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« drafting, andher ‘on filing, and so:n. The evaluator moves around

. . - ' /. . .

R the room, coeming-to each one to explain .the task, to assist with
Kl ‘ , k 1} ¢ . . h . * . " ) _‘
J any problems,.and later to score the work sample. :
)\ . ! ".ll '

¢ - We seem to have concentrated mainly on the indivqauol

- 'x\“approafh in our evaluatian process. This is probab]y because we A
' %

have ref1ed heav11y on khe workshop swtuat1on and. work samples.
' - \
: The first work. samp]es were.designed to be given to one client at

t

a timé (Rosenberg, 1977)u -The earliest work samples, now known

1

as TONER, webe originally developed in the mid 1930%s at the InstT-

" tute for iha Cr1pp?ed and Disabled in New York City: (Severa]

, years ago the. agency changed its name to the ICD Rehabilitation
and Résoarch.Center). Over the years the TOXER work samp]e q?proach~
became an accepted foym of vocational evaluation boph nat1ona.1y - .

and to some extent internationally. In recent years, other onk .

‘ samples have’become cormercially available. Most™of tHese, howéver, 4

have continued to pattern themselves after the TOWER concept ice.,

- they are adm1n1stered on an individual basis.

It is important .to note that this is not individual,

one~-to-one evaluation, as we know it from tests, such as the - -

. ~ » o
“Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS). In these tests, one

evaluator works with just one person throughout the entire evaluation.

In rehab111tat1on we pride ourse]ves that by ]ett1ng

clients work 1nd1v1dua]1y we are giving 1nd1v1dua1 attent1on,

4 - 4

That we are offer1ng earh person a program-des1gned £0: meet h1s or

her needs and interests.- Bg§f1s this @énera]]yotrue? It is Tikely - . =~
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o ’ draft1ng, anoﬂher on f111ng, and so.on The evaluator ooves around
o the room, coming- to each one to expf;1n .the task, to assist with
i ‘any prob]ems,.eﬂd 1éter to score toe,work samp]e. B g.
t.‘ . 'we seem to'have congentrateo mainly on~the indiVﬁauel
g 1 5%pproafh in our eva]uation'process This' is probab]y because we A
"have ref1ed heav11y on the warkshop . ;1tuat1on and. work samples.
The first work. samp]cs were,designed to be g1$en to one client at
/ a timé (Rosenberg, 1977)z - The earliest work samp]es, now known {
as TONER, webe originally developed in the mid 1930%s at the Instr-
e tute for ihe Cr1pp?ed and Disabled in New York City: (Several
’ © years ago the. agency changed Jits name to the ICD Rehabilitation
‘ and Research Center) Over the years the TOhER work samp]e ipproach~
became an accepted foym of vocational evaluatian both nat1ona ly
;o and to some extent 1nternat1ona11y In recent ;ears, other onk
samples have’become cormercially available. Most™of these, hoviever, 4
have continued to pattern themselves after the TOWER concept. i;e:,

. they are administered on an individual basis.

It is important .to note that this is not individual,

one~to-one evaluation, as we know it from tests, such as the - -

. ~ . .
* Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS). In these tests, one

evaluator works with just one person throughout the entire evaluation.
In rehabilitation we pride ourselves that by ]ett1ng

I

clients work 1nd1v1dua11y we are giving 1nd1v1dua1 attent1on% .

4 - q

Tha; we are offer1ng earh person a program-des1gned £0: meet h1s or

her needs and interests.- 8u§,1s this @éneraf]ygtrue? It is Tikely
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that if a close examination were made of most work evaluation °

P

units, we would find the situation-not quite as ideal as we would

Vike. )

ARE WE PROVIDING SUFFICIENT INDIVIDUAL NETENTION?

