Essentidl Characteristics ecklist’ identifies basic , = - - “
policy and philosophical characteristics of an EBCE 31te, the . -

e . '‘process checklist is de51gned to 1dentify deviations in procedures . e

Gsed -in. operating an BBCE prqgram. This process and checklist
¢ =  consists of four sections: .1l) EBCE objectives, 2) management and )
' organization processes, 3) ‘curriculum and instruction processes, A T
4) student service processes. Each section in turn contains = | - - '
- . separate itemss — - o ‘ s ., ’ -

RN N
£ . . . . \

‘

.. ‘ For example, on the item dealing With student pro;ects,.the project

director and the evaluatqr are asked to check those Life Skill | g - .
o - project areas that are. a\paxt of the: pfbgram, to identify whether - -z
< -, each project area is required or optional for students and to. .
o determine whether the particular project is designed like thate in

_ - the EBCE handbook or opetates .differently. 'In cases where'a .

- . , Pprocess operates diffe{ently from the NWREL.model, a description

-« of the differences and a rationale for these difTerences is )

qbtained - Q . Lot 3, L

-
.
. . a
. ox ' . . o 4 -
5 - -
i’ o . — -@
PR ‘ ' >
-
7
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]
»
5

v «Each of these two checklists was completed by the project director - )
- and-separately by the NWREL evaluator . The results of the two . Tz
f checklists ‘together . prov1de an exbellent,profile descrxption of & L .

" the program,, The ratings given by .the. progect director and -by the ™
‘ evaluater were highly consistent On #he checklist ratinqs made_
during the’ first semester, a high. rating (4 or 5 -on.a 5-pint scale) . :

o ‘;f’ . - 'was given,tp 21 of ﬁhe 24 essential characteristics rating scales. . LT
: - -~ . ' . ;. . :
" . . Co LT .o . B S v -

co . . . . *\_ , ﬂ i -

-




P : 3 The ong.s:ba‘les receiving low or middle ratings (2 or 3) were -
g . .related to the use of community Ainput .into program planning“and
B —="% ' ” “operation, the role of ‘the program advisory board ‘and provision
i T . fotr employer instructor trainping activities. These ratings were _ )
S, e somewhdt lower than the.rest because the project does:pnot have a
[ER N " separate program advisory board but instead uses the district's - by
- career education central advisory committee and because no group :
" 4 employet training sessions had been planned. At the end of the
SRt T ' year, the ratings regarding 'community input into program planning
and operation had improved because ,community members were .involved
more intensively with the program during the:year and had' input _ -
into a‘related career education Part D proposal. An employer ) o K
.. ,\ * . training seminar was ‘also held during. the year!? In summgry, the .-
. . twb program checklists indicate that Project TOTAL is operdtingas ’
: .;4 _a high fidelity EBCE pilot site~ A copy of the two checklists

y /from June,. 1976, is located in P’.ppendicgs A and B to this “report: - -

)

@ : . . R - « . *
.. Staff Questionnaire and Interview - - ' - .t

= . €
- v

_ The thrde operations staff rated each of the' EBCE lean'?ing
— strategies-on a 5-point scale as to their importance and ’ -
effectiveness. All’ef these strafegies were rated high as a "4"
. , or "5" on importance for each scalevby all four staff menbers -
L, except for the pregegigned projeci which were rated& as "3". v .
. The mean level of perceived effec iveness for each of these
.- ) strategies was highest for compettncies and for learning level o
oo activities. The lowest ratings in perceived effegtiveness were - -
for predesigned projects and.for student negoti_ati{)n. q

-

BRT

%

w
3 - L4 >

. > In response to a seyies of quéstions ¢oficerning the.extent to which
EBCE experiences help students in 23 areas, oniy one mean

. < - response was below 3.0 on a 5-point‘scalé. This area was in -

+  helping students understand-the role of science in-society .
A today. Highest ratings were in helping students understand’ >
. ., 'more about themselves,learn how their interésts :qhd,abili'ti.es ~
- ) v - fit into peotential careers$ learn how-to find and keep a job,
R learn basic skills necessary for careers that interest them, | ) -
_* . improVe oral communications, take resgo’nsibil‘ity for theiz/ . o
o © < ‘Actions ‘and cémmunicate comfortably with adults. - _ ~ . L -

” - Ll . -

~ Greatest student_ growth was perceived by the staff in the area of .
. pgrsohal/social development, self-awareness and relatienships with
. adults. , Least growth, ac¢ording to staff responses, was made in
R, basic’skills and in student accountability.

P v
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' Factors seen by the staff as contr:.but:.ng to the success of the
EBCE program include clinical staff support, a “strong progect
. director, a year's experience, more struckure for the learn:l.ng
center- dctivities, cpoperatlon of the-employexs and the.

