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Background for the Study

Durlng the Spr1ng of 1974 Central Mlchlgan Un1ver51ty was granted

$45,903 from the M1ch1gan Department of Educatlon to conduct 2 project on

-

1mprOV1ng the eperat1ng efféctlveness of xggﬁtlonal educatlon adV1sory

committegs throughout the State of Michigan.

The project focused on four major areas: /-
r' A study to determine the current level of advisory committee

' . . ~
utilization on a state-wide basis. ) >

.
~ ~ ~ »

2. The development: of instructional materiils to provide in-service
~ - - 4

-

education, for'vocational directors, teacher educators, teachers,
+. and advisory: committee members,

3. A seriés of I5 regional workshops specifically designed to

. ‘ acquaint téachers and administrators with the techniques'for
maximizing the effectiveness of their advisory committees.

4, Ut111ze Central Michigdn University as a goordinating agent to
implement the 1nstruct10na1 materials deVeloped in both pre- i
. T \ : z

! service and in-ser‘vice programs in the state. "

e ‘ — i M

<, # . B ) : LY
In addition tOPthese main phases, -a concerted effont was made to provide -
. : Lo . ) )

a broader approach_to in-service training by utilizing second—pa;ty trainers
as wo;kshop'ieaders-ﬁbr’a’qeries of additional workshops'. -~

4 N, R i B -

At

.
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. \ . ‘
Purpose of* the Study ; . T - : [

|

)
( : -

Thé pr1me reason for thlS project was to ascertain the effectlveness :

of the 1n-serV1ce training appreaches utilized in the or1g1na1 Vocational Vo

Education Advisory Lommittee Project. More specifically, the goals of the

» project were;

<& M -~
.

v

" ‘r N ‘ 7 .
1. To systematically collect d4ta relating to the initial needs ,
assessmenthuestionnaire‘distributed to vocation#d d}rectors

and occupational deans. . '
v ol .
A

2. To systematically collect ddta relating to "Part II, AsSessment
| and Goal Setting Development--Local® AdV1sory Committee Actlon
. Plan," as developed by in-service work§hop part1c1pants* at .
. randoml; selected workshop sites. ‘?‘ ‘
3. To systematically collect data regarding the éffecthemess of

the second-party trainer approach to in-service development.

P

o
by . -

. _ ’ . - {-,}‘;a A 1 e
Basis for the Follow-Up Study . s S ' .
The.maJor portion of the Final Pro;ect Report for the Vocational -

Education Advisory Committee Pro;eét as submitted to the Vocational- v
Techn1ca1 Educatlon SerV1ce of the M1ch1gan Department of Educatlon durlhg
c . -1

the Sprlng of 1975, provided the follow1ngsrecommendatlons regardlng

B}

e Evaluatzon Act1V1t1es and Follow-Up Suggestlons. ‘An add1t10n to the .: a

7. o 7z '
evaluatlon aCt1V1t1eS carried out as-an integral componentaof the Pro;ect

11‘-

.
t ~ - . -

(See Appendix A*for independent project evaluatlon), there were “two commlt-

F1rst a follow-up study would

A ¥

. ments made in connection with the Project.

be made of the 1nd1V1duals involved in the Needs Assessment and the -

- + .

Secondly,'a series of follow-up suggestions were made .

-

regional workshops.

with respect to longer range evaluation efforts.
1

following format: ' ' i L

The rebdmmendatfbns took the




o [ . . . \
. % . ) . ,
Follow-Up Study . . . )

The follow-up study for individuals -involved in the initial phases
. . b * \

of the Project was conducted between'April 15 and May 15, 1975. This stﬁdy g

. R ]
. . ,

* focused on the following four major areas:’ , :
. .‘ 1. Cénducting a, follow—}xp study of all In-Service w.orks}‘gop o C ‘
? ) parti-cipants using Part 2--'"Assessment and Goal Setting ) .
L ' : ‘ Developmen;" c;f the Local Advisory (iommi_ttee Action Plan. ’
g . . 2.  Conducting a follow-up study of all in-service workshop
- participants using the attitudinal format used ‘during thj; ;
’ » workshop. | _ o ‘ , d
3. Conducting a.‘ follow-up study of all direct ‘méiiing ;;articipants :
‘ N for evalixation of Needs Assessment Study.
) . i
. . 4, . Conducting a follow-up study of the teacher educators trained )
- - to fmplemer{t the materials to assess ‘their attitude toward the
- usabili'ty,[ effectiveness,,.gpd implications of the instz'uct-ional ‘ *
materials (spund/slide package, filmstrips, and Guide).’ '
. Follow-Up Suggestions ‘ A
e . There were numerous strategies suggested to be ’utilized to determine
. " the xétal impact of the initial activities with ;es;pect to the use of - )
advisory committees in ghe Staté of hfdichigan. ’I'f}e following represents the
, 5uggestioris that either singularly oxi ;ollectivély could provide greater \
insights into the effectiveness of the materials produc‘ed and activitie;s R
. conducted within thg ‘Praj ect :‘ s . . . .

~ {
1. - Survey all participating teacher education institutions to -

. #

. determine the utilization of the Advisog:-y Committee materials

. - within their programs.

’ . @
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..z}.. ) .

-

"

Compile a‘tabulagion of all Advisory Committee, follow-up workshop . - r~

. - : oo
requests in conjunction with VTES. .

- N . R ‘ A

Conduct a follow-up scudy of gll in-service gorkshop participants

and follow-up workshop participigfs using Part 2, "Aesessmeﬂt and
Goal Settiné Qevelopmen;," of the Local Advisory CommitteefActiop -
Plan. ’ . / ﬂ ,f ., . c o
Compile a report to describe the results of all %biloe—uc studies.
Complle a listing of all se1f—1nstruct10na1 paékages used, by

whom, and when used.

L
<

Solicit fnput regarding refinement and supplementation of the

materials in the Guide for Effective Utfli;ation of Advisory

Committees from in-service and follow-up‘workshop participants

as'well as self-instructional users, .

ReV1se, expand and/or edit Guide for the Effective Ut1112at10n

of AdV1sory COmmlttees. X . : \ .
s .
Study changes in practice (State Department policies, formation

v
’

2

of advisory committees, effective use of advisory-committees, etc.

»

at the local level). : .

In ad@}tion, evaluative components could‘be integrateﬁ into other

.
¥

rélated activities, such asz o :

.

a. Hold annual wofkshép 1eader/teacher educator training §e§siens.
Use these as a vehicle for reflnlng existing materlals and
developlng aadltlonal mgterlals. R

.5:

b. Integraterthe adyisory committee materials as pert of an on-
. . ¢ ) 2
going university-based leadership development seminar for

_ vocational education administrative and instructional personnel.

3
. - ’

/. . ' :



c.. §ponsor'workshops to revise, and update the materials sp‘that

- . A
‘ theyfremaip consistent with the State Plan and‘Administratéye
o .g.ll.i_d_'e..'. . - . / — T
d. ‘,Develop advigory committee utilization guidelines ahd Tesource

1
[

-

4 materlals for career awareness and. exploratlon programs. -

e. Develop approprlate teacher educatlon/workshop 1eader mater1als_Kh

L. -

for career awareness and explorat1on‘adv1sory committee - .

.

. utilization.

. : : 1\

With these spec1f1c ﬁfcommendatlons in m1nd the "Follow—Up Study of

the Development and Implementatlon of an In- SerV1ce Tra1n1ng Dealing w1th the

Use of Advisory Committees in Mlch1ganls Vocatlonal Educatlon Programs" was

initiated with the ‘cooperation of Dr. Robert Weishan, Vocational-Technical
4 ~ ; < .

Education"Service:ﬁﬁEEhigan Department of Education:and-Dr. Leslie Cochran,

Vice Provost, Central Michigan University.

-

Methods and Procediires

° - » " * -

» Many aspects of the study were very similar to‘those used in the

Advisory Comhittee Project.” One of the similarities was that of the time

4

period involving the data collection portion of each study. Both the J

follow-up and original data collection periods‘extehded through the monthsf?'
of May and June, but the follow-up was condueted nearly two years after th,
initial data collection for the Project. Another 51m11ar1ty between thlS‘
study and the Advisory Comm1ttee Project is that of the extensive ut111

. b

of data collection rnstrumen;s and procedures. However, this latter as '

data possible., . -
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Data Collection Instrument

1
The data collection instrument ut111zed for the f1rst phase ‘of the follow-

up was exactly-the same as>that dlstrlbuted in the Spr1ng of 1974 for the

'

AdV1sory Commlttee ProJect

RN

_Vocatibhal Directors - Package One _ T

1

This package was distributed to ald reimbursed rocatiopal directors

in 103 school districts on May 25, 1976. This included: -
1. Cover letter to the vocational director. (Appendix B)

2. Part i of the Questionnaire:-The determimation of participants

in.the Advisory Committee Project in-service and/or utilization.

-
-

of the'self-in$tructional portion of ‘the Advisory Committee

Project materialsr(Appendix C).

3., Rart~2 of the Questionnaire--Exactly the-same form of the .

needs assessment questionniaire that was uq}lized for the Advisorf

# .
Committee Project (Appendix D). ) -
Package one was distributed by mail on May 25, 1976. - «

"Occupational Dlrectors - Package Two

»

This package was dlstrlbuted to the 30 occupat1ona1 deans in. the

- .

community colleges on May 25 1976. It contained:

1. Cover letter to the occupational dean (Appendix: B). T
g N ' ; '
2. Part 1 of the QuestiOnnaire--The déterminatiOn of the participation

. ., in the Advisory Commlttee ProJect in-service or the se1f-1nstructlona1

port1on of the AdV1sory~Comm1ttee Project materials: (Appendlx Gy

3. Part 2 of the Questlonna1re--Exact1y the same form of the needs

* 1

o assessment questlonnalre that was utlllzed for the Adv1sory Comm1ttee

+

\ 7 Project (Append1x D). .
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‘i Original Workshop' Participants - Paékage Three - _’ .
. On May 25, 1976, the following. package yas sent to 115 1nd1v1duals who'r\'

; part1c1pated in the regional AdV1sory Committee Pr03ect workshops, and at

that time-developed "Part II - Assessment and Goal Setting--Local Committee

= »

i Action Plan " . s ! . . . T
1. Cover 1etter to the participant ‘(Appendix B_[ S
2. Form A - Assessment and Goal Setting section -of the Local Action’
= Plan (Appendix B‘} e )' ‘ I B - :

" 3. Form B - Questionnaire for the regional workshOp participant to

3

5011C1t their perceptions regarding those workshops (Appendix F)

Second Party Trainer Workshop Participants - Package Four

' . Package Four was distributed to the 411 parti‘cipants of the Second

e -

‘ v, Party Trainer Workshops held during 1975 and a portion of 1976 It contained:
. 1. Cover l'etter to the wotrkshop particlpant (Appendix B)
2. Form B - Questionnaire for the Second Party Trainer Workshop\,'.\
) participant to solicit the1r perceptions regarding those

workshops (Appendix G)

Second Party Trainer.- Package Five N ' .

-

" This package was distributed to all 35 Certified Sgcond Party Trainers
of the€ Advisory Committee¢ Project materials. (See Agzdix.G). Package

. Five contaired the "Following: .

1. Cover letter Second Party Trainer. (Appendix H)
e 2, Questionnaire regarding implementation of the Advisory Committee
Project materials into pre-ser\}ice activities (Appenjiix J).

’.

>, } This package was also distribnted by mail on May- 25, 1976. o

’ 3

- i -

- - N
' ) + - ‘
< . B
4 . - .
. . B .
B
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. ‘ e pack ge as }ieveloped_ by thq.Adusory C?mmttee Pro;rect -team\
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Data Lollection. F llow Up . p - . ‘ - .

June 1-1' 1976. In an attempt to obta1n the maxlmum re

P -

to the 1n1t1a1 ma111ng ’I'he follow-up \lettei's were

\ - - N 4 »”
" June 14 1976 (See Append1x K. Responses to this, follow-up ,effort were .
accepted unt11 July 15, 1976. N - v
'\The F1nd1ngs R ‘ ‘ S L i . ’
The thrust of Package One was,_ an attexﬁﬁ: to ,analyze the degree of success
4 R \ . h

that t\hé cooperatlng vocat1gna1 directors ach1eved regardlng the1r suggested
levels \of adv1sory comm1ttee iunctwns (1974) and thelr ex1si:ang advisory
comm1ttée percept1ons (1976) As a Easls for this companson only the \é{ocatlonal

d1rector§‘ who responded to both the 1974 Needs Assessment and the 1976 Needs

Assessmenl Follow-Up were compared. ; Table €3] 111ustrates the types o‘f retum§

e

L.

‘ that the Fq1low-Up attracted from vocatmnal d1rectors ;}?the secondary level.

of

»

As Tab}e 1 1nd1cates, there owere th1rty (30) uSab e responses for the 7.
&

second.ary vo‘patlonal d1rectors. For the purpose of thelr/study, a usable .
LY . ‘ —— . ‘

. y Iesponse is deflned as one that meets the followmg gu:.de;mes. - L.

- .

.07 'I'he Secondary vocatlonal director’ responded to the Needs Assess ent
ﬂJ

. * | distributed inm 1974. ¢ . ‘ A
- . N ’}Secondary v&atlonal d1rector responded to the Follow-Up .
1ns rument d1str1buted in 1976 e
’ : ” i
-9 ( 'I'he econdary vooatLonal d1rector attended 0ne of the. Advisory .
: " Commj ttee Worl;shops held dur;mg 1974, R . . o
et T Tty o . T .
R PR -and/or Lo ;o | ‘
N a7 A ) L] :""»., ~ ,‘ "cn‘, RS
- ®* The Secondary vocéi‘tmnal d1rector utilized the Self—-Instru tional )

LN

L

’ . v s . . . N y L.




ot

" (See TabIe 2) This approach was utlllzed dle to the fact that Table I "Ranklng

of Exrstrng and- Suggested Occupatkonal Advrsory Committee Actrvatres As Viewed by

Vodatronal Dlrectors" whrch was reported in the 1974 Needs Assessment Report (See

.-Appendix A) included the responses.of all vocational directors (56). However,

the correfation of the usable:sﬁh-grouplof thirty'U!tfiffyqsix vocational directors
—_— .
to the overall group is h1gh1y compatrble (See Table 3). The rankings of

—

0'»\ 5
% , - Suggested Advisory Comm:.ttee Actrvrtres by the usable vocatronal directors are
reflected in Table 4.. In-an effort.fo remain consistent, -Table 5 1s the "Rank

of Ex1st1ng and Suggested Advisory Commlttee Activities as Viewed by Vocatronal

.

’ Directors" 1n 1976. Again, as in 'I‘able 2, Table 5 represents the usable

4 .- . * [

a vocational directors. -
“ . ¥ N ‘z]; . - Fa R
Ce Table 6 represents the rand order of the opinions of the” usable vocational®
+ - . . . . . H
\“ - 7 directors regarding the forty-one specrirc advisory commrttee functrons. 5
7 . 5 b3 - *

. .Consequently, ut111z1ng the information from Tables 4 and 6, Table 7

- C?

represents;the rank drf?erences between the 1974 Suggested Ranks and the

-

~ Existing 1976 Ranks. Implementatron of the §pearman Rank Correlation Test.

1nd1cates that there is no correlatlon bétween the rank orders of the Suggested

) e
. 1974 Functrons and the 1976 Exrstrng Functions at either the .OS or .10 level

z

\ of srgnrficance. However, usrng a simple srgn test, that elghtee? of the sub- . -

functions had been met or eXceeded, with the fbllowrng areas exh1b1t1ng

e "Important Change"; that 1s, a change of between 6-10 in rank -
. ' ° ~'Use of Occupational Qutlook Handbpok. ot -
. : ©  Organization of Employer~Student Conferences -
. “ : "‘ ' ’ » . ~4\:; = N
i H X




. adm1n15trat1Ve leadership of the state. The same type of 1nforﬁgtlon was

" the following sub-activities exhibited an<"Important Change'':

J* SIS ( R :
"In addition, the following sub-activities exhibited a "Significant-ChangeQ;

that is; a change of rank exceeding 10 rank orders; . .
L3 N

©

%

@+ Review.of Topiéal Ottline C -t e
®  Suggesting Bjid Solicitation”
- Review of Teacher Selection Criteria S
© Use of Annual State Department Review. Questionnaire- ‘[

® Suggestions for Program Improvement ) ' R

13 -3
. -

4 -

Package Two was an effort to analyze the effects of the Post- Setondary

© Al

5011C1ted from the occupational deans, as was from the vocational directors.

- 3
-

The respdnse to'the follow-up study is‘oharacterized in Table 8: JAgain, as in

. k1
the information gathered for the vocational dir tors, it was categorized usable
[S t ) ‘ . :

or not usable. Tables 9 and 10 h1gh11ght the’ fbrty-one sub- functlons and the

(1solat10n of the attitudes of the usahle deans regarding these functions as’ .