~
n

Let ug cofisider individual attention. -What is the typical

¢

work evaluation unit '1ike? An evaluator, under ideal conditions,

> ~

has Six to eight c]1entsxwork1ng on different tasks. wh11e he1p1ng_
one c11ent the evaluator is not 1nteract1ng w1th the other c11ents
nor is he/she observing them. Also, gince the'evaluator can only !
help one c]ieht at a time, other clients who need help must waie.
In addition, since the clients are working.oh.different tasks and

often not §§tting near one another, they cannot benefit from

s 3 . . . . N " -
explanations given to others. \
. . o

It would be interesting to do a %tudy to see what propor-
tion of a given client's time in evaluation is Comprised of the. *-

. TN .
evaluator's making observations and interacting directly with the

. clfent. The resilts would be surpr1s1qg to some, as the propor-

tion is- probably quite ]ow One reason may be the kind of tra1n1ng“ '

4

and amount’of exper1ence ‘the evaluator has had Other reasons

become obvious if you look at a typical evaluation unit.

Hith individually administered work samples thg/evaluator
mo§t move from client to client, spehding only a limited amount
of time with each one. Ih'addition, evaluators, particularly in
smaller fac111t1es, are called to the phone, interrupted by other

staff members, called to brief meet1ngs, engaged in conversat1ons '

3 ,
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by staff and'clients, and asked to fill out large numbers of forms

. 1

and reports -- all while they are supposed to be ‘observing c]ients‘

. %

,behavior and work performance.

4.

ot
-

It is true that for some purposes it may- be necessary to
have c]fents work on the1r own, as they may have to on some JObS
But let's not de]ude Qurse]ves into th1nk1ng that this is neces-

sarily the best or only kind of 1nd1v1dua1.assessment. And let us °

net pretend that this is comparable to individual one-to-one

£

assessment, where the evaluator works only with one client through-

—

out the entire -evaluation period.

t

]

Some questions that must be answered are: ﬁoes the current

"practice of individually administered work samples help us to learn

-

as much about clients as we can? Are we confusing assessment of

skills with.observations of general work>toleranice? And related
) e
. to th1s, are we eva]uat1ng clients as eff1c1ent1y as we could?

And, are we giving them thg concentrated attent10n requ1red for a

4

thorough eva}uation?

-~ .

]

ARE CLIENTS RECEIVING EVALUATIO“/PROGRAMS DESIGNED TO MEET THEIR
INUIVIDUAL NEEDS?

4 . f

A(Tbak at the work samples given to c]ients‘within an agency
~ ' R ’

will usua]]y reveal that most tend to be given the same work samples.
| . This may be” because the agency only has a limited number of work
isamp]es, or because the evaluators are only comfortab]e adm1n1s-
;er1ng and~1nterpret1ng a half dozen or so. More extensive and

phorbugh‘training in work 'sample evaluation would help evaluators

i ' L
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broadén their understanding of what is available and appropriate

to use.
o ¥ LY

If there are only limited job abportunities in the area and"

work samples are related to these jobs, then a common battéry of
. h 4
work samp]es could be’ appropriate. A]so, if the common battery

prov1des a measure of basic¢ apt1tudes, then this could be -justifi-

\

able as well. But usually the reasons are availability of work

samples and a sense of comfort with what is known, Neither of these

L]

reasons 1eqd§'to evaluation programs geared to individual need.’ \

~ Now that we have looked critically at individually admin-
istered work samples, let it be said again that there is a p]acég .
for them within the work evaluation process. Some clients do work.

- 0. - - - .
- better -on. their own; some clients do need intensive evaluation in

special areas. Behaviors, such -as perseverance and the abi]ify
to perform tasks over long per1ods of time, are sometimes better

- eva]uated by the individually administered work samp]es What

»is needed, however, is a, combination of group and individual eral-
‘uation’ The two méthods can supplement each other° In thié‘way
we get mgre ‘information on our clients, and a more vaﬂ1ed\51nd of . . f
1nformat1on In add1t1on client and staff time is utilized more

.
-

' gff1c1ent1y. ' | ' , . .

) .
' . | ,
g » . !

A LOOK AT GROUP EVALUATION o

S ‘ L ' ' ~
‘Now let us exarine group evaluation more closely. Group

evaluation with work .samples is new.l Presently it takes two.'formsT :
«['_ “ . ’ ~ ' ) .