" the program's succe 1ncluded “teacher mistrust of EBCE, student
transportatjon, -students. with behavior ‘and remedia problems not

RSP ~~ receiving adequate .help and too many students staff -member.

For.next year, staff recommended adm:.t:ting hfewer .students w:Lth

. v, emotional problems, more structure, ‘an improved basic skills

. . program, less paperwork and better use of: ‘tutors, ahd aides. For,
- . ‘a complete lJ.stJ.ng of responses to .all guest:.onna:.ré items, see
.- < Appendix ‘C. vy o , -
- . B 12~question individual staff interview was’ c conducy:ed by the

evaluator in April, l976 to détermine. in more deta;l.l the staff's

perceptlons of the pro:yect's second-year operat:Lons. A tabulatio'n

: -a of responses‘to this interview is located in Appendix ‘D, Of
} “ o special interest to yeaders may be the question asking the staff.

Z. . e what, changes th‘ey made in EBCE. New act:l.v:.tles described were in

. . the 1use ofy volunteer high school students as tutors in basi
- .« skills, daily, group feedback sessions to endble students to ‘h'ar
. e their job site experiences with staff and fellow studerits,

development of a more structured time schedule for students,. .use N

’ ,;~ ’ ) of a learning assistant and the starting of a part-time EBCE
M program for nine students in seventh and eighth grades.

; . . L . o
' Student Descm‘ption . . .- . «

I . ' ’
~ . >

’ . . Throughout the year, approximately 60 students pai"ti'cipated in v

o o ' Pxoject TOTAL. ' Twenty-four percent of the students were g1rls. .
o In terms #f grade level, approximately 20 percent were in’ -
o' ' grade. 9, 41 percent in -grade .10, 29 percent in grade 11 and
- 10 percent in grade 12. . At least-ten, students were terminated
7 e, from “the. program over the,course of .the year. --0Of-*the remalning
. students, .26 had complete.pre and posftest data, andHVere used
~ " for statlstz.c'al analys:.s. of- tl-{is number 92 percent indicated
T " an an end-of-year guestlonnaz.re -that they planned to Jraduate
i . .from high s.chool and 44 perc;ent J:ndlcated intentions to pursue
' postsecondary education. Eight percents plapned to complete a -~

[
Il-

= four-year college program. Forty-four per t of the students \
M 2T, expected ‘to be Working ‘full, time -one year - after completing high
LT e : .school'.’ . LT B "
s . ", i b "'. ¢ - , . -
-8, . ~
- ot ¥ <! ' @ oo
) o ’ . P
~ ' > . e - Toeme . -
: A c e =
: 4 o ) . \‘ '
» e . y - 23

»
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.packaging of ‘compe ies materials. Obstacles seén ds: limiting ~—7




., .- The average number of-student process outcomes. completed by these

. students and average number of days. absent- age dlsplayed in Table -
1 below where the mea and standard deviation (S.D.) ‘are shown. ‘
. “ - —,’ . . Ve - NP SEEEEN ;I ;"
' < . " $TABLE l .
.. : . EER
Average Number of ‘Student Process Outcomes Completed ’ e

- = _'PROJEchbTAL “u /‘\ B

S (N=26)

gt . - » Mean

e S LA L

3 - . . » -
. - - Ed

v, <o . Career Explorations- - 10.08
. Lot learning levels 2.50 . :

s Skill Building levels. ~ < .54
L o * Projects - ° L 2.77 .
e ) Competencies 2.35 . K

# © ., Days BAbsent . - 18.27 ° -

-
' N -

-

-

e - Lo ' ‘ - S
. . » ~ Students in Prdject~~T0‘I‘AL completed more than twice the number of |
.capeer explorations required by the program design but fewer, .
o . stident projects. and competéncies than were expected. In terms of n .
i ' attendance, they avéraged more days absents than any other sites,. .
.. which would be expected considening the jfact that; many‘ of, él h -
: students weré recommended for the program based on-past faj_.lure
; . in the¢ regular school program. Data collécted in 1974-75
.. Tt indicated that the average percent of time in attendance at .
' .,  school prior to entering TOPAL was 35.7 percent Ffor last year’ / f
L - TOTAL students. While in TOTAL, students' average attendatie ~

s et rate last year was 87 percent and this year was 90 percent..

. - [N .

-
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N
-
3

<
\
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»
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s and Days Absent Pexr” Student”’ii"i”'" o v e el ) e T



JGrbwth Data i _ -,

- The MUBTfVARIANCE program was used to analyze growth da;a -

y — 'a‘f . -
, Growth data collected at Hrllsboro consisted of_scores for the
. réadlng conpgehensngn, arlthmetle concepts. and arlthmetlc .. .
, applications -sybtests of -the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills %
LT {CTBS) ; the Self-Directed Search; the Student Opinion’ Survey,
- —and changes in occupational and éducational aspirations. ' Pretest

arid posttest means and.standard deviations (S5.D.) for the CTBS .