; V1ewed An 5574. Again, as in tﬁ% Tables ref1ect1ng the usable vocatlonal directors

there is a h1gh degree of correlation between the total responses of occupatlonal .

deans (non-control) and the usable responfes (controIﬁed} ‘ L

As was the case in Table 6, Tabrelj.repreSents'%He’ragk order of the -

specific forty—one sub-flinetions of adV1sory conmittee act1V1ty ds V1ewed by
the occupatlonal deans (usable) in 1974 Tables 12 and 13 represent the
’"Ranklng of EX1st1ng and Suggested Advisory Commlttee Act1V1t1es as V1ewed
by 0ccupat10na1 Deans of the Communlty Colleges in. 1976" and the "Ranklng

of Specific Advlsory Commlttee Functlons for Post Secondary Yocational Education

Programs, Exlstlng in 1976", respectively. ] .

»
¢ -

Again, utilizing the sign test, the indication ‘that 24 of the 41 sub- .
. . &

functloﬁgfnad Positive movement indicated thab there was 51gn1f1cant agreement
between the 'Suggested 1974 rankings and the Existing 1976 rankings. Moreover, §

)

. ‘ N .
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. T ,- Q' -
. . ©  .Use of Occupational. Outlook Handbook —
. © Use of Community Survey Data - - ., - , ¢
e Employment of Graduates -. - ‘ ) L .
» 9 Suggesting Recruitment Policies - - , . *
. ®  Review of Teaching Applicants. ' N
_ ® 0bta1n1ng Personnel of Classroom Presentatlons
Furthermore, the fo,'g.owlng areas were 451gn1f1cant 1n being.considered’ -
. as a "Slgnlfleant Change" S - ’ A - ?
¢ ) .
. '3 Survey Compunity Needs : . .
. .» & Survey of Equipment in Indus .
- 0 Suggesting Equipment . ‘Replacement ,
o ® ' Review of Teacher Selection .Criteria _
- .9 Recommending Potential Candidates . LT
. ¢ Use of Annual State Department Review Questionnaire
R Obtamnmg Consultants for 'I‘eachers . e
. ThlS data can be fourld in 'I‘able 14- wh1ch reflects the rank dlfferenc:es between
the 1974 Suggest&ranklngs and the 1976 Bx;stmg rank:mgs.
The specific focus of Package Three was to ascertain the degree to which -
* ] . *o %
’ - selected or1gma1 workshop part1c1pant’s attalne;l the1r "Action Plan" goals.
» ‘ » % L
Sgventeen sub- functlon act1V1t;Les Were atta1ned or exceeded by the part:uc:.pa.nts
. ) - attalnfmg the part1c1pat1,on of their adylsory comnuttees regardlng the Review

i
H .x *

o of Performance ObJ ectlon. Ga1n1ng nearly the same degree of utilization was-

* the act1V1ty dealmg with the use of Anntial State Degartment Review Questlonnalre

B ) The actlvnﬂ.es wh1ch exhlbh;\ed the deast dégree of attamment were:
: Llalson w1th M.E.S.C. followed by ﬁmployment of Graduates Evaluatlon oi':' Student 7
. Performance, and’ Recommendl ng Potential Candldates. . e x ) . ‘
& Table 16 reflects the overall evaluation of the 0r1g1na1 Nork{hop “

SRS {

N Paftla‘sﬁants'@ttltudes towards the workshop~with a Mean Evaluatlon of 3.68
. B
. . bémg determined, wh1ch would pgf the veralI evaluation betWween So-So and

¥

- ‘F .

Good of the 115 part1c1pa:rrtﬁ.. surveyed wi h"th;:.s approach thlrty-ffour (34)

responded or‘~29 6 percent

L]
. . -
. § .. g -
. . - * N ./‘ v
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-- v > ~ ’
. N . =12+ .

A - . b R » }“ . - A . - B
- ‘ . Package Four attempted to extract the Second-Party Trainer Workshop .

¢ .o, ’/ T, .
Participants' attitudes towards their workshops. Of the four hundred and

.. h -

eleven’ (411) survey instruments dlstrlbuted oge hundred and fifty- n1ne were
y =] /-‘( . . . -

with a‘Mean Evaluatlon oth 99 or a "Good" rating. Comparlson of the Mean
i Evaluaﬁlon of Tables 16’and'17 1nd1cate by means of a Z test that there is a
: dlfference.ofhthe means at a.81gn1f1cant<1ewe1 set at .05, but at a significant
level ofs.ld there is nokdifference.

-, . 9 A

Table 20 is an overview of the rankings of responses reported in Tables
& 18 and 19 wh1ch 1nd1cated the "Rank1ng of Responses to Evaluatlon of Advr;ory
- - Committee Workshop Part1c1pants" both at reglonal and second-party trainer

workshops. Using the Spearman Rank Correlation, there is a'correlation between

:. . the two groups of .83, which is significant at the .001 level.

Moreover, 9077 percent of the part1c1pants of both types of workshops
responded in a p051t1ve manner regard1ng the questlon of receiving the

"AdV1sory Committee Handbook".

- M
o -

Package Five was developed to assess the degree of commltment of the

~ - s h

representative pub11c and pr1vate univeristy and colléges regard1ng the pre-

4

’ =

i service 1mp1ementatlon of- the adv1sdry comm1ttee materials. As is eV1dent in

*

>,

Table 21, ¢he majority of institutions have or are implementing segments of the

*

adV1sory commlttee mater1als into oit-going programs and courses. However,
F 3
: only representatlves of two 1nst1tutlons, Eastern Michigan Unzver51ty and.

A

Madonna College were aware of new course development regardlng the advmsory

\

committee concept. Appendlces L and Mreflect comments frbm workshop leaders

4

concerning courses and material utilization of and concerning ;be—advzso;y

N *
. \ .
&+ - B
Y R v R » .
- ‘ . . . .
-
. .

3 returned .or 38.7 percent. Table 17 reflects their evaluation of the workshops

:

¢




| -13- . | P .

‘ '~ committee package. Of the thirty-five questionnaifes d,istrvibut'ed to'workshop
. ] . -
. . - . ‘ : v,
leaders, twenty-one were returned or 60,percent,. with at least a representdtive ;.
‘ g 2 - » a
response from each institution surveyed. . d PR
. 1 E v ' ; ' \ ¢
Conclusions and Recommendations ,, ee

© .

Aftex careful analysis of the data, which was made available by means yof

! . thas follow- -up study, the followmg conc1u51ons and recommendatlons are presented

o

1. As of July 1976, 411 Second Party Trainer Workshop part1c1pants had
‘been involved with the Vocahonal Educaézlon Adv1sory Committee Work-
shop This in comblnatlon with the orlgcmal workshop partlmpants,

(550), allowed mgre than n1ne1hundred peérsons concerned with votational

.
. . . -
S

education to be involved.

- S

s
£.0

‘Recosunendat'io'il < ¢
I . . E'Of"i':'ering of regional workshops hy Second Party Tr;iners shonld be
- . . corftinued. ¢ - ': ‘ ' i
PN , - P t o ‘ e
g - 2. From the "percentéiges of those workshop participants .surveyed, and

. . extrapofatlng those percentages, it can .be assuméd that over 90, per—
B - . 2
cent of the part1c1pants recélved the "Guide". ..

'
[4 ~
L

Recommendatlon

=

’I'he use of regional and second party tra1ner workshops should be con—

- ’

t t1nued as’ a dlstrlbutlon method for dissemination of vocat1ona1—

ST o technical educatlon materials’ developed for the VTES. .

<
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3. Over three-fourths' of the workshop p'art‘;icipants' surveyed’indié:ate\d that

»

the '""Resource Section"' of the Guide was us’e'fy'll, and ‘the same number felt

) that. the materials would be useful on' the job.
. . v ) ) \ . [ _ .
*""Recommendation- - ’

Utilizing the information from this study, revise and edit the, Guide for

. .

The Effective Utilization of _Advisor); Committees.
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‘ ‘ 4 ’;‘he nature of the 11”11t1a1 Advisory Cormnlttee Project and the 1976 -

A

o Amendmént to the Vocat10na1 Educat1on Act have and continue to stress '

4 ¥

u s, . the need for the 1mp1ementation and Htilization for input from .5‘11

' . - segments ‘of our communities.

.

*  Recommendation - ° ' v : .

To establish a “steeri'ng committee to provide advisemént for the develop-

. - ment of a c)onference specifj.cally for the ceztification' of administrators
of }Io;atiohaI/Technical-Eéucation. ‘

L A. Membership o;:' this' steering committee wbhuld'con'sist of: , ’ ‘

<

. 1. Repre‘sen'tative of MC?UA. : o :

2. Representatlve of MODAC. . 2

[} 3

s .

’ ’ 3. Representatmn of Secondary Unit of VTES. .

. + o

, 4.’ Representatmn of the Post- Secondary Un1t ngher Education
. . Pt Management Section. . : .

Y , .
. ‘k . M T 5‘
. ' 5. Representative -of State Advisory Cpuncil .for Vocational Education
- , ) . . _ PR . ,. - . . \ LS

Iy - * . . r
5. The workshops and follow-up study also provided sufficient input from

P

vocational adm;xnlstrators regardlng the "™need to know" what is happen1ng

S , to (1) The State Plan and (2) on> -Going Vocational Techmcal Programs ;

o
* r

Recommendation ) f . .

A .

« '
o

Develop an in-depth, éompi‘éhens'ive,- annual "Administrators Certificagion ,
LY . . . * ‘ R
Conference". This conference wpuld be requix§t\for "certification of

reimbursed vocation\al directors and occupational deans. -

e . . . :, -~ ]




3

. N N
H - t
-

.
— t ’ .

During the duration of the Advisdry Committee Project and the Follow-

v

6."

Up Project,-it became apparent that many fea;hef—eduéatqps’in fhe field ;

of voca;ional;techn 1 education‘wefe not updated to the:developments ip;

i . A

‘=

“ 7 * = - l
o ! . :

3\ » R .

-

the field..

Recommendatioén

1
v

To develop and maintain, certification requirements specifically to teacher-

€

. ’ ’
trainers in the field of vocational-technical education, -
. Aew - e - . . N
* A. Minimum requirements would e similar to.those requirements set forth

for reimbursea’vocationai administrators in fhe 1876 State Plah for

Vocational Education. ' . : -3

.

A : ‘e
B. Teacher-trainer educators be required to attend am.annual conference

+ . . Ed

" -
as recommended under Item 3.of this‘segti@y.

‘oa P
- .
. ~

7. Yuch of the data gathered during thé follow-up stﬁdy alluded to the fact

’

that advisory comnittee members were no?.knowledé?}ble in the sub-function

+ * -

areas of involvement as listed in the Neéds Assessment.
L . -

. .
/ ® '
! s . .

A

Recmeendatiéq
1

<

Require each institution (Secondary and Post-Secondary) to establish and

maintain a general institutional advisowy¥ommittee -for vocational-tech:
nical education. In addition’, each institution would be reqqired to

appoint a chairpersofn for such a conmittee and have this individual attend’

3

an annual regional workshop for Advisoﬁy Committee Chai?persons.

-
T 3 .
* * ‘ ]

« ' .

2 . L] ~ *

8. Any effectivenqss\thét was exhibited by means of'the'SecondfParty-Traiher

- -

I

A

approach Was due in large pa?% to the personal involvement of’thg "person:

, to person appYoach” and the communication lines. that developed between the

¢ «
%

=

workshop par%icipants,\that'is,'the,??ront—line” vocational-technical
- - , .

.

_teachers, the vocational administragoré ahd the Second;Pariy*Tfaineps.

EY

.
. Ll
\ . ‘ . . i
. .
A

’ €

"
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In éddition,_the on-going input, which was provided by means of the _ .
] > .

’ . . \ - . ’ -
original regional workshon participants, for paterials revision, was

also a highly effective and 'efficient apprioa for in-service training "

‘ for both participants and workshop leaders. D .
Recommendation S o -

¥

»

%3

TQ continue to utilize the Second-Party-Trainer approach, not only as - V
g ..
an in-service technique, but a2s a maintenance of the "state of the art"

technique for teacher-trainers of vocational-techincal ecducation prograns.

. N . s C v
For it appears that the lines of communication are strengthened for all
o '3 '3 '3 '3 ¢ 4 H
parties by utilizing this technique. . . i
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TABLE 1

. SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM VOACTIONAL DIRECTORS
— T . NUMBER
RESPONDENT \ MAILED

-

Vocational D1rectors who part-
ticipated In 1974 Assessment,

, 1976 Follow-up and the Adv1sory
Committee Workshgp or Utilized
the Self-Instructional Material

Vocational® Directors who par- - . . .

ticipated in only portions of ' .
the total evaluation package C 37 ! -
N i

TOTAL VOCATIONAL DIRECTORS ) o )
in Follow-Up Study 100 . 67 - 67.0
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- : TABLE* 2° . '
. RANKING OF EXISTING AND SUGGESTED ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTIVI'I‘IES AS VIEWED BY
,\. VOCATIONAL DIRECTOR «
AS VIEWED IN 1974
N=30
&‘n . . B \
R EXISTING : . SUGGESTED
NO, Percem: RANK _NO. Percent
1. Occupational Surveys _ l ‘ ) .
A’ Use of Michigan Manpower Development ' : .
‘Handbook. . ? . . .p ...... P. Lo 1 5.3 39.5 6° 20.0
 B. Consultation with Michigan Employment ‘ .ot
Security Commission . . . . . . . . . 4 13.3 . 31.5 10 33'3
C. Use of Occupational Qutlook Handbook. 5 16.7  25.5 .9 30'7
D. Surveys Community Needs . . v. . . . 11 36.7 10.0 .17 56'7
E. Use of Cormunity Survey Data. . . . 1 3.7 10.0 , 17 56
2, Course Content‘AdVisement - . .
A. Idgntificatiopn of Occupational - ‘
‘ Cghpetenc1es.pi R ? ...... 21 ©70.0 1.0 23 . 76.7
v . oA
g Jeiclopent of Progran Goal State- ) gos 155 g
C. Review of Topical Outlines. . . . . . 12 '40-2 lg'g' "o ';g'g
o . Review of Performance Objectives. . , 11 6.7 10. :
3. -StudengPldcement . o N g
. _ 4
A. - gii?Zizzzzgn of Employer Student 5 16,7 25.5 - 13 .. 43.3
B. Notification of Job Openings, .”. . . 7 ) 23.3 'I8.Q 2 70.0
C. gtzgzzﬁsRecommendatlon Letters for § . 16.7 25.5 10 33.3
"""" Pyl 56.7 2.5 21 70.0
D. Employment of Graduates,. . . . . . . :
: . . . 10 33.3 13.5 15 . 50.0
E. Review of Follow-Up Studies . . . . . 3 10.0 34.5 11 "a36.7
F. Liaison with M.E.S.C. . . . . . ... . ) ) o
4. Community Public Relations . ] : .
A.  Speaking to Civic Groups. . . . ... §5- 16.7 ~25.5 14 46.7
B. 1Input at Program Funding Activities . 2 6.7 36.5 10 | 33.3
C. Input at Public Hearings. . . .. . . 3 10.0 34.5 12 - 40.0
D. Promoting the Program Via the Media . 4 13.3 . 31.5 . 20 66.7
E. \Development of Promotional Materials, 5 16.7  25.5 20 66.7

[




Y .
; - TABLE 2 . - : S
RANKING OF EXISTING AND SUGGESTED ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES -AS VIEWED BY -
Q. VOCATIONAL DIRECTOR _ N .
L - I " s " -
co . © AS VITWED IN 1974 ’
TABLE 2 Lo o W= ' o
PAGE TWO : ' : -
EXISTING , , SUGGESTED ™ B
NO. Percent RANK" NO.- Percent RANK
5. Equipment and Facilities oo T .
A. Review of Equipment and Facilities. . 17 56.7 + 2.5 21 70.0 5.5
B. Survey of Equipment in Industry . . .. 10. 33.3 1345 17°% + 56,7 ' - 13.5
C. Suggesting Equipment Replacement. : . 13 43.3 * 6.5 20 66.7 9.0
"D. Calculation of Deprec1at10n Allow- RN - .
ances . . . C e e e e 1 3.3, 39.5 8 26.7 . 37.5
- E. Suggésting Bid Sohc:,tatlon C .. 6 20.0  20.5% 10 . 33.3 33.5
J F. Soliciting Equipment Donations. °. 4 h 13.3  31.5 15 50.0 18.5
6. Program Stafflng ’ ’ ‘ ’ . v
» A. " Review of Teacher Selection Criteria 2 6.7 36,5 8 26.7 - 37.5 .
Bs .Suvgesc1ng Recruitment Poligies . . . 1 3.3 39.5 5 " 16.7 40.0
C. Recommending Poternitial Candidates . . 6  20.0 20.5 - 11 36.7 30.5
BP. Review of Teaching.Applicants . 1 - 3.3  39.5 2 . 6.7 ~ 41.0
7. Qrogram ReVJ_ew . ) : ~ i
Evaluation of Studengigerformance .. 5 16.7 25.5 = 12 40.0° 29.0 |
B. Ewaluation of Teacher .Performance ¢ . 4 13.3  31.5 16 = .53.3 6.5 #
" C. Use of Annual State Department : i .- .
) ’“ Review Questionnaire. . . . : . . . ., 10 33.3 13.5 14 _46.7 ° 21.5
D. Suggestions for Program Improvement . 13 43.3 6.5 13 43.3 25.0
E. Comparing Accomplishments with . ’ . , )
- Stated Objectives . .. . . .. T 23.3 18.0 17 " 56.7 13.5
F. " Making Periodic Reports to Adm1n1s- ) ‘
tration . . . . .. .. . . R * 23.3 18.0 - 14 - 46.7 T 45
‘ : j : , . o
8. Obtaining Community Resources 7 ‘ y o
g. Arranging Field Trips . . . . . . . . 5 ¢ 16,7 255 12, 40.0 29.0
v -B.  Recommending Potent1a1 Co -op Work - o . L
*  Statioms. .-. . A L8 46.7 . 5.0 © 21 70.0 5.5
C. Identifying Communlty Resources .. . 15 . 50.0 4.0 22 73.3 . 7.5
D. :Obtaining Personnel for.Classroom : . .
"Presentations : . . . . .. .. .., B8 26.7 16.0 16 53:3 . 16.5 1
5 " '16.6 . 25.5 13 43.3 25.0

E. .Obtaining Consuitants for Teachers. :




, LA ‘,tu‘:: ' TABLE '3 . ’ o

COMPARISO“& OF RANKINGS OF EXISTING AND SUGGESTED OCCUPATIO"IAL ADVISORY CO‘&MI'I'I'EE
sACTIVITIES AS VI’BWED BY VOCATIONALDIRECTORS IN 1974 (Controlled and Non-Controlled) .