¥
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One involves a cooperative situation in which clients work jointly

on a task. This is i]]ust;ated by the Valpar Work Sample #14,

Integrated Peer Perf;rmance, recently déye]oped by the Valpar Cor-'
< . poratibn in Tucson, Arizona. In this work fample, client work7

'+ cooperatively on an assembly line task, with.each performing an ’

opepatibn in.turn. This work sample measures eye-hand coordination,
motor skills, spéed, concentrétioh, and ability to work under stress.
, AR i

A maximim of five clients can be tested at one time.

)

Thé other type of .group evaluation follows the more tra- ////
ditional method used in paper and pencil testing. Hese a group
.of clients is taking the same work sampTe at the same time: Each

client has a separate set of'equ}bment and works on the task

1ndependent1y from the others. / Th1s form’ of group evaluation is
o 11]ustrated by Mncro TONER a system of work-samples developed at
the ICDrRehab111tat1on and Research Center jin New York City (Backman,
~ K 1977, 1975; Loed1Tg, 1975). | S | | ;/j
. The Micro-ROWER system céqsis%s of a series of wotk sémp]es
covertng bi;}cﬂyocational ski]ls'/ verba], numberical, spatial,
LT S motor, and clerical-perception. Much of what' we-know about gro<b . 3
evaluation with work samples is based on dver four years pf experi-

ence with MicroiTONER--exbériéncé at ICD as well as at the 18 s{tes

. . . : ] < :’}
. that were part of E;Z>FEQi?na1 field testing.
* ' -

s As group evaluation with work samples in_new, let us use
, .

thé)Mic%o-TONER setting to illustrate the techniques inyolved.
The evaluation takes place in a sepacaté room where a number of . .

tables have been pushed together, fbrming a large surface similar
Ja »




to a conference table., (Other‘arrangement% sugL as a u-shape‘are .
a]so poss1bfe) C11en;: are seated around thesé’tab]es, each , D
havang an identfcal set of equipment. For examp]e, if the work
samp]e ‘is Draft1ng, each-client would have a draft1ng board

t-square compass,’ set of sample designs, and so forth. The

eva]uath would also have a set of equ1pnent for demonstrat1on

_purposes. : . . .

.
-

(Micro-TOWER has standardized administration and scordng
procedures. Standardized testiné procedures can be used with

l~' . / €
both group and individually administered tests; they are not °

unique to group.evaluation. The pros and cons of standardized
. \

testing will not be dealt with in this paper so that we may con- -~

S . .
centrate on the main issue, group testing).

In the beg1nn1ng of each Micro-TOWER work sample the c11ents
are shown photos- of persons in various jobs requiring the same
skills as the work sample. these photos are intended to expand the
clients' awareness of the world of worE;Z(They‘?1so demonstrate
ohat mapy jobs require the same skills as £ho§e as§essed by the

work sample. The clients are then shown how to.'do the work sample;

time is allotted for practice. During this period the evaluator

' can provide help as needed. The last part of the work samb]e‘is

/ .
the evaluation period, during which time the.clients work on their

own with no help frofi. the evaluator.

L3

Following each work sample, clients fill out forms reporting
on how we]1‘they liked the task, how well they ﬁhought they did,

and whether or not they would like a job in that area. At the end
. . ~
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of-each day, a group discussien is held. At the end of the entire

evaﬁuatien, the clients are given feedback on thefr perforhance.
¢ ' . .

. / S
»

BENEFITS OF GROUP_EVALUATION. -~ ‘ .

Now what are some of,the benefits of group testing? Why -
would an agency decide to'add this kind of eya]&ation to an.a]ready

functioning work evaluation unit? ©

-

The Ever-Present Evaluator

In the group s1tuat1on, as 1]1ustrated by Micro- TONER “ ¢

/ the evaluator is always in the room with the c11ents and is read11y
I ava1]ab1e to them. This provides g supportive environment, ‘as the K
evaluator can offer engouragement and assjstance almost 1mmed1ate1y
This is extremely 1mportant ‘when one is dealing w1th persons who

have emot1ona1 problems and low frgstration tolerance.
. . ® -

JThe steps fdr 1earn%ng the Micro-TOWER tasks ape small enough so

that clients w1th little experience can grasp what is expected of them;

. they also have a chance to practice each task before be1ng eva}uated

- As the eva]uator is readily ava11ab1e, those’ hav1ng prob]ems need pot
wait long for he1p A]so, since a]] are working on the same task, an
answer to one cliefit's que iqn is often of benefits to all. When the
evafyator is helping qneatlientz.others’can ebserve and 1earn, sipce
they are all w&?king on essentially the'same task.- In this way the

gréup learning period becomes more‘effective and efficient than;that

of the individual eVa]eation: In fact, more individual attention can .
' 4

SO _g-10
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\

“actua}]y~be’giVen in the group setting. \ .