T .-~ are-given below in Table 2. Data are reported as  expanded - h
S -8tandard scores and as grade equivalents (G.E.J. . Changes ih_the :
o CTBS scores wére sgatistically;signif;cant for reading
Ce < comprehension (F“S 62, df=1, 22, ‘p<:03) and approached. SLgnlflcance
: j‘ for -arithmetic appllcations (F—3 54 df=1, 22 p< 08).

- - [

\ - ‘s
—f 4 . ’ SR - — TABLE 2 . e
< ! , Pretest and Posttest Scores on the CTBS for -~
.. Project TOTAL Students - ) . .
ST : /- - _ {N=26) - o .
‘ o 3 . - .+ . Pretest . Posttest ¢
x IS subts i '  Meah S.D.: G.E. Mean §S.D. G.E.'
" Reading Comprehension . 513.42 103.44 7.0 537.15 82.15 7.8
B | Arithmetic Concepts = - 508.35 71.89 7.6, '534.88 75.25 8.1
Arithmetic Applications | 516.58 104.77 774 539.08 78.65 8.2 .

AP . ’ = !

»

-

. lPretest scores were used. as lndependent varlables in a one-factor

5 . analysis ef covariance of the posttest scores for each instrument.

Univariate F tests of .the growth effects on each variable were

'used since the small number of subjects limited the" fiu ltivariate”
alels. Finn, J. MULTIVARIANCE: A generalized ‘univariate’ and

myltivariate andlysis of variance, covar¥ance-and regression. " ¢ - -

Version V. Chicago: WNational Educational Resources, Inc., ¢

March;.lg72. . ] , . -

+
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+ The Self-Directed Search, developed by John Holland, was used to
identify "occupational per§onality" «characteristics of each .

studeﬁt These six as are: realistic {e.g., sk;lled trades, , = -

technlcal and some seYvice occupations) ; J.nVestigatJ.ve le.q,,
scientific-and some technical occupations); artistic; social
(e.g., educat:.onal and sbcial welfare occupat:.ons-) ; enterprising
(e g., managerlal and sales occupat:.ons) ; and conventional ‘(e.g.,

-

- off:Lce and clerical occupatlons) .-, ..

e 1 '

. It.is also possible to calculate six other scores from this .
" instrument: self est:.mates, act:LvJ.tJ.es,, competenc:.es, occxzpatz.ons,
differentiation and consistency. The self-estimates score !
represe:fts the student's total self rating (on a seven-point scale)
» score across 12 traits such as mechanical ab:.l:.ty, ‘artistic ability
"and office skills ~ Two—of, these traits reflect each of the six

: occupatlonal categor:.es. “Students rate themselves in comparison
with other persons of ‘the same age. '1‘he~act1v1t1es score
represents the' _student's total number of* activities across the six
occupat:.onal categories that the student says he or she likes to
do. The competencies score represents the total nutrber of
activities across the s:.x occupational categorres that the studefnt
feels he or-she'can do well or competently The occ@at:.ons

4% score.represents the total number of occupations that are of
* . interest or appeal to the student.” The different‘ieation score

describes the degree to which a person, represents a “pure"

person with moderate "Sociatl," "Enterpr:.s:.ng" and "Convent:.onal"
interests and competencies. The differentiation code is computed
by subtracting the numerical weight of the tertiary score from
the’ weight of the primaxy ccyde The consistency score is an index
of the internal ¢onsistency of the personality. Operata.onally,

it describes ‘the degree of compatability between the primary and
secondary code. For example, a person with an "Artistic" primary
code -and a " ional" secondary Tode will probably exhibit
contradictfo behavigr patterns and J.nteres°ts and receJ.ve a low

Pretest and posttest means and standard deviations (s.D.) for - -
subscores on thé Self—-DLrectéd Sear¢h &ré“s own on ‘the' followihg
page in Table 3. :

4 . * * < ® . -
.