# ‘ . \’ ’ ¢ v > T !
o ;—"' . . ‘f" n -
: -7 EXISTING. . SUGGESTED -
. . NC .C NC C_ _
i. .Occupational Surveys ‘ v, ) . .
" A. Use of Michigan Manpower Development ‘ o - ¢
"~ Handbook. . . . . e e e e e e - 3.5, % 39.5 v 37.8 39.0
B. Consultation with 1} \h.chlgan Employment \ Lo -
, Security Commission . . . . .. _— 17.0 31.5 . 24.5 33.5
C. Use of Occupational Qutlook Handbook 22.5 - 25.5 34.0 + 36.0
‘D. Surveys Community Needs .. . . . . . . © 5.0 10.0¥ 16.0 13.5 ®
E. Use of Community Survey Data: . . . . 15.0 10.0 10.5 13.5
-~ Conrse Cor;*ent Advisement " ! )
A, Identlflcatl.o‘n of Occupational o ) .
. - Competenoip#.. e e e e e . 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0,
- B. Development of. Program Goal State- ; . . i
COMents . oL . ... ... .., 8.5 - {33 | 13.5 o 11.0
. Revzew,of-'l'ogal Outlines. ... .., . . .50 8.0, 24:5 21.5
' Review of .PefFormance Objectives. . : . 12.5 10.0 3.5 2.5
. 'Student “Placemént . . \\
A. Organization ‘of Employer- tudent ) :
* Coﬁferences .. mp .y ...... . . - 22.5 .25.5 S 19.0~ 25.0
.B. -Notification of Job Openings. . .. . 8.5 18.0 2.0 5.5
C. .Writing Recommendation Letters for - R , . , .
stugents. Y S 4.5% S 255 0 0 - 3300 33.5
D. Employment of Graduates . . c e e e g.o 2.5 6.0° , 5.5 7
*E.* Review of-Follow-Up Studies .".-. .'. .o 225 ) +18.5 18.0- 18'5§
. EF. LlalSOH with M.E.S.Q. o et e e e e . 2.6'0 '_34:?& 30',0 ‘30'5
- - ﬁ‘ - .
). Community~ Public Reﬁ"ﬁons ‘ - .- . - ' N
A. Speaking *to Civic Groups. . . . . . . . - - 25.5 28.0 .5
B. - Input -at Program Fynding Act1V1t1es . 32. 36.5 . 36.0 -+ 335
C. Input at Public Hearings. . . . . ... i . 34.5- . 28.0 . 28.0
,D. Promoting the Program Via the Media . ©31.5 - . 16.0 gg
E. .

-

Development of.Promotional Materials. . . 255 ‘ 13.5 . s




TABLE 3 \_ . . o . ‘ '/ ’ -

PAGE WO . miotee T - - .\ L
. ) ‘;{Z'{F v - . . ,\1_ ’ - . T
. ‘ . ‘ |}~ EXISTING SUGGESTED -
E ' NC . C NC - . C -
‘ . R - .

'5. Equipment and Facilities ,

. K. Review of Equipment and Facilities. .- - 2.0 h.s * "8.5 T 5.5
. B. Survey of Equipment in Industry . . . 10.5 13.5 16.0 13.5
C. Suggesting Equipment Replacement. 4.5 6.5 v B85 ek ¢ 9.0
D. Calculation of Depreciation Ailow- . : ) N .
ANCES .+« v v st v e w e e e 41.0 . 39.5 ° 37.5 . 37.5
"E. Suggesting'Bid Solicitation . . . . . ] 34,5 20.5 .35.0 . 33.5 "
F. Soliciting Equipment Donations. . . . | 22.5 31.5 ° 24,5 - '18.5
» -0 s ° i * )
6. Program Staffing . ' - .
A. Review of Teacher Selection Criteria . - 39.0 36.5 39.5 37.5
B. Suggesting Recruitment Policies . . .. 39.0 - 39.5 . . 39.5 . 1 40.0
C.. Recommending Potential Candidates . . 26.0 . 20.5 . 31.5 - 30.5
"' D. Review of Teaching Applicants . . . . 39.0 3.5  41.0 41.0
ES . . . ) .
7. ogram Réview - . - e
: . Evaluation of Student Performance . . 20.0 25.5 . 2000 ., 28.0
B. Evaluation of Teacher Performance . . . 30.0°*  31.5 28.0 16.5
C. Use of Annual State Department : ‘ LT
‘Review Questionnaire. . . . . . . . . © . 15.0 13.5 - 24.5. . 21.5
D. Suggestions for Program Improvement . s 4.5 , 65 - 6.0 25.0
+ E.. Comparing Accomplishments W1th S, ' -
- " Stated Objectives .. . . - c e 18.0- - 18.0 10.5, * 13.5. 7
F. Making Periodic Reports to Admlnls— . -
TL.ootration v . . . 4 . ove 0. . . - 1940 18.0 21.5 21.5
8. Obtainihg Communi, ty Resources ‘ } ; . o, o o
- A. Arranging Field Trips . . . . .. . . . 32.0- 2519, . 31.5, 28.0 -
B." Recommending Potential Co-op Work P ) ’ -
- StationS. . . . . €0 o . ot 7.0 5.0 6.0 5.5
"C. Identifying Gommunity Resources . . ." 10.5 4.0 3.5 2.5
" D. Obtaining Personnel for Classroom < e )
" PresentationNs . . . . .. v . 4 . .. 125 16.0 . 12,0 16,5
" E. Obtaining Consultants for Teachers. . ~  26.0 25.5 ©21.5 25.0

. . %
N N - %
.
' . .
ﬁ - . S ool N
. . w
.




S ;o ‘ 7 TABLE 4 . Co
{ 4 ¥ ’ . *
@ RAKING OF SPECIEIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS FOR' SECbNDARY VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
- PROGRAMS , ) R
N ¢ ] =t - ; * . AT e e s - e s “L, ]
, TMAJOR COMMITIEE : SPECIFIC ADVISORY : T
RANK - FUNCTION . COMMITTEE FUNCTION

-

o

1.0 CCA Identification of Occupational Competencies
2.5 CcA : . Review of Performance Objectives
25 . OCR - Identifying Community Resources . .
' 5.5 Sp Notification of Job 0pen1ngs 0 .
5.5 + ~ SP Employment ‘of Graduates -
5.5 EF - Review'of Equipment and Facilities
+ 5.5 ‘0CR . Recommending Potential Co-op Work Stations
'9.0 ) CPR . Promoting the Program Via the Media
9.0 - CPR . ¢ Development of Promotipnal Materials
9.0 . . EF . Suggesting of Equlpment Replacement’” 7,
11.0 - CCA | Development of Program Goal Statements * '
: 13.5 0S / »Survey of Community Needs
13.5 T 0s . Use of Community Survey Data_ ‘
13.5 : . PR - . " Comparing Accompllshments with Stated ‘0bj ect1ves
13«5 EF Survey of Equipment in Industry
16.5 ‘OCR Obtaining Personnel for Classroom Presentations
: 16.5 , N PR - Evaluation of Teacher Perfromance
) 18.5 . "SP . Review of Follow-Up.Studies
. . ,18.5 ) EF Solicatimng Equipment Donations . .
, 21.5 ,CCA . ‘ Review of Topical Outlines: .
T s21.5 . . CPR . . Speaking to Civic Groups . - ’
21.5- ’ PR " Use of Annual State Department Questionnaire
21.5 PR Mak1ng Periodic Reports to Administration -
, 25.0 SP ‘ : Organlzatlon of Employer-Student Conference
25.0 " PR " . Suggestions for Program.Improvement
25.0 OCR Obtaining Consultants for Teachers .
. 28.0 CPR "Input at PubJ@ ‘Hearings . .
28.0 . . PR ) Evaluation of Student Performance .-..;%'. "
28.0 "OCR . \ Arranging Field Trips ° o
30.5 sp - Leasion with M.E.S.C. o .
30.5 - - PS Reconmending Potential Candidates .
. 33.5 0s L. Consultation with Michigan Employment Securlty
N - . ' Commission .
.33.5 . CPR_ . - ~MEut at Program Funding Activities - ..
* 33.5 Sp ® o -~ Writing Recommendation Letters for Students
33.5. EF , ' Suggesting Bid Solicitation
36.0 ° os . - Use of Occupational Outlook Hankbook
37.5 — 7 + +EF : - Calculation of Depreciation Allowances .
7.5 PS ' Review of T&acher Sélection Criteria .«
- /‘;39.0‘ . 0s * . Use of-Michigan Manpower Development. Handbook
40.0° , | : PS . Suggesting Recruitment Policies
. 410 ' Ps . Review of Teaching Applicants

- *

& .

¥
,
v
-
.
*
.
.
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»
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® ‘ e ‘frABLEs
S VOCATIONAL DIRECTOR'S -« ',

o
o .

RANK QF EXISTING AND SUGGESTED ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES AS VIEWED BY

: \ S ®  "as vibiEp v 1976
Va7
. . - . EXISTING. SUGGESTED
. - . —NO. Percent’ RANK

a %

" 1.’ Occupational Surveys  , *’

A. Use of Mlchxgdn Manpowér Development

» . HandbOOk.’ . ...’,\,\. * s s s s s s s s e ’ 2. . ,7.4

B." Consultation-wit Mlchlgan Employment.. .
Security Commission . ., . . . . . . ‘g*. 22.2

D. Surveys Communlty Needs . . . .. ..

. .6 .
- .C.* Use of Occupational Outldok Handbook. “g . 22.2
"9

E. Use of Community Survéy Data. . . . . 13

48.1
-2. Course Content Adv1semen£§ " ' R
+ ., A. Identification_ of Occupaflonal . -
R Competencies. . . . . ... . ... . 22, 81.5

' B. Development of Program Goal StaQe- Ve _

~ cMeNts c.oie . L L L el s, cfe o . 15 55.6
< ‘L. .Réview of Topical Outlings. . . ... . 15 55.6
-Review of Performance 0b3eqt1ve$ e 215 77.8

ot - e
. B
N e

3. Student Placement | L

A. Organization of Employer-Student ‘“,~
- ‘Conferences . ., . . ...-. & ool

_ B. Notificationof, Job Openings. " .f~ . 14, 519
~ C.. Writing Recommendatlon Letters or T
. Students. . . . . . "o, t/}/ffﬁ S | 14.8
- D. - Employment of Graduates ., . . . .. 12 44.4
E. Review of Follow-Up Stud;es O S X
F. ' Liaison with M.E.5.C. . &~ . ! i L. . 4 - 14.8
4. Community Public Relations -gig, | ) .
A. Speaking to Civic Groups. T N 33.3
B. Input at Program Fundirg Activities . - 8 29.6
~ L. Input at Public Hearings. . . e 3 11.1
D. Promoting the Prdgram Via“‘the Media . 5 18.5
E. 'Development of Promotional Materg?ls. 5 18.5

- ]
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VOCATIONAL DIRECTO&ﬁ
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‘TABLE S

RANK OF EXISTING AND SUGGESTED ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES AS VIEWED BY

- »

‘ S AS VIEWED IN:1976
TABLE 5°° Y - N=27
PAGE TWO . . . ’
‘ ‘ EXISTING SUGGESTED
. - . NO. Percent RANK "NO.  Percent = RANK -
T . . . ] v N v
5. 'Equipment and Facilities . .
A. Review of Equipment and Facilities. . 21 77.8 2.5 21 77.8 2.0
B. Survey of Equipment in Industry . . . 12 44.4 15.0 17 » 63.0, 11.5
.- C. Suggesting Equipment Replaceément. . . 16 5973 6.5 16 59.3 *15.0
/ D._ QCLalculation of Depreciation Allow- , o . ) .
©BICES .+ . % e e e e e e e e e e . 1 3.7 41.0 4 14.8 41.0
E. Suggesting Bid Solicitation . ... . 9 33.3 20,0, 7 25.9 37.0
F. Soliciting Equipment Donations. . 9 33.3  20.0 9 33.3 32.5
6. Program Staffing .
A. Review of Teachér Selection Criteria 7/ 25.9  25.0 10 37.0 31.0
B. Suggesting Recruitment Policies .. . 3 1.1 38.5 5 18.5 40.0
C. Recommending Potential Candidates . .. 7 25.9 ' 25.0 6 22.2 38.5
D. Review of Teachlng Appllcants .. 8 22.2 28.5 6 22.2 38.5
7. gBrogram Review : . )
{ Evaluation of Student Performance ., . 4 14.8  36.0 11 40.1 27.5
B. Evaluation of Teachef Performance .. S5 . 18.5 32.5 8 29.6 35.0
C. Use of Annual .State Department, . . )
Réview Questionnaire. . . . . . 17 63.0 5.0 16 .59.3 15.0
" D. Suggestions for Program Ihprovement .19 70.4 4.0 20 74.1 4.0
E. Qompdring Accompllshments with
" Stated Objectives . .". . . . . . R ¥ 40.1  17.0 15 55.6 18.0
F. . Making Periodic Reports to Admlnls- ‘
- tratloh - - - 4 o & = 8 e .- & > L d ' » 9 33.3 20.0 11 ’ 40 .71 27.5
8. Obtaining Community Resources ‘ o . TT—
A. Arranging Field Trips . . . . .. ... © . 22.2 285 11 40.1 27:5
. B. Recommending Potential Co-op Work - :
Stations. ... . + . . e .., . . 16 9.3 6.5 19 70.4 6.0
C. -ldéntifying Community Resources ... . 13 48.1 . 12.0 19 70.4 6.0
D. Obtaining Personnel for Classroom . . ’ -
. Presentations . . . . . . . .. ... 7 25.9  25.0 5, 55.6 18.0
E. Obtaining Consultants for-Teachers. . 5 18.5  32.5 13 48.1 21.5
* . : ’ . ‘ =
- . ) * - ¢ - ‘,\t
. . | " .
» . /




. TABLE 6 . - " :
RANKING OF SPECIFIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS FOR SECONDARY VOCATIONAL ED-
‘ UCATION PROGRAMS - ) Co K

\ ; EXISTING 1976 .
~ - MAJOR COMMITTEE , ** SPECIFIC ADVISORY - -
X RANK FUNCTION - ‘ " COMMITTEE FUNCTION .
v I : - ‘ PR > - —
’ ¥ t1.0 €ca - Identification of Occupational Competencies
2.5 CCA . "'Review of Performance Objectives * -
, 2.5 EF B Review of Equipment and Facilities '@ °
4.0 PR ' ' Suggestions for Program Improvement ,
5.0 PR Use of Annual State Departgent Questionnaire
6.5 EF Suggesting Equipment Replacement ‘
6.5 O0CR Recommending Potential Co-op Work Stations -
8.5 " CCA Development of Program Goal Statements
8.5 ° ccAa . Review of Topical Qutlines
10.0 SP ‘ Notification of Job Openings e
12.0 0s -« Use of Community Survey Data ‘
12.0 SP Review of Follow-Up Studies :
. 12.0 OCR Identifying Community’ Resources - o
15.0 SP Organization of Employer-Student Conference b
15.0 SP . + _ Employment of Graduates '
-15.0 EF Survey of‘Equipment in Industry ' ,
17.0 | . ‘ PR - - Comparing Accomplishments with Stated Objectives
- . 20.0 0S N Survey of Commmity Need .
. 20.0 ° ! CPR » Speaking to Civic -Groups :
20.0 h EF b Suggesting Bid Solicitation e,
20.0 . EF : Soliciting Equipment Donationst ’
20.0 ‘PR Making Periodic Reports to Administration
23.0 > CPR : Input at Program Funding Agtivities
25.0 . PS Review of Tedch@r Sglection Criteria B
25.0 " PS ) Recommending Potential Candidates .
} 25.0 OCR ~ ., Obtaining Personnel for Classroom Presentations
) 28.5: .- s Consultation with Michigan Employment Security
T ’ ' Commission S
: 28.5 PS ‘ : Review of Teaching Applicants *
28.5 0s . Use of.Occupational Outlook Handbook
28.5 OCR Arranging Field Trips o
32.5 =~ CPR * ¢+  Development of Promotional Materials
" 32,5 ¢ . *CPR Promotion of the Program Via the Media
32.5 " PR - Evaluation of Teacher Performance
32.5 OCR N . Obtaining Consultants for Teachers '
36.0 . SP T Writing Recommendation Letters ' for Stullents
36.0 v . SP » Leaison with M.E.S.C. .
36.0 - PR - Bvaluation of Student Performance
38.5 ' CPR Input at Public Hearings _ D
-+38:5— - PS Suggesting Recruitment Policies,
- 40.0 0s . Us€ of Michigan Manpower  Devefdpment Handbook
41.0 - EF ' i Calculation of Depreciation Allowance.