!
Cost Benefits - . .
. Y , L 4
Is group evaluation more efficient than individual evaluation;

is’ it more cost effective? Fbr paper and pencil tests,

© group testing is usuaf]y more cost gfféctive. For work samples

3

this is_hard to answer. The group setting may make it possible to
' : S
work with a large number of ¢lients at a time. But, in many

stdtes, rehab111¢at1on regu]at1ons st1pu]ate that evaluators are

il

to work no more than six "to EIth clients at a time. In situations

where this numper need-not be adhered to (e\g.,/sthoo1s, perhaps

\

0N
initial screening‘of‘c]iegisl, more people could be tested at one

he cost-benefit‘ratio.

- .
v
~J .

Depending-upon Ehe sgverity.of the mental and pﬁysica] con-

time. This would imp;ove

A

ditions, one éva]uator can usually evg1ua£e up to. tenor twelve
clients in a group. Larger groubs have,not yet been triéd, but
with re]at1ve]y ab]e populations there wou]d séem to be no reason

why they cou]d not be accommodated. An a1de may j;;_qeeded if they

group size exceeds ten. Also w1¥h\p larger group there may be a

' need for clerical help with scoring; and additional time would . ‘

be needed for the writing of reports. > \ )

- -

v

Space is another factor that must be considered when the

-

group size is incréased. Sufficient room must be available to

acconmodate the €quipment the clients will be uéing./ A ndom -

225 square feet should be adequate for testing §ix’o§ seven clients.

7’/ '_9_ ) .. r
11
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"' . fail on jobs, not because they Jack the requ1s1te skills, but

- . * % .
= e ’

Another,'often overiooked benefit of group eva1uation,’ .
is that more equipmentyis avaiﬁab1e ﬁith each work'samp1e than is . f
true for the andividua]]y administered work.samb1es. This is so,
because. each ntient in the Qroup requires a set of materials.
For example, to eva]uate seven cTients with M{cro-TONEW Drafting,

—— e

the neoessary equipment would 1nc]uﬁe eight draft1ng boards (1nc1ud1ng

_one fow the evaluator), eight t- -squares, eight compasses, and sd‘on

To evaluate seven clients on all 13 work samples, one would get
» ¢ :

91 sets of work samplds (13 work samo]es X 7 clients per: group) -

~

plos'one each for the‘eva]uator The cost of these 91 wqrk samp]es, . ~ \..
p]us the 13 for the eva]uator, is $6 015 To obtain the same

number of sets of 1nd1v1dua11y administered work samp]es, ‘one wou]d

typically have to_spend, tens of thousands of do]]ars Future

} (- .. |
innbvagions may result in different f1nanc1a1 breakdowns. ' - &« .. " ';>~

!
. |
W‘ . - vm‘ .. i
Client Interactions . o L

L

o

; - L4 -~ . .
. N t . ' . ’ ¢
i He tell ourselves that work evaluation units resemb]e a

real work setting. C]ose exam1nat1on would show that this is true,.
¢
but on]y‘tm a limited extent For one th1ng,tW1th the 1nd1V1dua11y

adm1n1stered work samp]es, thdre is very little 1nteract1on amongst -

workers, this is- not always true on- the job. - K "L

Addwng group adm1n1stered work samp]es td the evaluatlo:w

uait makes it poss1b1e to see c11epts ina sﬁtuat1on—1n which

they are working with others. . This is 1mportant as many persons

because of social adjustment problemsn Both the Valpar and Micro-- -




' L s ' : ". PR . * vv*-s
, TOWER gréup‘WOfk sémp]es prqvide opportunﬁties,ﬁor obsérving how '

+ »  clients will intéract with others.’ ‘ LT

?

The Valpar work sample #fﬂ simulates an assembly tiné whére
. . 1 .