[
S

personality type. A pgrsen with very étrong "Social" J.nterests '%*:
and competenc:Les‘, for example, is more of a "pure" type than a - -
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TABLE 3 R

for Pfoject TOTAL Students . <
, (N=26) N . Lo
« ’ - - ' - *
5 - ¢ b - T ) Pretest Posttest . '
Ve . ocdbipational Area' Mean S.D. “ Mean® §.D.
| . Realistic. .. 10.73" 4.53 ~ 10.50 4.28 ° 7
S Investigative % 6.65_ 2.81.. 6793 .3.07
- Artistic 6.50 2.97 6.58 2.98 .
o Social 8.42 3.62 _ 8.00° 3.68 - -
~' . - - 'Enterprising’ ~—5.77 2.52 > 5.19 2.91. B
7 e Conventional - - 4.00 2.84 3.50 '2.60° ¢
: : \
SDS Summary Scores ,/ _
o Self-Estimates 22.31  7.70 - 24.23 ‘4.40 _ -
- . Act;v1t1es , '25.23 12.70 « 25.77 L 12.99 - )
- - ‘ Competencies 23.46 12.18 24.27 13.52 -
Occupations 15.85 12.85 11.46 10.11 :
Differentiation Score 6.27 2.60 6.19 2.56 -
Consistency STore 2.31 .79 2.46 .81 "
- - ! N - o
= » . S
il T Sx@nlf;cant.dlfferences in pre and posttest scores were not - '
e </j ) expected for .thé six occupational areas since ‘these factors - ¥
* usually remain stable and an increase-.in interest in one
occupational ,area often leads to a decrease in another.
, However, there was a near significant increase in’investigative - .0
. occupatlons (F—3 11 df::l 22, p< 05) - .
c . total self-estimates, activities, compeéencyes and occupatlons Le '
K 7} 1glcores were anticipated to increase over the year as students ¢
. gained a gerlety of work experiences and perhaps came to view ‘
. . themselves in a more positive light. However, although,there were
L e e rincreases -on most-of- »these scores, they were non51gniﬁicant
. " changes. N . P .
P ‘ - ¢ i
- Increases in dlfferentiatdon and consistency were, hypothesized as ,
L a result of students® observihg and ‘trying-out a v iety of jobs P
;_iun» . . -andzlearnlng to discriminate more in what activitl s they like
R and dislike. The differentiation score showed little change but -
K . TOTAL students did demonstrate significant growth in the S
' consistency of their occupational selectlons (F=5.33, df=1 23,
\, - ‘p< 04) - . :;"_7
'\:.-- - [ l‘ . B P ~ ‘- -
Tk . . 15 ) R e L=
~' - it . “’_Mv;:wm"‘(‘o‘:l}l v S~ . , -
' . - - - . . ' H-11
W - ‘; ' ) < * -
:.44 “ % - \ f‘ - - PR J ‘ )

LT,

- Pretest and Posttest Scores on the Self=Directed Search
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;’- - ) ('I‘he Student Opinion Scale is a local name epplied to the -

T . Psychosom.al Maturlty Scale developed by Ellen Greenberger.” The

L . instrument is used to assess growth in nine different areas, many

- . of which dré related to the EBCE. Life Skills goals. The,results ’

e e from this instrument are presentfed in Table 4. ~ !

o ] - TABLE 4 \_ -
' Pretest and PGsttest Scores on the Student Opinion Scale _ 4

L - o ' for Project TOTAL Students ,

- . {N=26) - ' .
=% L) : X ‘
=, T " Pretest Posttest -

Individual Subscales " Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
‘. — N 7/ & s
-z - . _ - : o
; - -z --' Self Reliance - . 26.81 4.42 28 31 3.40
Work ‘" 25.73 5.59 247G N By e o S A e o
Identity . 24.35 6.20 25.54 5.00 -
TE .Communications ,21.08 5.10 -~ 22.27 4.90 T
. N Roles ~ . 31.46 5.54 & 31.50 5.59
y Trust’ . _ 27.04 4.10 27.46  3.87
' | Sacial Commitment 30.27 5.40 31.15° 5.08
. X Change 32.04 5.35 32.12  4.87-
v Tolerance - - 34.62 5.63 -34.77 5.08 . P
- . Social, Degslrablllty 18.73 3.82 ., 19.31 4.04 )
P «x,‘? B . : o ¢ . - . . L e "
e Summary Scales.-~ ) - ) s .
Individual Adequacy 76.88 12.38 8. 77 " 9.98 . : )
- Interpersonal ’ S . = e .
] ’ Cormunication 79.58 10.18 81.23 -7.09
2 o4 - Social Adequacy.... . - ---96.92..14.10. ... 98.04 12,34 .

5 -

| NTI a¢ ‘ '
- —Fhe Social rab:.l:n.ty scale is a "1ie" scale des:Lgned to

7. - estimate thegffake factor" of response. —Higher scores indicaté
a tendency to respond in & socially desirable manner. The TOTAL

. ~ gcores on th:Ls scale indicate that students were responding in an -~
- ' honest manner but tended toward the more socially des:Lred )
: responses at the end of the year K — - -

Co . hl ‘Thése subscale scores can also be combined to form three sumfnary
e . scales: Individual Adequacy, Interpersonal Commun:.cations and

50c1a1 Adequacy (Table 4).