N
" " % e 2 -t
A . . .

- . * - 4
. . . v . S R .
.
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N ‘ ‘ . 'f'ABL/f « - ) . :

RANK DIFFERENCES BETWEEN'SUGGESTED 1974 ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS AND-* ° -

“‘ .°  EXESTING 1976 FUNCTIONS FOR SECONDARY VOCATIONAL DIRECTOR « - o
~ - ' . 4 v
Specific Suggested . Existing .
. Committee Ra . ) Rank . _Rank
] Fun¢tion . . 197 © 1976 Difference o
\' - N » -
. IA 89.0 40.0 1.0 ©
iB - 33.5 28.5 -5.0
1C 36.0 . , 28.5 7.5
1D 13.5 20.0 - 6.5 .
IE 13.5 12.0 -1.5 ( :
\ 47 1,0 . 1.0 0.0
. IEB . 11,0 ~ - 8.5 ‘ -2.5 '
IIC v21.5 8.6 , © -13.0
IID 2.5 2.5 0.0
A4 . . 9 . . “
IIIA 25.0 15.0' -10.0 '
IIIB 5.5 10.0 4.5
I1IC ) 33.5 36.0 - 2.5
IIID 5.5 15.0 9.5
- IIIE ) 18.5 12.0 -5.5
s “IIIF 30.5 - - 36.0 5.5
. . Iva . 21.5 20.0 -1.5.
IVB X 33.5 23.0 -10.5
’ IvVC . 28.0 . 38.5 10.5 )
L/ . IV - , 9.0 32.5 . 23.5 .
IVE 9.0 32.5 23.5
VA, . 5.5 2.5, -3.0
. VB . 13.5 , 15.0 1.5
Ve o+ - e 9,0 ‘ 6.5 -2,5
Vo oo, 37.5 41.0 . <. 3.5
VE LT 33.5 20.0 - -13.5
, 'VF 18.5 ’ 20.0 -1.5
VIA ) 37.5 25.0 1215
VIB ° ) 40.0 , 38.5 , -1.5
VIC _ 30.5 . 25.0 c -5.5. -
. VID .Y 41,0 - 28.5 -12.5:
T VIIA , 28.0 | - 36.0 8.0 .
VIIB . 16.5 32.5 16.0
.ViIC ’ 21.5 / 5.0 -16.5
V1ID . 25.0 4.0 -21.0
) VIIE - . .« 13.5 17.0 3.5
T VIIF 21.5 . 20.0 -1.5




w - 4 AY

‘ Specific - Suggested © . Exigting

Committee . Rank - ' Rank T Rank"
Function 1974 . 1976 : . Dii;;fe;'ence
N VIIIA +28.0 28.5 . 0.5
VIIIB ' 5.5 ‘ " 6.5 1,0 .,
VIIIC 2.5, ' 12.0 : 9.5 T
- VIIID 16.5¢ « 25.0° . 8.5
L% - VIIIE 25.0 32.5 , 7.5 ,
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TABLE 8\

SUMMARY OF RESPONSE FROM OCCUPATIONAL DEANS -" 1976 FOLLOW-UP. STUDY

- NUMBER

. - . RESPONDéNT.

Occupational Deans who
i»participated in the 1974
, Assessment, 1976 Follow-Up
and the Advisory Committee
Workshop or Utilized-the
Self-Instructional Material
Occupational Deans who f
participated ip only portions
bf the total evaluation

package
i TOTAL OCCUPATION DEANS IN X
- FOLLOW-UP STUDY
W ! ' 7 iy
EN :
I3 'Ag
,a ,"._; ‘ - -
boe PN
P
\ e/
. .
"%
T
“'
L4 Y \‘
~

R
Y
. -

NUABER

MAILED RETURNED
9
13
30 . ' 22

PERCENTAGE .

K

[T

-
'
/ i
- .
<
_ i .
-
»
.
2
. 73.3
. A
*
-
2
M *
" 3
B
P
-
-
xﬁ-
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S e ‘ TABLE 9. , .

RANKING OF EXI?I‘ ING AND SUGGESTED ADVISORY COMMITTEE AMITIES
AS- VIEWED “BY OCCUPATIONAL BEANS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES R .

’ AS’ VIEWED IN 1974 ." . ~
& ’___/ . N .. N=7 , \ . N
o ’ '« EXISTING - SUGGESTED .
o i . _NO.._ Percent RANK \‘L NQ, Percent - RANK -
1. Occupational Surveys .
A. Use.of Michigan Manpower Development .7 ’ e
Handbook. . . . . . . ... .. - .. 17 143 285 ‘2’ 28.6 . 35.5
> B. Consultation with Michigan Employment . ° . . . .
Security Commission . . . . . . . .. 2 .28.6 21.5 2 28.6 - 35.5
C. Use of Occupational Outlook Handbook.” 3 42.9 14,0 N 5 ;71.8 18.5
- D,- Surveys Coxmqunlty Needs-. . . .. .. 4 ~ 587.1 - 6.5 5 ¢TI -+ 18.5
E. Use of Community Survey Data. . ... 3° 42.9 14.0 5 7144 18.5
2. Course-Content ‘Advi8ement ~ . ) . .
A. Identificatien of Occupational ) R TN
Co'noetencz.es e e e e ... 5 . 714 2.0 7 °© 100.0 “ 3.0
B. Development of Program Goal, State- . o ) o, )
TOmMeRts c.... . e e i e .. 3% 42,9 140" 5 71.4. 18.5
- Review of Topical Outlines. . . ... 4 ~ §7.1 6.5 * 6 85.7 9.5
g\-' Review of Performance Objectives. . . 3 - 42.9 14.0 S 71.4 18.5
- . !‘ —
3. Student Placement ' . :
A. Organization of Employer-Student
. Conferences . ., . ... ... .... 18914, "~ 28.5 4 57.1 28.0
B, Notification of Job Openings. . . . . 4 ° 57.1 6.5 7 100.0 3.0
€. Writing Recommendation®Letters for . . .
Students. . . . . . . R T U 28.5 3 42.9 33.4
D. ‘Employment of Graduates . ., ... .. 3  42.9 14.0 6 85.7.- ,9.5
E. Review of Follow-Up Studies . . . ... 2 . 28.6 _  31.5 7 100.0 3.0
F. Liaison with M.E.S.C.>. ., . ... .. 177143 “ﬂﬁ.s 5 - 71.4 18.5
: »
4. Community Puhlic Relations . 5 i -
A. Speaking to Civic Growps. . . . ..., 0 = 0.0 37.0 3 42.9 33.4
+ B. Input at Program Fynding Activities . "1 * 14.3 28.5 4 57.1 28.0
C. ~Input at Public Hearings. . . . ... O 0.0 :37.0 4 57.1, . 28.0
D. Promoting the Program Via the Media . 0. 0.0 37.0 4 57.1 - 28.0.
. E. Development of Promotional Materials.® 1. - 14.3 28.5 5 ﬂ 71.4 18.5
— . B ) -4 i - . -
O (; . N .
F ‘%'

-




TABLE 9

PAGE THO : L ) "\ .
- — — _EXISTING . SUGGESTED, —
NO. N\Percent RANK - -No. Percent  RANK
5. Equipment and FRacilities . . V

A.  Review of Equipment and Facilities. . 4 57.1 6.5 6 85.7 9.5
B. Survey of Equipment in Industry . . ., 3 42.9. 14.0 4" 57.1 28.0
C. Suggesting Equipment Replacement. ., . 4 . 57.1 6.5 5 71.4 18.5
D. Calculation of Depreciation Allow- ‘ .
ances . L . .. ... ..., 0 -0.0 370 - 0.0 39.0 <
" E. Suggesting Bid Solicitation . . .- . 0 0.0 37.0 0 0.0 39.0
"<F. Soliciting Equipment Donations. . . . 1 ‘14,3 28.5 ,¥.. 57.1 28.0
6. Program Staffing .
~ A. Review of Teacher Selection Criteria 0 0.0 37.0 0 0.0 39.0 '
"V..B. -Suggesting Recruitment Policies . . . 0 0.0 37.0 0 0.0, 39.0
C.* Recommending Potential Candidates - . 2 28.6 21.5 4 57.1 28.0
D. Review of Teaching Applicant®.. 2. 0 0.0 37.0 0 - 0.0 39.0
7. q;o“gram Review . ) .
- Evaluation of Student Performance . . 2  28.6 21.5 6.  85.7 9.5
B. Evaluation of Teacher Performance ... 1 14.3 28.5 6 85.7 9.5
€. Use of Annual State Department’ .. &
Review Questionmaire. . . . . ., .. "2 28.6 21.5 4 57.1 28,0 .
D. Suggestions for Program Improvement . 4 57.1, 6.5 6 85.7 9.5, -
E. Comparing Accomplishments with . ‘ :
Stated Objectives , . . .. .. ... . 2 28.6 21.5 "6 85.7 9.5 -
F. Making Periodic Reports to Adminis- .
otration .. . . ., ., .. ... .. 0 0-0‘}3.0 S 71.4 18.5. ¢
8. Obtaining Community Resources ) = .
A. Arranging Field Trips . . . . . . s .3 4209 4.0 * 6 8.7 9.5
B. " Retommending:Potential Co-op Work - = -° . :
Stations. . . . . .. 0 .. ... .. 5 71.4 2.0 7 . 100.0 3.0
C. Identifying Community Resources . . . S 71.4 2.0 - 7 100.0 3.0
D. Obtaining Personnel for Classroom : s . -
i Presentations . ... . . .. .. ;.. .3 42,9 - 14.0 5 71.4 18,5
E. Obtaining Consultants for Teachers... 3 ~ 42.9 . 14.0 4 . 57.1 28.0

»
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TABLE 10,

.

COMPARISON OF RANKXIN® OF EXISTING AND SUGGESTED occ
ACTIVITIES AS VIEWED BY OCCQ?ATIONAL DEANS IN 1974

UPATIQNAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
{Controlled and Noncontrolled)

¥

* o o o

Consultation with Michigan Employment
Security Commission . . . . . . . . .

1. Occupational Surveys
Use of Occupational Outlook Handbook.

Use of Michigan Manpower Development
Handbook. . . . . . .. .. ... ..
)B.
Surveys Community Needs : : . . . .
- Use of Community Survey Data. . . .
2."" Course Content Advisement

A. Identification of Occupational
Competencies. e e
Development of Program Goal State-
ments . L
Review of Topical Qutlines, . . . .
Review of Performance Objectives.’.

B. Dovetcomons ot Pronein Gon) &

T . s e o o

C.

3. Student~P1acemeﬁt'

- A. Organizatioq of Employer-Student
Conferences ™

B. Notification of Job Openings. . . . .

—~ C. VWriting'Recommendation Letters for
students. . . . ... .. .....
D. Employment of Graduates . . . . . . .
*E, Review, of Follow-Up Studies N
“F. Liaison with M.E.S.C. . . . . .. . .

4 = H

. Community Public Relations :
A. .Speaking to Civic Groups. . . . ., .

B. Input at Program Funding Activities .
C. Input at-Ppblic Hearings. . . . . ,
D. Promoting the Program Via the Media .
. E. Developmerit of Promotional Materials.

a—

viot

J
EXISTING . SUGGESTED
ANC - - C NC = C
28.5 28.5 23.0 35.5
- 24,0 21.5 23.0 35.5
18.5 14.0 23.0 18.5
18.5 6.5 9.0 . 18.5
12.5 14.0 9.0 18.5
3.5 2.0 1.0 3.0
’ : % X
12.5 - 14.0 3.5 18.
12.5 6.5 15.0 9.
18.5 14.0 . 9.0 18.
24.0 28.5 31.5 28.
12.5 6.5 15.0 3
3.5 28.5 ¢ 35.5 33.5
8.0 . 14.0 15.0 9.5
18.5° 21.5 . 9.0 3.0
24.0 28.5 23.0 , +18.5
38:0° 37.0 31,5 33.5
28.5 28.5 31.5 28.0
33.0 - 37.0 .  31.5 28.0
33.0° 37.0 31.5 28.0
28.5 28.5 31.5 18.5
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TABLE 10 ’
PAGE TWO .
. . ¥ - _ L
- - * 4FXISTING ~ SHGGESTED
NC c 1
5. Equipment and Facilities - S , :
A. Review of Equipment and Facilities. . . 1.0 6.5 T 3.5 9.5
B. Survey of Equipment in Industry . . . 12.5 “14.0 18.5 28.0 -
C. Suggesting Equipment Replacement. . . 12.5 6.5 3.5 18.5
D. Calculation'of Depreciation Allow- .
’ ANCES o v v v e v S e e e e e e 38.0 37.0 39.5 39.0
E. Suggesting Bid Solicitation . . . . . 38.0 37.0 41.0 39.0
F. Soliciting Equipment Donations. . . .’ 18.5 28.5 23.0 28.0
. Program Staffing R - - .
A. Review of Teacher Selection Criteria * .38.0 37.0 37.5 39.0
B. Suggesting Recruitment Policies . . . 33.0 37.0 37.5 39.0 * -
- Recommending Potential Candidates.. . 38.0 21.5 35.5 28.0
D. Review of Teaching Applicants . . . . 38.0 37.0 39.5 +39.0
A ogranm Review T : . )
. EBvaluation of Stident -Performance . . 28.5 21.5 23.0 9.5
B. Evaluatiop of Teacher Performance . . 33.0 28.5 2745 9.5
C. Use of Annual State Department .
Review Questionnaire. . . . . . . . . 24.0 21.5 18.5 - 28.0
~ D. Suggestions for Program Improvement . 3.0 ~ 6,5 3.5 9.5
E. Comparing Accomplishments with -
Stated Objectives . . . . . e 18.5 21.5 8.0 9.5.
F. Making Periodic Reports to Adminis- '
tration . . . . ., ... ... ... . 33.0 37.0 23.0 18.5
. Obtaining Community Resources v
A. Arranging Field Trips . . . . . . . . . 24.0 14.0 27.5 9.5
B. Recommending Potential Co-op Work °
Stations. . . . . .. ... ... .. 5.5 2.0 9.0 3.0
C. Identifying Community Resources . . . R 5.5 .2.0 9.0 3.0
D, Obtaining Personnel for Classroom ) :
Preséntations . . . . . . e e e 8.0 14.0 15.0 18.5
E. Obtaining Consultants for Teachers. . 8.0 14.0 ~15.0 28.0
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- ’ TABLE 11 = , . R

-

", - RANKING OF SPECIFIC. ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS FOR POST SECONDARY VOCATIONAL
‘ EDUCATION PROGRAMS ' ,

.
LI »

MAJOR COMMITTEE ) -’ SPECIFIC ADVISORY

RANK FUNCTION - COMMITTEE FUNCTION " J.
! 3.0 ~ CCA " Identification of Occupational Competencies
3.0 . SP Notification of,Job Openings :
-3.0 SP *  Review'of Follow-Up Studies - . .
. 3.0 . -~ OCR . Recommending Potential Go-op Work Stations' -
T 3.0 . -OCR Identifying Community Resources °
9.5 * CCA ’ Review of Topieal Outlines
9.5 -~ EF Review of Equipment and Facilities
9.5 . . Sp ' " Employment of Graduates '
¢ 9.5 PR . ‘ Evaluation of Studert Performance s
9.5 . ' * PR - Evaluation -of Teacher Performance
~9.5 ~- PR o Suggestions for Program Improvement
9.5 / PR Comparing Accomplishments with Stated Objectives
< 9.5 - OCR ) Arranging Field Trips . .
18.5 0S8 . Use of OccuPational Qutlook Handbook:
18.5 0s . . Survey of Community Needs
18.5 0s Use of Community Survey Data ‘
18.5 CCA Development of Program Goal Statements
. 18.5 CCA - " Réview of Performance Objectives )
v, ~18.5 SP Leaison' with M.E.S.C,
: 18.5 v CPR . Development of Promotional materials
. - 18.5 EF Suggesting Equipment Replacement .
2 18.5 PR Making Periodic Reports to Administration
18.5 OCR - ! Obtaining Personnel for Classroom Presentations
28.00 ° SP - Organization of Employer-Studeht Conference.
< - 28.0 " CPR Input at Program Funding Activities N
. 28.0 .o CPR Input at Public Hearings = -
) 28.0 ~ CPR " * Promoting the Program Via the Media _
- 28.0 - . EF -Survey of Equipment in Industry .
< . 28.0 ; . EF Soliciting Equipment Donations
" 28,0, - PsS - Reconmending Potential” Candidates :
, 28.,0- o~ & . .. PR Use of Annual State Department Review .
S B ' Questionnaire . :
ST 28.0 OCR ' * Obtaining Consultants for Teachers .
/ 33.5 I~ SP ) Writing Recommendation Letters for Students
: 33.5 o CPR Speaking to Civic 6roups
355 , 0s - Use of Michigan Manpower Development Handbook
35.5 T < 05 Consultation with Michigan Employment Security, ’
: s e . . Commission - R )
-/39.0 Lo .. EF ' ' Calculation of Depreciation Allowances -
39.0 T - EF . , Suggesting Bid 'Solicitation -
39.0 - " PS . Review of Teacher Selection Critria
39.0 L. PS. , Suggesting Recruitment Policies .
39.0 g‘ -PS T " Review of Teaching Applitants ‘