_the peréon's actual movéhents are related to what others are‘doing.‘ f

' ‘ ' In Micro-TOWER, the client interaction is not related to working dﬁ
- ' the specific task, as it is in Va]pa} - Here the t]iént§ work i%depend-
i ently on ead‘ work sample. As they are be1ng evaluated in<a work
’ : - situation.with others, very geed. observqt1ons cagzbe made of their
. interaction with’other workers: Are they suppdrtive of others during

the learning and discussion perjods; how do they’interact with the

- other workers; how do they relate to the supervisor?

4

' Clients' Preferences for Group-Evaluation ' ; -
. . C B

Now let us look at group. sting fréﬁ the clients' poinﬁ of

/

"~ view. Do they prefer po‘be eﬁaluated é]onsi_gr as p;rt<of a group?
g , . Persons unfamiliar w}%h Micro-TOWER often ask if the group situation
isn't compet1t1ve ang_gggsnl3~produce anx1ety in c]1ents This may

be true for some, but exper1ence has shown that for most clients

' ’

the group situation can actua]]y be a suppontive-one.

Group assessment need not always be competitive or pressured.

P

'\Iﬂ:Micro-TONER, only a few'work samples involve speed; on' the othe?

) & .
work ‘samples sufficient time is allowed for most clients to complete

—~

the'tai5% The situation is not compefitfve,xby and large. Time is
or practice, and experience hés shown that membgrs of the

" allowed

% ' group, as well as the evaluator, provide support and ér;ou;agement_

'hose who feel frustrated Fr express negatiVe feeh'ngs about them-

1 4

B S




. a task, If'a client cannot function with_othér people, even where.

‘you are-a client, a student, a profes;iona]ébeing evaluated for

’ . ¢ ) \
. . . . . e .
selves. Also, on actual jobs most persons viork with othérs, either

directly or ihdirect]y, even if they do not work cooperatively on

there is some structure such as Micro-TOWER, then you have learned
something: the client may not be ready for employment.

‘o

e

Let us remember that evaluation is anxiety producing whether

-

certification, or a person taking a driver's tést (a work s;mp]e, if

there ever was*one). (Clients frequently come into a evaluation not

knowing what is going to happen to’ them; they may become intimidated

' ~ by all the professionals talking te them - or-jgnoriné them as the

PR

case may be. It is a new, strange situation, and they have a.lot

at stake. ' _ A

<

1
Dur1ng the ‘developmental stages of Micro-TOWER, we conducted
a survey to see how the clients fe]t about group test1ng We randomly

selected a group of c11ents who had taken both M1cro TO”ER and

;1nd1v1dua1]x/adm]n1stered work samp]es They were given a very

4

simple questionnaire asking which they preferred: About two-thirds
of the clients preferred the group evaluation (Backman, Loédjhg, &

Lewis, 1975) )

L}

About this same time, evaluators were noticing that they
could tell which clients had been preyiously evaluated in the o
group setting. Not'all the clients at ICD had taken the group work
samb]es, and what £he evaluators were oBserving was that those who
had had the group experience were ma;e "socialized". most clients

who come to ICD knqﬁ no one on their first day. For several dayé or’

*
/

\ ~ © 1214
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Weeks they may go to lunch alone, take breaks alone, and feel isolated

from others. Those who have had the group experience, however,
establish a social unit.that lasts for somefime. {Une Evaluator has
\} .
informed me that there has been.at least one Micto-TOWER marriage!).
A later study of client self-concept supported these obser-

vations (Fingerhut, 1977). This study revealed that clients' self

concepts became more pos1t1Ve after a week in group eva]uat1on

" Unfortunately when they then vent into 1nd1v1dua] evaluation, their

se]f concepts became almost as poor as they had been before the

group process.

The reasons for these changes in self-concept need to be
inyéstigated. However, if/appgarsﬁyhat something good is happening o+

in the group setting. Perhaps it is the supportive envirenment,

_the immediate attention of the evaluator, the encouragement or presence

of .other-clients. Maybe misery just Toves company,y

- INTEGRATING GROUP AND INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION

F24

As stated earlier, there is a place in most rehabilitation

agencies for both group and individual evaluation. Some clients -
N ' FX &

,?

work better in groups; others perform best when working alone. In many

~ cases seeing clients fn both situations provides the most usaeful

infor@ation. In this way the right job setting can be Yecommended.