. - sl - . <
PREEI LA - (
. * . ’ ! .
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Results of the muitivariake analysis of change scoxés ihdicate o
fiat Project- TOTAL students demonstrated statistically signi-ficant Y B
growth in selfrreliance (F=22.44, df=1, 21, p<.001), trust (F=10.97, .
- "d@f=1, 21, p<. 971) » change (F=6.16, df—l 21, p<.03) and tolerance’ ,3 v ¢
a (F=4.82, df=1, 21, p<.04) scales and approached significance on . , RV
the work scale\('F—4 13, df=1, 21, p<.06). TOTAL students also . & \ , '

_demonstr_ated significant growth on the summary scales of
individual adequacy (F=5.66, df=1, 21, P<.03),-interpersonal.
z. communications (F=14.27, df=1, 21, p<.0l) and social adequacy
ot ot (P=5.53,-df= l, 21, p<.03).- These results are particularly .
b& R T impressive since little significant growth on this instrument . -

'_ ; ©- . ; was detected _at the other two NWREL EBCE pilot sites using th:Ls ' .
£ : ) instrumént on a pre and posttest bas:.s. - ¢ . ) - °

7 N ‘ , b

—

Student End-of-Y e/; Questionnaire ~ - ST ) _

- B =

-'wam.:mmmwametudentwqawsmmair&,developed by NWREL was cpmpleted by TOTAL
: students in May. The purpose""oﬁ the instrument was to obtain
end-of-year data on certain quéstions asked of-the same students
P T ) at thé beginning ‘of the year, assess student knowledge of job _
- " trends and related information and to collect data on student”

- reflections about their schdol EBCE expenences f A tabulation .o
2 of responses to the questlonhairefeis disp‘iayed in Appendix E and . o
: . 48 based on the 25 students who were in TOTAL for the entire year ' .
P and who completed the, pre and posttest. . ,

U U TOPN e »

= 0ver half Of ‘the’ !IOTAL ‘students” reported that they had worked .,
and4or observed at both jobs they listed as’ career choices on ’ -

, the questionnaire. Only two- students regorted having neithler e

— N ’ worked nor observed at careers they were interested in. ’;-// . ,

. P . ’«‘”

‘Only one af the TOTAL students reported that ‘I'Ie r She did not -
" know the steps necessary to prepare for .and ente each of the 3 - .
. two jebs, and two-thirds felt they would be abl ‘to -complete the’ * : .
» necessary steps for preparation and entry into at least one of the . . . -
. jobs. . The remain:.ng one-third :Lndicated they. were unsure. . .
Most 'of the students (72'rper nt) indicated that tfieir EBCE .. v
.. experience in observing or tzéing out the jobs influenced the:Lr - ) ..
3 Choice of potential careers. Other factors that :Lnfluenced _
3 ]_ " career choice were “talking with people’, who work—at ‘the, jobs (48
percent) ' reading' about the jObS (20 percent), talkinq with——-
relatives or friends about one's ‘choices (28 percent) arid talking ¢
with teachers or counselors about choices (2 percent) Eighty

o

percent of the students-were able to ident:l.fy Jcbs that ‘seemed : N

) . interesting last year but no londer match their interests oz =z

T abilities. Experience in observing or trying out the job(s) was C i
the most frequent, reason ‘selected for changing career plans ’

(16 percent) . -~ | .




’ . -
The TOTAL students rated the program high in helping them attain
the ’program goals. The goal areag in which they reported_.the w'
.program least effectlve were in understanding the role .of science .
. . * in our society, understanding the -democratic process-and improving
- oL wntlng skills. Students rated the program h:.ghest in helping"’
¥ them leaxn to get along with others. -

. . v

. 4 . .

well : ] In comparison, with the ,regular high school pyogram,.80 percent, of -,

SR the” TOTAL students .felt EBCE provided them with more opportunity -

N - . for learning about occupations; 88 percent, felt it provided them

) .. with more opportum.ty for general learning and>76 percent felt .

: ) it motivated them to ledrn more: than did their past eXperiences ’ ) -
in the' regular high school A L. -

. . - ©
- -~

— + e

RPN ' ———

S- a T On an open-ended question, students were asked to 1dentlfy the e
; . .perceived strgmgths-.and weaknesses of Project TOTAL. “s€rengths " o

e s most freduent: listed were job site training and opportunities .