- -, o . - ® o
7 v , ~TABLE 12 - - :
. ’ NG OF EXISTING AND SUGGESTED ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES
) - VIEWED BY OCCUPATIONAL DEANS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES .
S RS *AS VIEWED IN 1976 ) \ .~
E’ .o . , , < N=T7 | - Lt .. ' ‘.
T e - . . ° - EXISTING - SUGGESTED
. . .~ NO. _Percent RANK NO. Percent.. _RANK
1. Occupatlonal Suxrveys’ } o
. . A. Use of Michigan Manpower Development v ) .
Handbook. : . . . . . ... .. ... 0 0.0 40.0 17 a14.3 --40.5
B. "Consultation’ with Mlchlgan Employment o b
¥ Security Commission . . . . . . . . . 2 28.6  32.0 1" 14.3 40’5
* €. USe of Occupational Outlook HandBook." 5 71.4 8.5 ‘5 71.4 * ~ 13,5
D. .Surveys Community Needs . . .. ... 6  85.7 2.5 6 85.7 4.0 -
E.* Use of Commumity Survey'Data. . ... .5 . 71.4 8.5 6* 85.7 - 4-Q§
2. .Course Content Advisément o N ‘ ‘ ST
A. Identification of Occupational .- : .
-Competencies. . . . . . : S e e e e e ~6 85.7 " 2.5 . 6  85.7 - 4.0
B. Developmént of Program Goal State- y - s T K .
©Oments ..... .4 ..o, .., .. cee- 4 57.1°% 165 3 42l 31,0
C. Review of Topical Outlines. . . &, . 4 . 57.1 . 16.5 - 4 57.1 11.5
‘ Review of Performance ObJectlves .. 4 -47.1 16.5 5 71.4 A13.5
5. Student Placement’ ) - o .o ' . )
A. Organizatién of Employer—Student ’
Conferences . . ., . . e e e e . 3 42,9 25.0 4 -+ 57.1 11,5
B. Notification of Job- Openmgs.’. . e . 5 71.4 8.5, S 71.4 - 13.5
.C: Wr:.tmg Recommendatlon Lettexrs for : ‘ -
¢ Btudehts. . .. ... .% ... .. a 28.6 - 32.0 4 571, 115
" D.” Employment of G:(;atduan:esé R 85.7 2.5 5 C 714 13.5
.+ E.* Review of Follow-Up Studies . . ... 3 42.9 "*25.0 4 57.1 = 11.5°
Fr. Liaison with'ME.S.C. . . . .. ... 3 ~42.9 * 25.0 *'3 42.9" 31.0
4. | Community Pubiié Relations R . s e o
.\A. " Speaking to Civie Groups.. . = . , - . 0 . 0.0 40.0 . 3 42.9 31.0
‘|B; Input at Program Funding Activities . . 2 28.6 32.0 2 28.6 37.5
“C. Input at Public Hemss e ¢ 0.0 40.0 3 42.9 31.0
b; "Promoting the Program Wa the Media . 3  42.9 -25.0 5 7 71.4 13.5
‘E. - Develophent of Promotmnal Materials, 1  14.3 37.0 5 7,4 . 1350
\i ‘ @ ’ ‘ ’ T "\ - - *
' '3 Y ‘.:‘ -
‘ * e ¢ L ,
* - ) . . :‘ 41 < . -
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“TABLE 12 K :
| PAGE 'TWO . S -
. ] EXISTING * SUGGESTED
- S NO. Percent RANK NO.  Percent RANK
5. Equipment and Facilities - . : N
. Review .of Equipment and Fac111t1es. : % 85.7-, 2.5 6 85.7 4.0
B." Suxvey of Equipment in Industry .. _6 85.7 2.5 6° 85.7 4.0
C. Suggesting Equipment Replacement:'y . 6 . 2.5. 6 85.7 4.0
D. Calculation of Depreciation AlIow- - W .
ANCES + v s % v v e e e e e e ... L 183 370 2 28.6 37.5
| * * E.  Sugpesting Bid Solicitatiom . . .. ., .1 14.3 37.0 -3 42.9 31.0~
 *F. Soliciting Equipment Donations. . .. 2  28.6 32.0 -3 42.9 " 31.0
L. a . F IR .
. 6. Program Staffing . ) .o
" K. Review of Teacher Selection'Criteria 4  57.1  .16.5 ®  71.4 "13.5
B.. Suggesting Recruitment Policies . . . 2 28.6* - 32.0 2 28.6 -37.5
C. Recommending Potential’ Candidates . . 4 57.1 16.5 5 7%.4 13.5
D.. Review of Teaching Applicants . . . . 2 28.6 32.0 2 28.6 37.5
' , i : .
s Program Review - . ) :
. Evaluation of Student Performance ... . 4 57.1 16.5 5 71.4 13.5
. B. Evaluation of Teacher Performance . .. 2 28.6 32.0 4 57.1 11.5
+ C. Use of Annual State Department .
Review Questionnaire. . . . . . . ... 4 57.1 16.5 3 42.9 31.0
D. Suggestions for Program Improvement v 5 71.4 8.5 6 85.7" 4.00
E. Compating Accompllshments with ’ . )
Stated Objectives'. .”. . . . ... . .4 57.1 16.5 5 71.4 13.5
JF. Makipg Periodic Reports %o Admlnls- - .
. tration Y - S | 16.5 4 .57.1 11.5
8. 0bta1n1ng Communlty2§%souices "
A. ,Arranging Field Trips . . . . . . . . 3 42.9 25.0 4 57.1 11.5
B. Recdmmending Potential Co-op Work . .
: Stations. «,e v v v o v e e o e ... 3 42,9 25,0- 3 42.9 3i.0
C. Identifying Community Resources ... . § 71.4 8.5 5 71.4 13.5 -
D. . Obtaining Personnel for Classroom e T .
_ Presentations . . . . .. .....% 5 714 8.5 g¥o 71,4 13.5
~ E- Obtaining Consultants for, Teachers. . 4% 57.1 - - 16.5.. 3 42.9 31.0 -



- . . TABLE. 13 - ” <

RANKING 0}"’ SPECIFIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS FOR’ POST-SECONDARY VOCATIONAL

EDUCA'I‘IO\I PROGRAMS . o
. o ) . EXISTING 1976 _ o
\ MAJOR COMMITTEE . SPECIFIC ADVISORY ‘
RANK FUNCTION ‘ *___COMMITTEE FUNCTION ull
2.5 . CCA . Identification .of Occupatignal Competencies
2.5 (0] Survey of Cammunity Needs
2.5 "o ‘ SP . Employment of Graduates | R o
2.5 EF. Review of Equipment and Facilities
2.5 , EF Survey of Equipment in Industry .' o
2.5 ’ EF Suggesting Equ %&pment Replacement
8.5 0s . Use of Occupational Outlook Handbook
8.5 0S . Use of Community Survey Data -
8.5 . sp " Notification,of Job Openings -
8.5 . PR ' ° Suggestlons for Program Improvement
8.5 P OCR ’ -Identifying . Communlty Resqurces’
8.5 | ) OCR . % Obtaining Personnel for #lassroom Presentations
16.5 CCA - + Development of Program Godl Statements . .
16.5 . CCA Review of Topical Outlines .
16.5° CCA . * Review of Performance Objectives '
’ 16.5 ; PS . Review of Teacher Selection Criteria .
16.5 .PS Recommending: Potential Candidates
16.5 PR Evaluation of Student Pergormance “
16.5 PR . Use of Annual State Department Rev1ew et
. o o Questionnaire - N ‘
16.5 ~ PR Comparing Actomplishments with Stated Obj ectives
16.5 T (/-% Making Periodic Reports to Administration ' - °
‘16.5 - oc Obtaining Consultants for Teachers
25.0 SP Organization of Employer-Student Conferences
"25.0 , SP . Review of Follow-Up Studi¢s °
25.0 SP Leaison with M.E.S.C. *
25.0 CPR _Promoting the Program Via the Media )
25.0 OCR Arranging Field Trips
25.0 R ° OCR Recommendnlg Potent1a1 Co-op Work Stations
32.0 o 0s Consultat,lon with the Michigan Employment Securit)
o - Commission
. 32,0 - . SP Writing Recommendation Letters' for Students
32.0 . . CPR - * Input at Program Funding Activities .
32.0 . EF * Soliciting Equipment Donations .
32.0 ; - PS | Suggesting Recruitment,Policies
. 32.0 . PS Review of Teaching PerTormance
- 37.0 CPR Development of Promotional Materials
& - 37.0 ", EF | + Calculation of Depreciation Allowances . .
~ 37.0 ° - EF . ~Suggesting Bid. Bplicitation” ~ -F
+ 40.0 - ., 0S Use of Michigan Manpower Deve_lopment Handhook
. 40.07 CPR Speaking to Publig Groups S o
v 40.0 ’ CPR Input at Pub11c Hearmgs . .
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RANI\ DIFPERENCES BE’IWEEN SUGGES'I'ED 1974 ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNCTION AND
EXISTING 1976 FUNCT IONS FOR POST SECDNDARY OCCUPATIONAL DEANS

¢

- “d o
pud

¢

B.

*

Es

TABLE 14% *

-~

7.

LI~ N " ¥ ) K/
"SPECIFIC ~SUGGESTED EXISTING .
COMMITTEE _RANK : RANK RANK
“FUNCTION 1974 : 1976 " DIFFERENCE
4 ’ R i g
R IA 55 - & - 40.0 35 i
© 1B 3 35.5 . -32.0 -3.5
IC 18.5 . 8.5 -10.0
ID . 18.5 L ',. 2.5 . -16.0
. IE Yy 18.5 _ 8.5 -10.0
~IIA - 3.0 ' 2.5 -0.5
* 1IB 4 18.5 ° - . 16.5 -2.0
11c ‘ 9.5 16.5 7.0°
11D 18.5 . 16.5 -2.0
IIIA 728.0 . 25.0 =300 ,
-IIIB 3.0 8.5 5.5
I1IC . - 33.5 v 32.0 -1.5
111D 9.5 . 2.5 -7.0, ,
I11E . L. *3.0 . 25.0 22.0
- ITIF 18.5 , . = . 25.0 ° 6.5
® IVA v, D338 Ct 40.0 6.5
) 1VB , 28.0 o 32.0 4.0
: Ive L. L 28.0 S 4000 12.0 :
IVD : ..® 28,00 .7 .25.0 ~3.0 :
: IVE L e pies , o 370 - 18.5
- *7: - * '
T VA % .95 '8/ 2.5 -7.0
N . 2 28,0 . 2.5 -25.5
Ve : ©18.5 2.5 -16.0
. D - CT 39,0 37.0 -2.0 .
- VE 39,0 %7.0 - -2.0 :
VF - B ¢ 28.0 % $32.0 4.0 -
C O vIA . , 39.0 S 16.5 -22.5
N VIB . %:39.0 , 32.0 7.0
) vIiC PR 28.0 .- 16.5 -11.5.
VID, . 390 7 32.0 -7.0
‘ N : . Pow ! < ’ ‘ .
VIIA T e e 16.5 7.0°
VIIB - . < 7 9,5 32.0 22.5
-+ ‘viic - .0 L7 280 /165, -11:5 .
‘. VIID. .- 9.5 * . 8.5 + -1.0
- VIIE ' 295 ’ 16.5 A
VIIF =~ [~ 18.5 cort - 1645 -2:0
. - R WO ’ % %
' VIIIA 9.5* ' 25.0 15.5
w ' "VIIIB 3.0 » \ 25.0 ( 22.0
T T VIIIC ® - 4 3.0 P 8.5 . 5.5
VIIID < 18.5 : 2} 8.5 -10.0
" YILIE © s . 28.0 © e . .16.5 -11.5
Q “ . * o, . L__/
e . . 44 . . )
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;  COMPARISON OF ORTGINAL WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS EXPECTATIONS OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE
" ACTION PLAN AND THEIR FOLLOW-UP RESPONSE. ° .

* ° -
- ., ﬁ’f:")’ ¢ . : S N=15. - . o ’

*

= . ° ] ’ :
: — —METOR— DID RO PERCENT TEETING.
‘ - " EXCEEDED ___ EXCEED OR EXCEEDING -

-
® - *

1. Occupational Surveys : '
A Use JF Michigan Manpowér Development -

- Handbook. . . .. ...... ... 9 - 4 69.2
B. Consultation with Michigan Efployment ‘ : ) - . J
Security Commission . . . . .. . . . 8 5 ¢ 61.5
C. Use of Occupational Outlook Handbook. 7 6 53.8 .
D.. Surveys Community Needs . . .. .., 1 6 . 53.8°
E. Use of Commmity Survey Data. . . . . 8 S 61.5 f
2. Course Content Advisement ¢ .
A. Identification of Occupational . ’ Y
s . ' Competencies. . . ., .. ... ... S 4 69.2 .
B. Development of Program Goal State- ' o : -
-oments . . . ... .. ... ... .. -8 7 . 93.3 .
. C. Review of Topical Oytlines. . . . . . 9 6 "~ 60.0
" _D. Review of Performance Objectives. . . 12 3 80.0
3. " Student Placement’ ' ‘
A. ' Organization of Employer-Student - . .
. ©Conferences . . ..., ., ....... 6 6 50.0 -
B. Notification of Job Openings. . . . . S 38.5
" C. HWriting Recommendation Letters for v ,
students. . . . .. ... ... ... 5 7 41.7
. D, - Employment of Graduates . ., .-, . . 4 8 33.3
E. Review of Follow-Up Studies'. . . . . 6 7 . 46.2
~'F. "Liaison with M.E.S.C. . . . . . . . . 3 0. - 23.1
4. Community Public Relations . s & ‘ *
" AJ "Spaking to Civic Groups. . . . . . . 8 . .5 61.5
B.  Input at Program Funding Activities . 9 4 ‘ 69.2
C. Input at Public Hearings. . . . . . . 7 5 58.3
" D. -Promoting the Program Via the Media . 6 v.) 6 50.0
E. Development of l?romotipr% Materials. - _ 5 7 41.7
4 - . [y
“s b . s i -
@ e \ ) L . . h ’ K :
. . o ‘. * . ‘
E%g; . . = - .~ >, €t »




TABLE 15. Co. .
PAGE TWO ; S . .
' . . MET OR DID NOT CET STING
C N ', * ... EXCEEDED - EXCEED OR EXCEEDING -
5. 'Equipment ‘and Facilities A , . :
A. Review of Equipment and Facilities. . 8 6 573 T
B. Survey of Equipment in Industry . . . .., 6 8 42.8 .7 ...
C: Suggesting Equipment Replacement. . ., 6 8 42.9 ’
D.  Calculation of Depreciation Allow- - '
‘ances.....“.'......'... 7 6 53.8°
E. Suggesting Bid Solicitation . . s .. ; 6 7, 46.2 .
F. Soliciting Equipment Donatiens. . . . ' »
6. Program Staffing . . <
" A. Review of Teacher Selection Criteria = 4 -7 36.4 _
B. Suggesting Recruitment Policies . , . -6 7 46.2 .
C. Recommending Potential Candidates . . . 4 8 33.3 .
D. Review of Teaching Applicants . . . . S 7 41.7,
7. ogran Review .
] - Evaluation of Student Performance . . T4 8 33.3
B. Evaluation of Teacher Performance . ,  _ 6 6 50.0 .
C. Use of'Annual State Department ' " -
Review Questiomnaire. . . ., ., .-, . .. 8 3 72.7
D. Suggestions for Program Improvement . 6." 6 50.0 T a
E. ~Comparing Accomplishments with . e , “
Stated Objectivés . . . ., . ., ., ., . 0 6 50.0 '
F. Making Periodic Reports to Adminis- - : )
tration._...‘......_:,.... o 5 . 7 41.7
. Obtaining Community Resources o0 ; )
“A.  Arranging Field Trips .. . ~.. .. . 6 7 " 46.2
B. Recommending Potential Co-op Work ’ : T
. Sta‘tions:.......’.......-\y S 3 : 75.0
"C. Identifying Community Resources .-, .- « 7 6 ' 53.8
D. Obtaining Personnel for Classroom . ‘ .
Presentations, . . . . . ... . .. . 5 7 41.7-
E. Obtaining Consultants for Teachers. . - 5 6... 45.5
» ' - A -, ‘ ::% y
. .
i ' LI p '
-~ B ,
. ' ¢ - . oo -
T N . 3 ) . N - -
= ’ ! > . /\
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TABLE 16 )

ORIGINAL "WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS

WORKSHOP, EVALUATION
(FORM B - CODED PINK)

X g N=32 -
EVALUATION NUMBER * PERCENTAGE
) Excellent 3 : -:%7 933
: Good. , 18 N 56,3 . ,
" - So-So 10 31.3 - ‘
Quite Poor - 1 i 3.1 -
No Géod AN 0 0.0
e —_ \ V4
TOTALS AU - 32 100.0 )
- ASSIGNED VALUES ‘& 7
R I N -
Excellent = 5§ . _
Good 4 o
- So-So =1\3 , .
Quite Poor = '2
No Good = 1 ~ .
) MEAN EVALUATION = 3.68 .- .
o : |
, T ;
' o .
) "
» * % . h
—~ ?-qa‘% B
2 ¢ - . . '
o ’ ‘ ! : Lo
- - - . i —