A

- One Way‘ﬁo integrate group eva]uatfon into an agency is to

use 1t as a screen1ng device for further eva]uat1on or training.

This is poss1b]e w1th Micro-TOWRR, as 1t proyides -a prof11e of basic

>
.




N\ -
aptitudesz It can be the first step 1n an eva]uat1on program, 1n‘
this way//be c11ents start out in a supportlve enviranment and form

a social unit. ObServat1ons can also be made of the c11ents 1nter-
actions in the grouﬁ( Their performance, as 1nd1cated by the apt1tude
profile, can be used to direct them to areas where more 1ntens1ve
.éva]uat1on is needed, This additional eva]uat1on can then be done
' by ind{vidﬁa11y adm%nistered wdrk samples. Since these work samp]es
usua]]y take much longer than group work samples, fewer of ‘them need
'toqbg given. This provides a more efficient and effective f6rm of
eégauaiioni In-some casés;.c1fents may be referred directly intp
trai?ing{ in Other cases further evaluation may be delayed until

§ . .o
behavjora] or personality problems are dealt with.

’

"POSSIBLE AbMINISTRATIVE PROBLEHMS NifH GROUP EVALUATION

~

By now you may feel that it might be-a good idea to intrd-‘

A}

group evaluation into yédr agencyi But you should be aware of .

'STAFF RESISTANCE - N
- ,

»

As mentioned earlier, group .valuation with work samples

4

. - - - - N - 7 - - !
is new. Anytime something-new is introduced inte.an on-going operation

. there tends to be some resistance. Some resistance may be good, as
it forces one to think through aqd ?p justify wﬂip is‘being done.”
Séme résistance, however, may~come from a fear of the unknown: Is
this going to make more work.for me; is it going to geﬁer;te more

paper work; is 1t rea]]y different or better than what 'I have been

L Y

a o, " “6 4 P
-14- LA e




4 . - . ¢ 3
‘.

. . . - AN

dofhg?; {es, there is ‘much comfeft‘iﬂ the status quo. If something

_has been working, Wwhy change it? &.
/ « A4
§. R s . '
Inservice. Education ~°
» * R
" ~ A ~ - N - -
"« Whenever a new prdcedure is to be introduced into an™,

'norgam‘zationw time should be devoted to educating and training staff.
¢ ) J . \ .
As soon as possible, staff input should be engouraged.! Once the

‘decision has been made to proceed with the new operation, all staff

should have a thorough exposure to the new system. Administrators,

»

counselors, evaluators,-and clerical staff should be included in
the ‘inservice education. Any changes in operational procedures

should be clearly sQelfed out, and ways for making the changes

""‘r . ’ \ o
occur smouthly should be presented. The inservice -education 1is

1

usually not accomplished after one meeting, but requires a series 4

of meetings to answer questions and to work out any possible

-

problems.

/

The’ Involved Administrator

The catalyst for making a new operating procedure work is
tthvo]ved administrator. The irvolved administrator is comm1tted
‘ ot the 1dea‘that the new procedure will work and conveys this f{
committmentsand enthusiasm to the staff. One way this invo1vement‘“‘
1s demonstrated is s by making the necessary decisions as qu1ck1y as
poss1b1e, this 1nsures that Operations will fol]ow smoothly. v
.These decisions take the form of al]ocat1ng space, hiriag staff or

¢

. allocating funds for purchase of equipment.

L IR v
Y |
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SPACE REQUIREMENTS 12 T .

‘A suitable testing area’must be tound for tﬁe group '
evaluation: The room should have adequate ]ightipg, ventilation,’
furniture, and storage space for equipment. It the'evaluétionﬂ.
system is standardized, as is Micro-TOWER, a séparate room with a
closed door will be needed. This is to insure that the §téndard- °~D.
ization procedures will be maintained and that c]ientlfwil1in6t be

distracted during the learning or eva]ug?ion periods. An interrup-

"tion can affect a client's score if-it_takes place during a timed

evaluation.