I * “(45. percent), ability to choose what to léarn (17 pertent),

D ab¥lity to work at your own rate (15 percent) , learning what is ,

1mportant in the outside world (12 percent) ¢ job site explorations X

AP (10 percent) and a helpful .and trusting staff (10 percent) . e

> : : Twenty percent of the students indicated they saw no weaknesses. ) -t

& e Of the weaknesses listed, thé most common were students misbehaving "

.- . . + -or actipng silly (8 Wrcent), not being able to get preferred job

site (5 percent), notv/xough staff,help (5 percent), projects (5 A

percent) and complet:. daily plans (5 percent) ; _

-

] v

l ’ 4 —

=i Samp]ed Stqdent Projects ) ' T J oo

In addltlon to, the evaluation data [¢)
project sites, the NWREL lEBCE evaluation unit also re
C EBCE sites send copies of all student written Life gfllls .projec g
: . arfd resulting proéffcts (reporfs) for-a random sample of five 3
e i ., students, The .selection of these flve studerits was ‘done at NWREL -
SEA N us:.ng the TOTAL program roster and a le of randoxn numbers. t,
. Student pj:ojects “and wr:.tten products ere collected and analyzed’ 4
. . because these projects-are onelof ‘the jor learning strategies
T used in EBCE’ to help J.n,te_grate stu t a¢tivities at the learninig - A,
L center with those at employer a.r‘{lhconunum.ty sites. The evaluators .
RN ~—~'~~~-~.,'w feel. that a close evaluat:.on of ®hese student projects and s

: Ero"ducts 7while t1me co/_ngmiaq“em—.bemone of the best ways to
assess the curr:.culum aspécts of* EBCE. S .

’ »

A
' B -

—'- ALl stu‘aent Life $ills pro:lects and products prodﬂced by four of o
e : the five sampled stydents were regeived, ‘read and rated by a NWREL .
S taff member- using a Student Pro ects Evaluation Form. The form
Lo ntained twelve catégories for ating the-projects-and Five categor:,eé -

for rat:mq the written products Each rat:.ng category conta:.ned

' ."‘\- ' . ) - M
‘ \ : s n‘&ﬂ [A ’ - T ’ ‘p ‘ -
- 134 o e ¢\“.<\/' (
- . 2 L 7,
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5%°a nine-point scale anda place for written evaluator comments. . A

- - L <

- fabulated copy of the Individual and Combined Project Evaluation
forms is located in Appendix G. : -
S - i
Of the four students whose projects and products were rev.Lewed,
two had completed two .l.ndivn.dually negotiated projects and ‘one
predes:l.gned project .and the other two students had each completed
6nly an mdivz.dualized critical thinking project. Prior to
~.rating each of ‘these eight projects ‘and. products, the re\h.ewer !
‘xeviewed the test scores 6f these students to get a‘”feeling for
the' ability leO(el of eadh student.; : ' T

v
4 ] %
[T

-~

v

Prior to ratJ.ng these proJects, the NWREL staff member, .
evaluator and a recent Tigard (CE), learning managex independently
reviewed and rated four student projects from another EBCE pilot
site and then discussed their findings. In cases where a
discrepancy of more than two points on an item occurred, the N
raters described the rationale for their choices and their ) -
interpretation of what was meant by each_scale. The discusston
helped to-clarify the méaning of each scale. Relia.bility levels :
among the raterxs will be calculated and reported to NWREL in .

0

5‘ September, i;l976. . . _ . a

Student~ prczlects “were rated h.J.gb.est 1;1 regard to incorporatlng -
basic skills, capitalizingL on student**:.nterests, containing . s =T,
adequate performance cr:Lter;La, appropriateness of project
activities for the student's abilities and the 1og:.ca1 ) o
relationship of activities. Student projects were rated lowest T
.in“meeting the specific objectives of the Life Skills area .and
-in using a- variety of ‘sources. In evaluating the students’
products (generally, written reports resulting from-the proJects), -
it was judged that mostﬁp

relative to the student‘

abJ.lity.
l é
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Employer Opinion Surv& - %23 BT .
. "‘:‘?’)‘ T - - . /} ) ::"'.‘/.
In May, a NWREL develope opinion survey was«;mailed by the TOTAL’ 1]

RN

+ ‘./ 1 \ _.

-, week on, learning leve’ls . ‘During exploration levels the most .’

rtg-eight ‘questionnaires. &
. ,rcemt.» ‘Timing at the .. . .
. end of the schoof*year difl not allowy or.za
noxkrespondents.x "A.tabulated copy, of
located in Appendix H. . xS

s

Employers reported a med:.
—Working, witl, sttrdents on' e)tploration “lefrels ahd -8.5 hours per »

,‘3

5,‘)"