" TABLE.17 - N : ‘
"-... SECOND PARTY TRAINER WORKSHOP }
. 7 ; . PARTICIPANT - WORKSHOP EVALUATION e .
¢ - (FORM B ~ CODED WHITE) e - :
) N=158 '
EVALUATION ‘ NUMBER
Excelient - 44
Good - 79 -y "
. So-So 26 .
. . Quite Poor 8
No Good 1, '
~ TOTALS . 158
. * . \/"* . - . .
: i ASSIGNED VALUES -
Excellent = 5 = .
! . Good = 4 N = Il
: So-So = 3
Quite Poor = 2
No Good = 1 - . .
. . g S R - i +
’ ' MEAN EVALUATION = 3.99 -
K J ) .
} ? 3 ] . -
LY (.A )
7 - -
. g , J
’ .
' .
. , ) }




. TABLE 18 3
RANKING OF RESPONSES TO' EVALUATION OF ADVISORY
COMMITTEE WORKSHOP REGIONAL PARTICIPANTS

~—

.FORM B (COLOR CODED - PINK)

" N = 3§ . ’
. < - No. . Percent Rank
I. Did the workshop meet your .. \ .~
expectatlons? 26 76.5 10.5
2. Dld the workshop provide you -
' with new, useful information? 27 79.4. 7.5,
3. Did you learn new skills which .
you can use in your wo&?? . : 24 T0.6 ik.5
L. Will you be better able to work 25 . 2§:5 "13.0-’
with advisory-groups. . ' =
5. Will you use your new advisory ,
. group skills? : © 26 . T6.5 10.5
6. Did the workshop facilities " ' :
contribute to effective learning? 28 82.}% 5.0
‘ - . ’ / .
T. Was the workshop well organized? 28 82.4 5.0
8. Did you have sufficient, . : -
opportunity to participate? . 29 85.3 3.0
9. Did the workshop leader(s) )
Provide good leadership? 30 88.2 2.0
10. VWas the slide/tape or fllmstrip ; : .
© effective and useful? 2k 70.6 1k.5 .
11. Wes ‘the timé allotted sufficient? 28  82.) 5.0
2. VWere the communication exercises
useful? L 21 638, 16.0
13. Was the resource section useful? 26 76.5 10.5
1. Will you use the vorkshop materials It :
on the Job? 27 79.4 T.5
f15. Cyo you think the.workshop was worth .. o .
your time? . 26 76.5 10.5 3




"t ,No. Percent Rank\\\\
. ' 1 . "
‘ -~ 16. Have you made up an action plen . ‘ AN
. “for your adv1sory group? ° 17 50.0 17.0 k
: J

17. Would you complete the, rest of

’ the exercis.es? . y 16 Lh1.1 18.0 K

", 18. Were you given the Advisory "
4 ~ Committee Handbook.--"A Guide for )

: the Effective Utilization:of o )

Advisory Committees™? * ¢ 32 9k.a 1.0
- -l T
. | ‘ .
4 E - : ’
f ¢
. g S

LRI R

>
.~
(S 71
.
-
-

5o
W) |
()
g




TABLE 19

‘RAﬁKING_Dé/;ESPONSES.TO EVALUATION 6F ADVISORY
COMMITTEE WORKSHOP SECOND PARTY TRAINER WORK-
SHOP PARTICIPANTS.

_ FORM B (COLOR CODED - WHITE) . ’

'
d

x . N:'I"ig

-

. ' No. Percent  Rank
1. Did the workshop meet your . )
' expectations? 128 '80.5 8.0
2. Did’the workshop provide you . - .
“ with new, useful information? 139 87.4 h.o
1“ ‘
~. 3. Did you learn new skills which- . 1
' you can use in your work? 116 72.9 15.0
L. Will you be better able to work . .
’ M%Fh advisory groups? 127 79.9 . 9.0
5.‘,Wii1\you use your nev advisory S
group skills? _ 121 76.1° 11.5
6. Did the %arkshop facilities - g
* contribute “to effective learning? 129 81.1 T.0
T. Was the workshop well organized? 1k2 89.3 2.0
8. Did you have'suff}qient ' . ; TR
opportunity to participate? 148 93.1 1.0
9. Did the workshop leadeg(s) ‘ -
provide good leadership? ; 141 _ 88.7 3.0
10. Was the slide/tape or filmdtrip
effective and useful? . 1loo 62.9 16.0
11. Was The time allotted sufficient?  -123 TT.% 10.0°
12. Were the communication exercises ) r .
useful? B 120 - T15.5° 13.0
. - ) \
13. VWas the resource section useful? - 121 76.1 11.5
14. Will you use the workshop materials g

on the job? ‘ i17 73.6

-

s




4,

15.

16.

A

Do you think the workshop was
worth your time?

. Have you made ui an action plan

for your advisory group?

-No. Percent

b ]

131

73

T

;(T"hould‘yon complete the rest of

18.

[

the e;\:ercisesfx _ o
Were you given the Advisory
Committee .Handbook-~"A Guide

for the Effective Utilization -

of Advisory Comnittees"?

55,

T2

13k

Rank
82.4 6.0
45 .9 ‘17.0
ks .3 18.0
84.3 5.0




_ TABLE 20 ' ‘ .
RANKING OF RESPONSES TO EVALUATION OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE WORKSHOP BY REGIONAL
PARTICIPANTS 'AND. SECOND PARTY TRAINER WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS. : : ,

-
- - ’ .
\_g

SECOND PARTY REGIONAL - . SPECIFIC . - '.

-PARTICIPANT =~ °~ “ PARTECIPANT o ' EVALUATION X
RANK' - RANK ’ ) " QUESTION ,
1.0 3.0 Did you have sufficient 6pportunity to participate?
2.0 5.0 -Nas the workshop well organized? . -
. 3.0 . 2.0 © & ‘Did the.workshop leader provide good leadership?
‘ 4.0 7.5

Did the workshop provide you with new useful
information? ) ) '

5.0 1.0 Were you given the Advisory Committee Handbook?
6.0 10.5 Do you think the workshop was worth your time?
7.0 5.0 Did the workshop facilities contribute t® effective
learning? .
8.0 10.5 ) ¥ Did the workshop meet your expectations?
9.0 -13.0 - Will you be better able to work with your advisory
. groups? BN . . ' .
10.0 5.0 ~ Was the time allotted sufficient?
11.5 10.5 Will you use your new advisory group skills?
- 11.5 ‘ 10.5 Was the resource section helpful? -
13.0 16.0 Were the communications exercised helpful?
14.0 7.5 Will you use the workshop material on the job?
15.0 14.5 Did you learn new skills which you can use in your
: work? ' ' * g ‘
, 16.0 14.5 - Was the slide/tape or filmstrip effestive and useful
(,‘. 17.0 17.0 Have you made up an action plan for your advisory
. 2 ) e . group? > i
- +18.0 18.0 Would you complete therest of the exercises?
/
‘ g | \/




A - TABLE 21 . - g

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM WORKSHOP LEADERS, N=21 ‘ o

QUESTION #2 - : ' ' .

. ] . . '

Arg you aware.of the utilization of any of the materials developed by means of the
Vocational Education Advisory Committee Project in any existing vocational education
courses at your institution? ’ . , P

3

» - -
.

. - ] Yes 19 ‘

) . . ‘No .. 2 : - L -
< G ——— .

QUESTION #3 - -

. - .

Are you'aware of the development of any new courses- regarding the advisory committee
concpt at your institution? ) ‘ ) i . {
f’ EY
. . Yes 2
" No 19- ' '
: N /

. P

QUESTION #4 _—

S

- If the answers to questions 2, 3 and 4 were "no', do you plan on using the adviso

committee material in any future course revisions or course additions? T
R A \"' . S
Yes - 4 ) '
No 2 ’ - ) ~

No Response 13

———
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P = A - - .~ 5 . -

- . Q v - . “ - a
. “x ‘ . ) . e e . .

- A. ) \‘ . ‘ . e _ . i ) . N .
VOCATIONAY, EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE PROJECT
. ! IN~SERVICE WORKSHOPS EVALUATION REPORT . N
. o - . ' ..

N ' Prepared by: Charles.F. Eiszler . '

: James H. Nugent ° .

‘This report descrIEesWtHe’achievements of the Ih—Service Wbrkshops

-and the effectlveness of the Structural Communicatlbns exercises whlch

< 0'

vere usea to’ stlmulate problehrsolv1ng d;sqpsslon in the woxkshops. In

- 1
L3 ?

Zthe,flrst section, data from 14 workshops is considered in aggregate to

<

determine the extent to whlch workshop participants developed gredter

Ievels of awareness of and more positive attitudes toward advisory%comj
. et P 5 .
In the second section, data from each of the eight .

1}

mittee functrphs.

Structural Communication exercises are examined to determine if exercises,
. - » . & . > . »
vere equally effective.v - ¥

’

I. EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES = o ,
A. The first objective of the In—gervice Workshops "involved develop~“

™

mmittee functionsg in the

»

. ¥ .
ing three dimensions of awareness of advisory

These criteria maf vé summarized as follows:

workshop participants.

-~ -

associated with an advisory’ meittee function.

- ¥
2. To develop’ better understandlng Qf positive alternatlve o,
— approaches to problems -associated wlth an adv1$ory com- .
s mittee function.
3. To generate new ideas, concepts,.or perspectlves regard—'
-ing the potential implementation of an adv1sory commlttee,
-t functlon. - . i

i - -

/n';ght Structural Communlcatlons exerclses, each highllghtlng agdlffer—

& ~

ent adv1sory committee function,. were made ava11 le to workshop part1c1—

., . ' e - .

=5 -

-

* pants. Individwals were encouragea ‘to Select exercises in germs of their

§
.o' ’“
~X

7

LAV

-




., e .

loca1 needs and, where several :Lnd:l.v:l.duals attended from the- ‘saméi system,

the ldcaL,teams were‘enbou;aged to partiecipdte in as many Qf the eight
e s NSy , .

- -

exercises as possible. 1In some workshops, individuals participated‘in t@o_ - -

y .. . I3 P \

e \0- 3 3 .s ) 3 "’ 3 N % e
. eﬁgrc1ses and "in others part1c1pat;onywas limited to a single exercise:
- . -~

£l - . LA s

TO evaluate the va}ue and effectlveness of the Stfuctural Communlca-

* ’, '
X - ~

. tions exercises in accomplishing the first objective, several forms of

. - . -
v v . (4 . . -

o B

. ./_

data.were Eolleqted.

ent points. in the group discussion.

[ - - -

A

P -

-
= *

»

.._...\ i

ﬁ

I

~

. part1c1pants alsp comﬁleted a three—part Exerc19e Reactlon Sheet.
5

Participation,Response sheets reqguired workshop *

P

(3

part1c1pants td récord a sequence of probiem solutlons at three drffer—

At the completlon of each exerclse,

s

l“" of thlS instrument asked respondents to rate the effectiveness of the

‘Part I.

. . exercise in helping them accompllsh‘the threeoawareness objectives men—"

. ‘ .- . . . o "L ) : “T ‘-; ., a.' “ Fad ‘ -

3 : tloned prévxously A foyr-point response scale was .uséd for the particii .
& .r. ) R - . - . S

-
1S
3

4
-

« P . . b ‘ ) - R
- . ~ ~ "pant -ratlng? o~ NP SV . ‘- e .

. “' ' 4-.Very Much Better J - . . -

. .
. % © e s ., . “ \
* T -

3~-Con31derably Better 4, s . e

L ] bl

2~ Slightly Better
-_ l‘ A.I
1= No Beétter . °

'y

4

-

"

- © *

. . In addltlon; after ratIng each of the three crlterxon 1tems, part1c1~ ] :

- 7 € 3
¢ N ‘ r“

pants were asked Eo brmefly llSt or 1dent1fy spec1fmc problems, p051t1ve

o o LS

- rd +

. -

- alternatlve approaches, and new ideas for 1mplementatzon "of adv1sory com- -

-
N

. mittee. functions ‘that were gained from each exercise. These .comments were

P R
N . s

- ) . used to 1nd1cate the valxdlty of the ratzngs agalnst objectlvé‘galns for T

2 : - . / ...

» each crlterlon item. /The Exerc1Se Beactlon Sheet also asked part1c1pants

) ) to rate grouprfunctionlng (Part II) and 1dent1fy problems 1nvolved 1n

u91ng structured discussion exercises (Part III). : RN ’ ;
""“‘ ' N “ - ' .n .
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. N TABLE 1 : . .
v . x - . - ¢ - ! .
. -
- .
-~

L4 ; ’
. ' * R T
- 4 . FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS, MEANS, AND VARTANCES
¢ - L. . FOR TOTAL WORKSHOP SAMPLE ON.EXERCISE
- . _ . REAGTION SHEET CRITERION ITEMS (N=341) _ o,
t. ‘ : -f‘ » ./ . Y N ) R i < * ° . . . )" D .
- T T ) : ' \ ‘
R < B ) R . - Considerably Slightly
" CRITERION ITEM . :

i - No Validat'ing =
 Very Muth Better f - Better Better | Better | ° Comments | Mean Variance
— {4y . ’ (3) _ (2} 1wy’ _ _Present - :

. L N . ,’ PR . P

1. Develop better under- * . T

. Standing of problems? 29 (9%) : 135 (40%). ) 142 (42%) g 35." (o%) |- 177 (52%) | 2,461
2 . ) ' ' ’

. ‘2. ‘Develop ‘better under- { e

+

- 2 - - ! " . - . w, 7“1 ’ R . 2
‘Standing of positiye‘al- . | . 290 (6%)7- | - 101 (30%)° | Ted (47%) " |617{178) | °, 79 (23%) | 3.232 ~ 648 -
- ﬁ‘érnativ:e .approaches? * - SRR .o S Tosp SR v s L
k . 2 P . : . - »’ ‘ N - : P - - = —y
. . ] G B . ! ] E \ -, c-,r 1. ‘ Y . . .
'3 .Generate new ideas,, con=-" - e, . ot - . " - . .
_ Gepts ot perspectives re- ' |- ° 20 (g3) . "220 {65%)" . 55 (16%)- 137 (10%) |, . 106. (31%) z.718 L 4596°
,garding gotenti’a; imple- - - T e U T T T - : ' S .. RN
c-xmentation?. y . ;| . R Lol . o R S
: . ‘ o S . L / . . ” — . . i ‘ .
N T, .- o Y N * P - . ‘ ' T, - \': - e . ve
1~2~3 Dependent, ~ samples’ t-tests indjcated _significa}np differences (p<.0l) between all“three neans (eg>Ep>t)) . - - 60
. '\ ] , . - .. ‘ ) P ) B . o (4‘:
SR 59‘ C . PR : T - W
. . . ' . - N - . e - RN .
< Y v I’ » = :
i . i* = ~ R R .- ’ . - -
P "’7 - . .: ' 'y - s ) . « 4 ’
» * ' .




Table 1 presents the distribution.of responses to each criterion item

" {awareness objective) aggregated for all e1ght exerclses. Means and vari-

LY L}

K ances for the 'total group on each item are listed and the percent of res-—

] 2

pondents who made valldatlng comments on each a.t.em is identified..

.
- - . - —

The data of Table 1 show that the three d:l.menslons of awareness of

azi_v:.sory comm:Lttee Punctions were ’developed with differential stk:cess'.

.teria 3, 1 and 2. Dependent-samples t-tests performed on each.comparison

showed significant differences between all three criteria. Exercises were

+ Fs ’ k4 -

more'ef:ﬁéctive in generating new ideas and per's_pectives 'about how to im-

’ . .

» -
‘v * -

’ “To interpret these findings properly, it should Be kept in ’mincf that
A o ,

a mean rating between 2 and 3 an the scale used indicates that respondents
. #

averaged between "sllghtly,,bztter and "conslderably better™ understand:.ng-

of advlsory committee functions on aLl three criteria. Although the cri-

.
-

teria were attained with relative success, it appears that the Structural

\;\ " Communicdtions exercises were effective jin the absolute sense as well.

i

- *

o

greater awarepess of the dimensions repregentéd by either criterion items

1 or 3. However, 17 percent indicated that they did not develop a better
ﬁnderstanding of approachels to problems associated ¥With®advisory committee

~
functions (Criterion 2).- )

£

Mean ratings of 2.71, ‘2.46, and 2.23, respectiveli, were obtained for cri- °

: . . RN
T R pleynt varJ:ous L.ﬂa{::iv:v.sory conun:.ttee ‘functlons than 1:1 developlng a be"*cte

. ﬁ . .u T underatandlng of ‘the ;_:reblems 4assoc1ated mth adv:.sory 'comr:uttee func 3

e ¢ . . . ..

- ;’.' . The exerclses were somewhat less effect;ve in Qdevelop:.ng beﬁter understand,
w. ing of’ t‘hequéiti—VG alterndtive approac"ies to problems ‘associatéd with ad-
R v:’:sory-' &n‘mnittee function:s. . . P - e ’ . " " -

: LT Only 10 percent_of workshop participants indicated failure to develop

e




The Structural Coimunication exercises, then, appeared to be rather
successful in developifig problenm understanding and novel ideas for imple- i

e
»

mentation of particular advisory committee functions but approaches (so~

lutions) to advisory committee problems were 1ess frequently generated.'