H

' Some m1ght say evaluation in a séparate room does,not

resembte a real work s1tuat1on, but-one ha @to dec1de what the

goals of the evaluation are. If what is ngeded are objective,

“

interpretab]e:resufts refiecting a .person's basic skills, then

d1stract1ons on]y confound the interpretatipn of results. If you
‘wish to eva]uate how well a c];gnt tolerates d1straeg§ons, then

you should devise a work samp]e spec1f1ca1]ﬁ for that purpose.

~

{
T
STAFFING : j

It is u§ua1]y best to have more than one evaluator trained
to. do the group evaluations. This is part1¢u]ar1y important if

standard1zed viork samples and tests are used. ~£va]uators can a]ter-

e

. hate giving the work samp]es, and can substitute for each other

N

dur1ng vacation times or sick leave. Also, time should be allocated:

for training of staff in-the work sampTe‘administration. This may




-

be days or weeks depending upon the system: for Micro-TOWER it
* ~—

is a minimum of two days. : o~
Clerical he]p'is also usefu\sfor the scoring_of'work samp]es.ﬁ
\ ,
This i's particularly true when the reoonts are needed soon after the
evaluation period -has been'comp]etedJ Making such help available

to the evaluators hekos/dﬁ1eviate some of the concerns about

¢ increased work load. An aide may also be neededfif the group N

size is larger than ten. ' | A

-

~

COST : : L

i

The cost of a work sample system is another proolem that
must be‘dea]t with. Most of those avai1ab1e commercially, whether

iﬁdtvjdua] or group administered, run in the thousands of dolTars.

\ \

*With a _group system, such as M1cro TONER however, you are gett1ng
much more equ1pment for your money than with the individual systems
Th1s is because for a g1ven work samp]e there is enough equ1pment

to test several clients at a time, whereas with 1nd1v1dua1 work

\
&

samples there is only enoughtfor one ¢lient. - R

One question you may'be asking yourse]f is why you wou]d
want to purchase a system rather‘than develop one in-house. Some
aoencies do both. But Tt is costiy to deve]op‘wonk samples. This

requires.time, money, and skilled staff.

s

Conmerc1a11y ava11ab1e sysbems have several advantages

[§]

Many already have norms ava12;b1e Some have documented ev1dence of
E 3

the1r re11ab111ty and va11d1 The commerc1a1 systems have been

19
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v tr\ed out and you “cdn eva]uate the1r usefu]ness before expending

tlme and money, You also have the benef1t of the skilled profes-
A s1ona1s who deve]oped he system and who w111 provide techn1ca1
) assistance. In add1t1o s -the equ1pment is dften of better qua11ty
than you can get*because dt s purchased in quant1ty or has been

. specially des1gpedg, :

‘\

- : Commergia11y available work samp1es‘haye,been criticized _'

as too costly.- On the surface”itiwo;ﬁd appear to be, if one only
looks at the actual hardware. But thehdeye1opmenta1 costs are
on going research and expansion of the system must go on. High]y ‘
tra1ned profess1ona]s have contributed their expert1se to the des1gn

\“Df the work samples. (I am speak1ng of the better systems, there

are always those that do not meet standards in any market.X

a Assuming that you Z;e/jﬁl1ing to Qurghase a work sample

system, how can you afford i{?
'

samples into grants, such as CETA grants. Most deve]opers of

One common way is to write the work

samples will hdve someone on staff to help ygu in the area of selec-

ting and writing grants. Seek out these specialists and plan ahead.

v

P

WHERE DO YOU GO FROM HERE? LN
- !

Before investing in any new procedure, learn as much .
about it as you can. To do this, involve as many/t;ained specialists

as youthave available: gsycho1og{sﬁg counselors, eva]uators. If

o

you don't have a staff member\trained in psychometrjcs, it could
be worth your while to invest in a consultant, such as a universiQ&
. ¢ ’ ’
& ! , = oN !
~ " -18- :
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high.. Typically it takes two to three years to deve]Op a system, and
l‘ .-




. i . .
: professor, psychologist, or.rehabilitation professional with a

. 1spg§ja1ity in measurement or evaluation. ™ ~

. Get all the literature you can. Ask for manuals describing
Lt . . - .o © K :
the system and reporting technical data, such as reliability and . -