- . » PP
£ . . . ”
f%\,« . * v ot - -7, L
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roducts d‘ommtmicated well, and hag at Sy
least adequate technica.h quality (e. Ger leg:.bility and grammar) Lo

followup mailing to PN o
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frequent employer actrv:.t:.es ‘Were tal‘k:.ng about site act:.v:.tles .
(§8 percent) : supervising students ign performing- specifig Job ~
related tasks (63 percent) taIkJ.ng sabout job opportunltz.es (55 - g/‘-
-perqent) arfd evaluatlng individual students' assigpmerts. (50 oL
percent) These same activities ‘occurred at learning levels. -~
usyally. w:.thra greater frequency, Proba.bly the single best ' - i -
qevz.denbe of strong employer s oxt “for TOTAL is that' 100 percent ' - -
*of the employers t:omplet:.ng -the su,rvey 1nd1cated “that J:HOY would: =~ . -
'reoommend to_a potential_ effbioyer - or 'rescurce person #hat he or a0 T .
‘she also becomeglnvolvedﬁwz.th the "program. Ez.ghty-four percent ) )
. of the employers stated they plan to cantinue part:LcJ.patJ.ng with -
. T the program next yea®. Of those who do not plan to continue, the, _~ - -
. reason stated was lack me. None- of them indicated that they » L
. felt the program was ineffective or. that they were not cont:.nui;g ‘ T
$4‘ because of problems with the st_udents or staff s C i . o
L -t Y '
-7 Y. sThe four‘strengths .of 'TOTAL checked‘ most ﬁequently by employers ;
* - . . are that stddepts learn about real life sifuations (87 pg\.gent) , ,' ‘ bl
1carn about a variety of careBrs (79 percentf.and gain N '
~ i xperlence in work:.ng with adults %61 percent) , and the program
. : 1.s ‘a.good’ alternat:Lve to a regular high school program (53 percent)""‘"‘"
L o~ ) 'Ihe only weakness of thé program seJected by wre ~than three
' oL e employers was that some students cannbt handle~ the freedom (32 R
.t T percent) . ’ —

N - L] > . - N
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I IR Pa'rent Opini.on Survey T -

' © ’InMay, a NWREL developed‘op:.n:.on survey was maJ.Ied by the TOTAL . L. T - e
. st to parents of 50 TOTAL studerdts. » Twgnty questionnaires R _

W ’ were returned for a response rate of 40 perdent. A tabulated . - e

5 . * copy of the parent survey is located in Appendix I. Qne of the’

. o - most ‘dramatic results from the quest:.onna:.re is ‘the effect the ] .

o . jprogram, appe'ars to have on increasing thg communication between s Co

- e, y young peopie and, their parent‘s Before, entering tha TOTAL pr@gram, i

‘ ,".' w only’ 15 percent"%f the parents reported. that their son or daudnter . = AT

Y R talked with them frequently or almest daily, about what was go:.ng ) .

' . . on’in the regular tchool. After being in TOTAL fQ% ‘one or-more ‘¥- &=

. years, 60 perdent of. the parent,?arepo,rted that ‘th r son or ¢ v

~ y _danghter talked to them, frequently ox almost daily about what 'was L.

going on®in- the TQTAL program: - .o »

4 0w P -y o,
- N -~ A - - N ‘ o . [ .

“

v

[ Several questJ.ons on thie parént survey help to reveal t}&a parents' R
e ovetrall, rmgress,xon of TOTAL. Elghty-fz.ve percent of the parents ','
N e N fe1t that the TOTAL program exper:.ence for thezr son or daughter ‘ '
v, . were bettér han past—School experlenc s and ten. percent felt the
) " & experiences were about the same. - - - '

N . ‘ .
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Man'y parents saw positive changes J.n thglr son or daughter that
they felt mlght be a’'result of partlc.tpatmg m,, the TOTAL program.-
Changes J.dent:rfied by at-leas't half the parents were greater. . ) -
self-conf:.denoe (75 percent of-.the parents checked this), better . . .
understand:.ng of"~ jobs (70 percent), ,greater maturity orx, . . o ‘
self-direction (65 percent) and improvement in basic, skills - - = . TR
(55 percent).’ Very few negative effects &6f participating in TOTAL '
s . 'w'é’fe noticed. Fifteen percent of the parents’ fel€t their son ox *
ARSI @aughter had become less J.nterested in educat:gon lon and seven; peroent,,
o 21t their sén ‘or daughter had ‘beéome more critical of others. s

~e .