The percent of respondents who made validating comments was 52% on

+ -
«

item 1, 23% on item 2, and 31% on item 3. The percent of ' validating com~

\

ments for each item suggests that ratings may be over-estimates of actual

-

objective (behavioral) achievement., Altﬁough pressures of time may have
mitigated against more freqguent validating comments, caution is'needed in .

v .

intergreting the apparent success of the exercises when objective evidence 4

¥ . . .
v v . - . . #-

, to support:rqtings of wprkshop participants is,lackingi e e e T PR
- 5 [ & . s . = - ’
s . . :' . ) - _ . .

B. The setond performance objéctive speaified that positive change in . T‘ ,

-

- »

-

F1

Y EEEN “ >

) attitude tpward the roles‘ functions, and valne of advisory committees*‘ ) -

- v B
- T 4

would result from the workshop experience. To measure attitude toward as- T .

-
» - - . M . -

pects of- advisoty committee fgnction, an Advisory eommittee Opinionnaire

*

. -

.
- =

(ACO) was developed. : LT {
- Ty ~\ ¢ . ) -
- Initially, 40 items Were written depicting a variety ofig eral rqles L

d -
-

or values as well as several specific advisory committee functipns. These

¥

L
were based, in part, on the data received from the earlier Needs Assess=~
’ PR . . .
¥ - . . [N . . .

mept stndy. Results of a pilot study conducted in July, 1974,(N=31) showed

that a 27-iten questionnaire could be gonstructed from the original 40
~ - .

items”having adeqqate reliabilit& tcoefficient alpha = .70). Both posi- |,
tively and negatively-worded itens were written to minimize the effect ‘of
acquiescence. The final version,pf the Acd included 13 items:concerning
gengral roles and attitudes toward adVisory committees and 14" itens di-

rected to specific functions covering eight areas identified in the Needs

f . - . *
- .
— . ’ - ~
s & ’ - & s B .
- - *

L] * -




s

Study.

items were ohtained pripr to each’ workshop (pre) and at thé end (post).
P Y \; " N

Total scores Epfrboth the general roles and specific functions

™

All workshop respondents were asked to endorse one of 6,respon§e cate~-
. ) P N .

gorigs for each questioﬁ from "Completely Disagree" (1) through "éom—

> 0

* —

pletely Agree" (Gf.iﬂ(é standard Likert-type scale format. -

The data analysis was based on aggregate data from all®l4 workshops.

Means and standarqd dev1at10ns of .the pre and post scores for 1tems 1-13"

.

are presented 1n Table 2.

. TABLE 2

.

Mean pre-opinionnaire item s

,

]
Jres were all
i!

F

i

MEPWS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PRE AND POST OPINIONNAJRE ITEMS l - 13

3

- Y

— # 1. There.should be ‘little contagt .be=

tween school, MESC, and other com-
munity agenc1es. .

-~

- -c
M

lstratlve commltment “to usxng
. adﬁ;sory committees-is a key to

\a' ghelr effectiveness. -
# 3. Punding of advisory committee pro- -
Jects -and activities would not |

affect’ their sources. Lt -
. £ o -

41sF1hd1ng the time for advisory cbm-
mittee meetings and act1v1tles is
dlfflcnlt

-

°The infotmdtion which MESC provides
is ontdated and not really useful.

# 5.

Advisory comﬁit%ees should not -have-
a definite-set 6f responsibilities.

# 6.

Advisory committees tend to be non-
effective on the whole.

¥

.

There should be official recogni~
tion of advisory commlttee parti-

-

i

¥

.

- Pre - -

Ll

cipation. .

"5,40 (

~
2 )

4.27 '.5(1". 29}

4.67

*

5249 (
4.87 ( .77)

097)

>

?

. -

© . 4.41 (1.24),

*%5.06 .(..77)

5.38 (1.14)

Post '1.
X  SD X sp’ | N
5762 ( .59) 5.54 { .65) [ 282 -
N ~ x’ s %
-3 - A. -
» - ] '_ '
5.19 &1. 00) 5,18 {1.29) 282
\\\ * | . - il
4&3%( +20) { - 4.83 ( .755) 272.
N




#11. The effectiveness of advisery - 5.26 ( .69 **5,40 ( .69) 285

#12. Advisory committees cannot 4.71 ( .70) | . 4.75 ( .71) } 266,

-

. .# 9. MESC should have very little to ; 4.81 ( .70) **5.01 ( .72) | 266
’ do with advisory committees.‘
10. There‘should be more contact be- 5.26 (1.00) 5.18 (1.11) 277 . -
tween school, MESC, and other ) .
community agencies. :

=

.

committees down not depend on . .
administrative commitment.

function effectlvely in thelr
.. current role.

* . LI}
3
S

13. Advisory committees should have 5.29 { .92) 5.38 (1.02) | 284

d definite set of responsibili-— ; . @
ties : . F ®
Total Score on Items 1 -~ 13 ) 7: 65.84 (4.51) **66.80 (5.11) 223

L]

P

-
T .

! N includes only participants who completed 411 items in both pre and post -
opinionnairee;//gar - - - . .

- -

= .
«

# Negatively-worded items reéersed for scoring. Higher score means greater
disagreement with negatively-worded: 1tem or highet - “agreement with 9051t1veiy—
woxded version.

** Post-pre change is significant (p<.01) - . R ’

» : & B} .~ s

N v - 2

[
- -
- ~ = »

relatively high, revealing petrhaps more positive attitudes fpward the géneral

o . - -

role of advisory committees than were suggested by the Reeds Assessmenx study.,

. - - -
- -

.. . . E
In spite’og these high pre—workshop scores, there were four statistically Lo
. [3
slgnlflcant (p<.01) positive mean changes in attitude reflected by dependent-

-~

‘'samples ‘t-tests, After the workshops, part1c1pants responded Jrore favorably '
to the generel effectlveness of advisory committees (itEm,7). Participants ¢ .

also responded morxe .positively to formation of workéng relaqignships between

- . i - -
- .

MESC and advisory committees (item 9), having rndicated in- the pre-opinionnaire

»

that they supported more. Participants responded more favorable to the idea
i ~ ’ 4 . .

that the effectiveness of advisory committees depends on the ‘commitment made

» > 4




4 N »>

by school program administrators (item 11) even though they appar'ently be~

. lieved before the workshops Ehat a key to the effectiveness of advisory
committees was an administrative “commitment to using them (item 2). Overall,

L3

~ - the mean “total score for items 1 - 13 showed a significant positive change

- ~ ) -
in attitude toward the general roles and value of advisory committees after
. .

the workshops.

-

. -

-

] . N L4 ;)
Means and standard deviations of the pre and post scores for items 14-

27 are presented in Table 3. These questions all relate to specific advisory

e

. i * :

_ . . TABIE,3 ;
* ™~ ' MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PRE AND POST OPINIONNAIRE ITEMS 14 - 27
. , Pre - Post 1
* . N - N
. .- - - * . s 5D - X SD
) 14. Occupational and community sur- 5.15 (.90) | . 5.24 ( .91) | 263 .
= .° veys should be fegularly con- B N . ' e
( . ,gucted% = s;. - ” - * . R & h )
' 15. Aavisor‘y. committees shBuld_ play - 4.74 (1.09) |° 4.90 ( .
, ‘a role in conducting educational - X L
surveys. r J .
) . 16. advisihg on course —content - . 4.90 (i.99) *%5,11
s __  should be an advisory committee ‘ 00
N . .- function. - T . ~
. 217 %dviso::y committees should”re« . 5.24 ( .81) L 5.35 ( .86) \26§ ‘ .
B view performance objectives - ’ _ L1
- . 18. "Student placement" should in- | ~ 5.20 (1.08) 5.33-( .98) | 260
) ) clude both placement of gradu- . - )
. . ates and non-graduates. __ oL, ] T
£19. The advisory committee function 5.25 ( .74).] **5.41 ( .72) | 262 _
,should be solely a community -+ : . T, ' |-
! ‘public relations activity. . .
20. Advisory committee members 5.36 ( .85) | 5.46 ( .84) 262
should be involved in more than ' ) '
just public relations activi- . - .
i N ties. ) ) - ) . _ -
R N ' §§ ‘
(. 21. Review of school facilities i 5.29 -( .82) 5.36 ( .89) }|. 260
i and equipment should be an ad- '
visory committee function. & . . . .




22. Solicitation of equipment and . 4.54 (1.25) 4.61 (1.28) | 261

(. - resource materials should be : ¥
an activity of advisory com- ) .

.- mittees. ’ :
23. All matters related to the 4.51 (1.30) ° 4.26 (1.56) | 258

hiring of instructional staff )

should be administrative . . . ’ -

rather than committee func- . o

tions. \ . — ' 6

B #24. Advisory committees should 4.89 ( .74). | 4.96 ( .72) .| 261

. simply make suggestions for o

- program improvement. S ) .

25. Advisory committees should ) 5.10 ( .88) “*%5.31 ( .87) 261
systematically evaluate the
vocational program. B 4

-26., Advisory committees should \es (1.05) 4.88 (1.07) | 260
S serve as a cleaxinghouse for % s . ] .
. ‘identifying and accessing .
- community resources’. : . , : v }
27.7 Ad¥isory committees should : 5.06 ( .91) 5.15 ( .93) | 262_ |-
- review folldw-up studies of oo - - .. v

’ : ‘program graduates. - o E )

- .
v s .
* - A I3 e .

7 - -
- - hed G [ - -

i

<o " Total Score on Items 14 - 27. %] 70.13 (5.08) | **71.36 (6.79) | 242

. . -

4

Total Score on-Ite;ns 1l - 27

136.39 (9-.38) [¥*138.72(10.56) | 202

= 5 -
»

1y J.ncl’hdes only part:.c:.pants who completed all J.tems in both pre and post
. ™~ opinionnaires. . .

’ &
~ -
o" . ¥

,,# Negati ely-worded items reversed for scoring. * Higher score means greater

dJ.sagr ement with negatively-worded item or higher agreement with pos:.t:.vely—
worded version. ° , . -

L1

- v ‘ -
. . **Post-pre change is significant (p<.01) - s oo
' - : 3 ¢ ¢ / 3 . * 3
committee functions. Although mean -scores on all items on the pre-opinionnaire

-

- again are high, four significant positive mean changes reflected by dependent-
] ’ samples t-tests were noted. There was a significant increase in support for
: v . ) .
\ . b . - N - ’ . . .

=

- ’ . [




’

. course, content advisement as an advisory committee function {item 16) and

. more positive feeling toward the éys;ematic evaluation of vocational pro-

grams by advisory committees (item 25). In addition, there was increased
support for the notion t@at advisori committees dglmore than serve a-pub—
. Sl [ ~

lic relations function in the community (item 19). Querall, the mean ‘total

score for items 14-27 showed a significant positive .change in attitude

toward specific advisory committee functions in thé'eightrareas identified

’
]
? ¢ *

‘in the Needs Assessment study.”

. ) Two comments are in order to intérpret these results properly. First, '
. ' ~ . i 4

since thére was no control group used, one cannot conclude unegquivocally

-
B

. that ghe workshop experience per se was responsible for the more positive '

- B / - rs A
. attitudes measured on the post-opinionnaire. GCertainly, the findings re-

”~

. ported of significant changés are not inconsistent with that interpretation

but, strictly sﬁeéking, do not require ‘t. -Second, no attempt was made to

.
ot . .

assess the practical significance of the positive attitude change'apgrte

3 T e——

from its statistical significance. To do so would seem to require a value .

. 1 judgment, not relevant to the perfbrmancé objectiye as stated. Rositivé

change did occur in a systematic way that was very unlikély due to’chance : .
’ —— = » — LY

- -
-® .~

br random responding on the pre and post opinionnaires by the workshop par-
. .
. ticipants LIS . K . 5 : —

. —_— n * 4 ‘
3 f
-
E— - ¢ - - - 4 -
= . )
PR

‘ II.- EVALUATION OF STRUCTURAL COMMUNICATOIN EXERCISES ‘ L ’

. . To examine the question of whether or not all StructuralGéommgnications

By
S

by i - I. O] . N
exercises wexe equally effective with respect to the criteria ége 1fied in

the first workshop objective, a single-factor analysis of variance was used )

-

* ‘e ’ . . .
. to compare differences among means for the eight exercises on each criterion:

- -




.. L - ' . - ’
4

-

(1) developing better understaerirM Problems; (2) _Yeveloping better under-

-

Table§ 4, 5, and 6 Present me and variances for each exercise ang
14 - - 1 ] .

I

Summarize the ANOVA results for each of&ﬁae three criteria. Although ﬁese .

tables show sope variation among the means for the varioug exercises on each
s N LN

<

criterion, the resulting F valyeg (F=1.846; F=.904; ang F=.227) were not - .

* significant at the .05 level, Consequenttly, there is .no support in thé data

L

MEANS,’VAR'IANCES AND ANOVA RESULTS FOR COMPARISONS AMONG EXERCISES ON CRITERION

S 1--Developing Better Understanding of Problems
) E;cercise o N Mean. . * - Variance
A T 49 2.57 : " .583 .
2 . - - 89 T . 2.52 <577 .
‘3 75 .t 2.43 <626 .
. 4~ . 52 2.54 ) -763 - ‘
5 25 ‘ 2.40 T .333 .
R 23 " 2.6 , <673 oL,
7 o2 T 246 . . . “.736
.. 8 26 1.96 £598 .,
‘Source 6f ‘Variation a.f. " Variance Estimate t:-F-—Value
Exercises - © 1101 I.846 n.s.-
Error - ' 333 645 .
TOTAL © . 340 O :
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TABLE, 5 .

; . . , .;” a s
- MEANS, VARIANCES AND ANOVA RBESULTS FOR. COPIPARISGNS AMONG EXERCISES ON CRITERION
. ' . L e 2—-DeVelopJ.ng Posftave Alternatn.ve Solutions ‘ L &
e ™ . 13 - . M ’ ‘
e 3 ) ‘ &% .
R — X\/j -YJU-:& = .3 &
at “Exercise N Mean® Variance
=0 > —_— — x - - — )
, T . 48, . ¥ 214§ £500 . g
.. Fr T2 . 69 2.15 . 1332 . .
T oL, 3 75 . 2.24 - T .698 ' .
) 4 = B3 2,29 . N ©.562 ¢
& -5 9 . 25° 7 *1.92 » “J410
- 6+ 23 ' . 2.48 . ° $1.079
. A 22 : 8027 ..589 -« - .
N 8 26 2.12 ° . ‘. 648 -
. '4' f - e T . ‘.' - , (_ ‘c +
SR * Source of Variation * d.f.*. ¥ Variance Estimate P-Value -
;. , Exér@ées 7 . «704 / s 11904 n.s.- - ‘
: ¢ " Error . 333" 779 SRR A N
o TOTAL 340 . . e
d , ’ . & = * Q - 3 )
6 y & . - - . . N
g(%: A . '_-‘g? . ‘ ’ ‘o ! ' =,
. 5 . . - - TABLE 6 o - - - -
o . . . - A -~ . R b . . . "
' MEA}QS, VARIANCE, AND ANOVA. RESULTS FOR COMPARISQNS AMONG E}CERCISES ON CRI'I‘ERION
. 3--Generating NeW Ideas Or Perspectives s
* 3 N . N * * ] .i_ 7
N & N - e
Exercise N . ""Mean . Variance -
P 1 - 49 2.76 _ .439
* 2.7 . L «453.,
2“- ,.Q- ) » ’69 * 5 .- 4 . A
AN 3" b 75 4 2.71 . .. 9 . . .5.88 *
) . 4 52 2.65 i 819 . . "
\ .o 3
b 5 v 25 - 2.56 R A
- : 6 v - 23 2.70 C .858 - * S
h‘ ’ Y | .. 22 2.96 . . +426° .
¢ ) - -8 : ’ -

'f2054‘ v ‘e

- g58
LY - - ] 3 - >
vianeT et : o

Variance Estimate - “Value

L . ‘®Burce of Variation d.£f.. A
- 3 ° ] = - f. R R = ¥
o . Bxerc:.ses s = 7 . r 434 . ' «227 n.s. .
or = N
~, Error . 333 1#:9*10 P a .
b oA TOTAL ‘ 340 . e . S .
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. Useful c;iticism ng{s oizfe’red ffox_j a'l.l eight Structural Coxxw'munfi,cations “
. ] exercises on the final section of the ‘Exercise keactgion?Sheet (Part TII).

. Responder‘ﬁ:s were V'askea to i%ify by ,vcheckémg a list any problems en- | &

.¢ “countered in the discdssi.,ons gene;:ated by the Structufal Coxﬁmunications

€ . 4 - N ) %.

. + exercises. Table 7 lists_ the problems and frequencles of, t:.mes each prob- {

)

lem wag checked by resp)ondents for” all exer.c:Lses in all works pSs.

.