/“'. validity coefficients. See if there dre norms available for ‘,

clients similar to those you serve; these norms will giVe you an

-

indication of the work samp]es appropr1ate 1eve1 of d1ff1cu1ty
+

for your clie The trained profess1ona1 ‘can he]p you interpeet
this techn1ca1 data. f’ °‘, . o

p)
[N > »
~N

-

’

Don t be over]y 1mpressed by fancy techno]ogy and equ1p~
. o ment; make sure jhe equ1pment is sturdy and durab]e Get the names .+

, of other.users and find Qut how they 11ke the system and how they
.+ “areusing it. Check the repair record. Find out'if %;jré are

.~warranties. Also find out how much consummab]e materi there is,
, so you can budgét for it. ' - N
¢ ; ‘ PR . w
oo, 4

Atteng gonferzzﬁgﬁ, go to exh1b1ts, request slide shows
4\1

'kﬁgfrom the Mater1a]§ Deve]opment Center at the

. N Rf(ab111ta§30n Inst1tute, Un1vers1ty of w1scons1n Stou%‘(Menomon1e,
' Nasconsm) And,*#»ﬁ"ﬁossw]g%it other centers using the system.
’  §

Have the consu]tant advise you how to'fntegrate the new

' "system into your agency. This way you can make the bes{ use of the - -

results.

et

A
)
8

And most importantly, ask,yourself what you want to get -
out of this new system; what)sorts of questions.do you want it

to answer. Be specific,‘fo}’ohTy then can you gvaiuate your own
needss v - ' . A
o1 > |
-19- (-, |




SUMMARY - ‘*\? o - e

¢ £
’

There shems to be a place in work evaluation for both
" group and indﬁVioual assessment. Up to this time,indihgduaf assess-
i .
ment with work samp}es has been the ma1nStay of work eva]uat1on :

units. Recent]y work samp]es have been deve]opedfthat can be

.,(;2

.administeredvto small ‘groups of c11ents.

a The group approach -provides a supportive ehvironmént and "

~,aJ]ows the opportun1ty to observe how a person works and interacts

*

with others. The group approach can a]so be more eff1c1ent and

cost effective: The evaluator ¥s always on hand, providing help

N

that i% useful to more than one client- at a time; in certain

Sett1ngs one eva]uator can work with mQre c11ents than is pd%s1b1e

¥

= .

in individual eva]uat1on

-

Te individual approach, on the other hand, a]ﬁdWs for

more intensive eyaluatian in more.limited areas. It also allows
. . ol Q

clients to work on their pwn and frequently at their own pace.

By using both approaches, pne~]earnsvaoout chent's%york
behavtor when'working withlothers and when workin;'alone; this’can o
lead to moreappropriate select1on of Jjobs or tra}n1ng programs
Fo]17w1ng the group evaluation, 1nd1v1dua}1y adm1n1stered work
samples can be used fof more 1ntens1ve assessment These work
samples' may be in an area where\the client has'performed well 47

has shown an interest during the group eva1oation.

" e .

£.9 )
Introducing a new system, such %s group eva]uat1on, 1nto

§

a rehabilitation fac111ty requires the attent1on c00perat1on and

»

<

002




v

-

involvement of admjnist%ators,‘as well ag counselors and evaluators.’®
the adm%niftrator cqp he]p‘By seeing tﬁ t tEsting space is maae
available, staff hired or trained, and €lerical help provided where
needed. Ih-service training’ﬁrbgrams must be set up for g11 staff,
so that the new operation will run smoothly. Aﬁgb]ast but not least,

fhnds must be secured for the purchase of the new equipment.

-
i

i Work evaluation js not solely the r@sponsigi]ity of the i
eiz?ZXEZFQ ang Eéunse]ors.x-Adminiétra%ors must becdmé’&ore‘ian1ved
in séeing ?hat the new apgroéches'are,aécepted,and_properJy iﬁteérétéd
into the‘aégncy. .If not, the re%istancé’andlfe;rs of the‘;faff
aboqt the possible fai]ureé o% a new system mayAresult in the

Self-fulfilling Prophecy.
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