~ . ‘ , -~ . ‘ ’
LT | SUMMARY OF FINDINGS- S _
- = N A o ! - F l ' . P

- *I‘he major fmd:.ngs from the 'NWRELS ‘evaluation of TOTAL are lJ.sted -
below: L. . )
I , R - ‘

-

W

< - 1. The ’POTAL program. is operating as a.,high ’ X Lt
fidelity NWREL EBCE pilot site. ¥ ' — A .
. . 'S v -
o Y * & .2. .Students selected for Project TOTAL were often those ' PPN
,.‘ L - who had not succeéeded’ in the regular hlg‘h school
. : ) h program. .They complete@fare than twice the number ‘ -
of career explorations: requ:.fed by *the ‘program AT .
) o . design. but fewer student progects and conpetenues - ~.
L7 <. " were expected.r- .. )

Ay L) -~ $ F
In terms of school/ attendance, students gnrolled - -
in TOTAL in-1974-75 averaged 36- percent school ‘.
" dttendance the year prior to enteying this | =~ - ' - A
program. Last year student$ in TOTAL averaged , ' -
87 peroent attendance ‘for that year and this ~ '
year student attendance’ a%raged 90 percent.. T -
‘ . >
Students in TOTAL showed a signiflcant increase . -
in reading gomprehens,a.on, approached sh.gnifrcanoe’\ { ‘
in growth in arithmetic applications and demonstrated e )
‘non31gm.£1¢aht growth in arithmetic conoepts. .
On the Self-Directed Seardh,, students demonstrated
signlflcant “increase-in consistency of occugat:.onal e
election. s me that their c&reer prefexenoes )

became more focused N
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6. Project TOTAL students made stat:.st:.caily . ‘ e
's:Lgn:Lf:Lcant growthron hmeasures of self-reliance, . 5w j
, change, tolerance and trugt scales plus all three . i
.. o summary scales. ,These results are particularly- -
) . :meress:Lve since s:n.gn:.f:n.cant growth on these .o v
BRI " . measures was not detected in the other two NWREL .
‘EBCE pilot s:n.tes

. 4 ) 7. Only one of the TOTAL students reported that he _ ‘ . )

- . ' or she did not know the gteps necessary to prepare ’ .
for anid enter 'each of two careers of :Lnterest

. « Two-thirds of the students felt._they would be | .

. ' able\.to complete the necessary,steps for preparation

= : Co and entry into at least one of their two top careers ' .

{ - . . ' of interest. Thé remaining third :mdlcated that ’

= they were unsure. o L,
- ‘_ . ® -

g 8. ~In comparison with the regular high school prografm,_ e
~* * " %0 percent of the TOTAL students felt EBCE provided -
them with more opportum.ty for learning about _
dccupat:n.ons, 88 percent felt TOTAL prov1ded them . .
~ L with more opportunity for general learn:mg and . to. oA .
) 76 percent felt it motivated.them to led¥n more ’ R
) . .+ than did their past experiences.in the regular ’
B ' .+ high school. . ~N )
e A ' " A . .. ot . 4
e ‘ . 9. Probably the single best evidence of strong .
. - L , ?loyer ‘support fo; TOTAL is that” 100 percent ' :
L - . the employers completing an employer op:Lnion
<. ' / survey in May, l976,,:|.nd1cated that they would o . L
. - - x mmend to & potential employer or resource
a . - : ' _ person that she or he also become involved with’
, 0 .. ’ . TOTAL s ‘ W) * . *
(. ) 10 One’of the most interesting results-from the , o T
: .- f . parent survey ig the effect the program appears .
v N to have on increasing the.communications between
. < . young people and their parents. Before entering -
= . the TOTAL program, only l5gBercent of the paxents L .
- ' . reported. that-their “son orldaughter talked with
. P - them frequently o6r almost daily about what was
e - goirig on in the regular school. ' After being in _. .
e - TOTAL for.oné or more years, &0 percent of the , .
: ‘ parents -reported’ that their son or daughter talked ) ’
e L. =  to them _{:'reqﬁe"ntly or almest daily about what was- '
T - e .’ going on in. the TOTAL program. '

-

v
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Several quesr,:.ons on the parent survey help to

-Yeveal the-parents' overa‘ll impression of

E:Lght‘y-f:l.ve percent of the parents
felt t+ thé. TOTAL program experience for their ‘
son or hter was better thah past school .
experience .ané ‘ten percent felt “the e:gpef:l.ences

‘ were about the-same. * .

-

A .
L4 . ¢
. .

Many parenﬁs saw’ poéitivesz changes®in their,s‘en

or daughter that they felt might be a result of . ' .
partidipating in the TOTAL program. Changes
identified by at least+half the parents were ,
greater self—conf:.dence (75 'percent of’ the‘ - -
parents checked tHis) \better understand:.ng, of

jobs (70 pergent), greatér maturity or ¢ .t -
se;lf—drrectlon\ (65 percent) and’ improvemert in’

basic skills (55 percent) « Very few negat:l.ve

effects of participating™in TOTAL were noticed.
Fifteen per.cent of the parents felt their sonm

) or. daughter had’ become ‘less interested in - -
éducation and. seven percent felt their sop or
daughter had* become. more'crz. ical of others.