- v

‘
. " -

. . TABLE 7 LT g

- f' ' R ) <o - ’
FREQUENCY O 'VARIOUS TYPES OF PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN DISCUSS ON USING STRUCTURAL
. COMMUNICATIGN& EXERCISES (N = 149)
»
{4 " .. - R ) , ) R
* N 4‘ o N T - ~ - 4 ’
/‘4“ s Problemz'ryﬁ' - ’ ncy .
d ) L ’ ' . ) - . - >
‘ Lo Task tqo difficult . ‘x ; 5 . L. 3
. . ,,Task-related materials’ confus:mg/ 122 . ‘ o 64, - .
. . . . ) .
. ., ‘ x
Group dominated by one or two > 13 ‘ . 7
7 frlends aﬁ . .l - L ) .
K :’ Gr&p membe:s were competing - %12 . | - 6
; oo ‘much jpk:mg and hors:mg around 6 ¢ "3 v
. ¢ ¢ Too much a.nle.etya and upt:.ghtness 4 o ey 2
! ] ‘s ‘. 12 L B : .
. 4 . . .
~ . -~ Some part:Lc:Lpants were inatten- ; 28 <0 15
<L, tive and w:.thdrawn . - ) b b .
* H N e N ! A
POTAL ~ \\5*—3/ ST TR 100 )
. [y -\ '.§ / “' . . ’
il pwt . B .

e There v‘)ere 149 dlfferent part:Lc:Lpants (35%) who cheeked a total of 190 o

3 [ =
Y
z

L }roblems. Bs Table 7 :l.nd:.cates, nearly two-th:.rds‘ of the problems checked
P o N i a . e
occufred in the s:mgle category——"'l‘ask-related mater:.a.ls .were Confus:.ng.
1) » - ‘

‘ : . Apparently some prJ.nted materials used J.n the '§'tru‘ct;ural Communlcatx.on exer-
w

. ¥ '




.
‘ . . . N L2

B ) - . . . a . ) N o k] )
cises were a problem for a é,bstantlaf ,flumber of ;‘articipants (29%) , perhaps .

b . d_ge.to the 'nove’l gpproac'h }xsea .in these’materj:alsi ;'F'ew‘ otl;er problems were {
[ ] o
. + noted, however,.by those who checked probléms encountered . si ty-flve\p\f:;',, =
!’ . . a 1
' o cent of the workshop partlclpants dld not qheck any problems. o ¢
et ‘ Not all exerc;se naterlals were con51dered equally confusln&, however, . ™~

.
. C e -
.l 4.

based on the dlstrlbutlon of those whe 1nd1cated this %ﬁproblem across exer- .

c1ses. Exercisés 1, 3, and !I.recelved this comment more fre%nently than the

N - .
. ) others. For these three( exerclses‘ between 40 and 60 percent of the indivi-
§ 7 duals who checked problems reported some con‘fuslon in uslng: the pr:.nted ma-
terlals. Alth‘bugﬁ lt ::s 1mposs::blé to pinpoint the dlfflculty, "problem -

) - - . B

,state{nents . ".r.;esponse matr:.ces-“, eea;d »—d—z;agaestae“ seeta:ons var:.ed for each '

L]
e M '2

fen

. exercise.. Format and procedure werle identical for ‘all exercz.ses. - oL .
’ A Y , - & b . B \..- R - 4 .
- o ' ’ oy T . , */ © g R Y
R SUMMARY - ‘ R . . : :
@ e o ' - : :
y oo The In-Serv:Lce WOrkshops appear to have satlsﬁz.ed their objectz.ves. . - .

r * 3 N

h. , Responses to var:.ous evaluat:.on mstrumen;;. suggest (a) that partlclpa.nts in

*
C

the workshops felt that they developed gxeatgr levels of ‘awa’reness of advi~
; . ]

- "
e
A .

sory committee functlons whlch were supported by speclflc examples to val:.--

o
A . - ‘.7 f. N e >

date their self-report and {b) that part1c1pant$ went away from the workshops
) . ; - : e -

Ly

- . *
7 . . - LN

S . Ce R . . . :
with more positive attitudes toward adbigory committeé functions than when

. . /" ( P . -
. ' * ) - t N
they . arrn.ved. ) ¢ . Lo ro : - .

- « . ' :‘ Ve e A
The eight Structural Commum.ca}tlons exerb:rses Were Judged equally effec-

- .. ’ ) ".-I ° ' ; ’ 1'. . x
tive w:.th respect to the major c}::.tera.a of the evaluatz.on. Some part:.c:.pants *

- ¢

a

’ } - 4

‘qs:mg some exercises (part:.cula:;ly l, 3 4) noted that “task-related mater:.als

' s
il c A
were' confusing." Few other problems were reported in usmg t_he Structural @
) e . 4 . . = ;- : ’
L L - £ * . N +
. . ‘ ! Communications exextises. S;i._:cty—fiVe percent of the participants indicated

- . - ’
- . ) -

' "~ that no problems were encountered in using these exercises. = .
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.. Vocational-Technical Education Service STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
JOHN'W.PORTER  ° - | i " - ' MARILYY Jg-:l}\N KELLY
) - ? s ichi ’ . aiilent
Supetintendent of : . .Box928, Lansing, Michigan 48904 . DR, GORTON | ETHMILLER
Public !nstmcl‘xon S . . . ; Vice President
' : EDMUND K. VANDETTE
NG * N - Secedtury
\ : ANNETTA M{LLER .~
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; : - ) " BARBARA A. DUMOUCHELLE
L - ST . o BARBARA J. ROBERTS
May 5, 1976 : NORMAN OTTO STOCKMEYER, SK

. -, . : . ROGER TILLES

S . ~ - Tl . . V. WILLIAM G. MILLIKEN
-t S " " . , . Ev-Officio’

v . Dear Colleague: oL - -

° . -

I am writing you this letter to urge your cooneration in helping" A\
- Mr.. Joseph Skupin, Directox.,.of the Sanilac Skill penter, conduct a . .
) . S follow-up evaluation . study¥on the effectivenesg\of the in-service -

- 2 program qp ‘the use of advisory' committees 1n#§é§§;i0nél education. N
. . Mr. Skupin.was ag integral part of the team fro Centyal Michigan o “
. ' University who worked on the original development of tbe,in~service‘ . .

- package under a grant from the Vocational-Technkcal Education Service/ -
) . ~Michigan bepartment of Education. ‘Because of his dAnvolvement in this ‘

.“ * projegt, Mr. Skupin-has the background and understanding necessary <
- o to be in a unique position to conduct the kind of follow-up evaluation .
" he is now Proposing. - . ' o .

- N . - s,

s¢

) As a member of the Michigan DepartmentOOE-Education, I am most anxipus ) -
- ‘ to see this kind of a study initiated since it will provide both the

o ) Departhént and vocational educators throughout Michigan with vital .
: _'information;with how we might improve futqﬁﬁfinaservice activities ) = .
2 g < : E ] . o : N — - - T — ‘,,,,, .. Ll - B o

B

For a:Iﬁng ime, members of the vocationalfeduchti@n'community,have '
v . tried ta help vocatitnal educators ‘td improve their use of citizen
L advisory groups. The Michigan Department of. Education over the past

- three 'years has ‘worked to ipprove the functioning of these advisory
: groups by helping those -yocational educators who work with citigzen
’ W groups to ingrease their skill and understanding of How to effectively

‘use lay advidory commiftees. < = ' A e S
L

-‘ [
. s . . I - - N

Gnon intentinns and sound professional judgment hayé been the basis for

o

® .. this sbrétegy.l\We gre now angious to put ouf assumptiqns to the.test .
. . 5 » . . ) - . =
', and gather emp rlcﬁl data in order /tp determine just how efféctive- our :
L, past efforts have been. ) £ R o _
. . . . - e
* . N ?’ L \ -
[ o -~ . $ . .
@ - : Cen : A N : '
. _' * . 5. =" ’ . -, : >
hd ' A k" ¢ e ] !
4 . L
Q ‘ , a .. 73‘ L i . . - .
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May 5, 1976 * S
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. Ty 0 - . T,

limited and that you probably iééeiye many
variety of outside agencies, I am somewhat

‘Realfzing that your time is
info¥mation Yequests from a

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

! hesitant to ask ybu to pause so that you might assist Mr. Skupin in this
’ reffort. I am, however, convinced that it is both worthwhile and necessary
gt g for the Michigan: Department of Educatiod to .learn from experierce and
i ' thereby improve the professional development programs of this State.
f',,therefore, request that you do everything possible to help Mr. Skupin
in conducting this gvaluation »study. . . . ;
‘With sincere appreciation, : . ) o
Z) @A{ . 5 T
. (Y H / &”
: / v . Vg Zb/ - oo : .
<L, Robert*J. Weishan - T : - 4
. % Supervisor ' \ i - :
» . Personnel Development Unit :
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Part One of Questionnaire .
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Purpbse:_

&

Directions:

i

.o hd ) -
. . . - %
-USE OF ADVISORY COMMITTEES IN MICHIGAN : -~

Basic Vocational Diiector--anuphtional.Dea; A
r, N .

v
» * 4

The puxpose of this survey is to obtain additional input )
regarding the functioning of Occupational (craft) Advisory
Committeds. in secondary and, post-secondary occupational’ )
programs throughout the State of Michigan. All returns will
be anonymous, and, -therefore,;.'we would appreciate your most
candid and direct appraisal k. the functilon of Occupational
Advisory Committees in’ your school. ' -

'

. . s
— '

This quedtionnaire is divided into two parts. .Part 1 indicates

your possible involvement with the T ~Service ?rogram,for_
the "Effective Utilization of Advisory Committees," and Part 11
is a questionnaire concerning the.eight functions of advisory.
committees and is subdivided inte-specific activities .which
an Occupational Advisdry Conmittisl might be expected to
perﬁprm. ST

A

&

- -

[ 3

Part 1 For each of the Questions A and B, simply respond
" . . by checking the agp;opriabexreactgon. .
. . . T
Part-11 For each of the actfviqiég, tye study is httémpqing
to determine the level of functions beingiperformed*
.by your Advisory,gommittees and the degree to which
. you feel they should be performing these and other
functions. Your- esponses shou be directed at
the activities of the Occupational (craft)- Advisory
‘ Committees which is associated with your program or.
- programs. . . : ;

‘JUNE 11, 1976.

A\ For each activity check the form once for "Existiﬁg
. Degree of Use" and once for "Suggested Degree of Use."
The code letters fN", ST, and "F" are defined as: .-
v ‘N = Never . .
. ‘1= Infrequent °
. F & Frequent -
¢ L - i
. S ) o
In the space markeyi "Other," Please feel free to
o indicate any additional activities which you feel -
' 4 sho#ld be included.'in the fuhctions of Occupational

Advisory Gommittees, , Additional space is also proyided

for you to vwrite in“any specific problems which s .
you feel are associated with the activities of |
** Occupational Alvisory Commitgees.‘ T

)
7

\v' - ¢ . 7"
IF AT ALL POSSIBLE,JTﬂE F9RH~SHOULD BE EgTURﬂ HA%t?D BY

] - . (
. .
B B - ’
©o8 . N —t “ .

A

.. . ’ 76\ . : . . . .
v . ) ha ) ; ' . .
; -
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» QUESTIONNAIRE PART 1 .
A. Did you participate in the In-Service Wd;ksﬁopé-conﬂqcted'a
for "Bffective Utilization of Advisory Commibtees?f

These workshops were.cbnducted beginning in the fall of 1974.

Yes
No-

q -

v

B. Did you utilize the self instructional program régafding
the "Effective Utilization of Advisory Committees?™ .-

&

) ‘" Yes ’ ’
L4 .
Nq .
< + ’ N " v Lt -
v - ' . - a
Please turn to'the next page and complete Part 11, .
. - . ., 'I- < 3
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Part Two of Questionnaire . '
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t - . " v,

Fari v . |
i ] " A : Existing Suggested
,.ﬂon COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS : Degree of Use Degree of Use *
; y N 1 F N I ' F
1. Occupational Surveys - o 4 . ‘ T
. A. Uce of Michigan Manpower v
"~ ‘Development Handbook.......peveu.. * R
i B. - Consultatioh -with Michigan -
Employment Security Commission.:.
” LI 1 a 3
C.. Use of Occupational Outlook L
Handbookl....n.siiiviniviiniiin.. .
D. Surveys Community. Needs..:....... . R t
E. Use of Community’'Survey Data.....
F. Other (specify)
C e : N 4
G. Problems Related to the Above
\ . . . ]
~ o ,
2 Course Content Advisement .
, A. Identification of Occupatlonal .
Competencies......... Cevetennn e

. B. Developrent of P*ogram Goal

! . Statements..... teseceennns s oo mene . .
’ C. Review of Topical Outlines..... e £
+D. Review of Performan-e ObgectiVes ) .
E. Other (specify)

i .
F. Problems Related to the Above

<
- * * e . : _ o _ n — — —

\ - ~
B ) R v o

- - e
3. Student :1?ceront . ..
A, Organication of anloyer~Student
. 1»Confnrﬂnce° ............... ceeast ’
B Notification of Job Openings .....
Writing Recomnendauion Letters for
Students........... e . s P \

D Employment of Graduates..........
E. Rev‘ev of Follow-up Studies....w. )
F. Liason with HM.L.S. C............Tﬁ\\
G. Other (spccify)

] ’ -

.
i - L

H. “Problems Related to the Above ’ .




¢ Activigies ...... Ceesnane

v [y
: - — LI '
v C.' L4 - v -
- b‘ ~ s e
I ’rl“ ( 7 L4 \ -
- R 4 Existing Suggested
‘JOR COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS . R Degree of Use Degree of Use
. o N 1 F- . N__ I i F
4. Community Public Relations . . f ) . ¢
A. Speaking to Civic Groups,.,... .S ) ’ { ‘
B. TInput at ProgramaFunding , v P i

. C. Input at Pub{ic Hearings 4...5.., oo- —
D. Promoting the Program Vid the T vy
4 Media.. )it ie et inennnns R e L
E. Dévelopment of Promotional - 5
. Matérials........... R \ = i
F. .Other (spec1fy) ) o » ’ - . )
7 . ! 3 - ) TF ‘
» N P . ] - -~ 7
. G. Problems’ Related to the Abgve . - >
<’ ¢ \ ’ :
. 5. Equipment and Facilities - * ' N
« A, Review of Equipment and , -
’ Facilities....vivituonennsnnnnn, ’ )
'B. Survey of Equipment ‘in Industry o
C. Suggesting Equipment Replacement
' ‘ D. Calg{ion of Depreciation .
Allo CeS.vrrrvecnennnnns el * .
E. Sugges®\ing Bid Solicitation e, ?
Procedures. ct sttt ee s en . » - -
ot F. Soliciting Eguipment Donations,..
"G. Other (specify) . .
- H. Problems Related to the Above
Z c v -
-6: Program‘Staffing - ’ : -
- A. Review of Teacher Selection {
" Criteria:... ... ...... N
B Suggesting Recruitment Policities. B
. C. Recommending Potential Candidates. >
o D. Review of Teaching Appiicants.
E Other (spec1fy) " } :
- — > .
+ , ° a
Problems Related to the Above .
. :
. -" ‘ . 1{
: . N »

PR



i

~
£

. . ‘ ‘ . - Existing

Suggested

MAJOR' COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS ) Degree of Use Degree of Use
‘ ~ ’ — N I ¥ N I F
. 7.7 Program Review - . .
: ‘' A. -Evaluation of Student ., a .
Perﬁbrmance..............s..... .
B. Evaluation of -Teacher
. Performance.......cov0vvecnese.™

. €C: Use of Annual® State’ Department
. Review Quéstionaire............
D. Suggestions for Program ) -
Improvement:.cceesvemesvensecee .

E. Comparing Accomplishmd¥ts with
Stated Objectivés.............. '

F. Making Periodic Reports to - , ’
~Adninistration....v.eefececceoas

G. Other (specify) .

¥

"H. Problems Related to the Above

‘t\ ‘ v

X
. - ——ee
‘ L. 7 J ~
. N

. " Obtaining Commuhity Resources e

.. A, Arranging Field Trips..........
B, 'Recommending Potential Co-op -
- Work Stations.................. - -
c.- Identifying Community 'Resources. i ’ -
D. Obtaining Personnel-for Classroom *
. Presentations ,....cev0eveseeen
E. 'Obtdining Consultants for

mmm Mll\)

Teacher80000.0-0--.:.-.-,000--0
F. Othex (specify)

\

R G. Problems 'Related to the Above_.

= L 4

\ * - Y

b - 7

NOTE: Please return the completed questionaire in the ;elf~add ssed,
o stamped énvelope by June 11, 1976. .

7/-4' | | , *.: .

. Vocational Education Advisory Committee Project. -
‘. ‘v 27752 Haverhill
, . i - . . Warren, Michigan 48092
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-~ - ’ . * ’ ’ L . ‘ 7 !

= [ ) ‘ . _7,‘) R ' ) *
_— o USE OF ADVISORY COMMITTEES 1IN MICHIGAN el _
‘ , “ @ . . ‘ ‘ ) e T

Y. . Dear ‘.-Iorléshop Participant; . .

- L4 -~

. As you may recall, in the Fall of 19745Cefitral Michigan University and thé . . -
& Voggtional-'l‘echnic‘ai Education Serviée cor_idixi:rzed a series of In~Service Work- .
' shops regar;iiﬁg the Bffective-Utilization of Advisory Committees. We' Jare asking
. you to-complete the attached evaluation forms.. whicK are: (1) Form A -
< Assesshent and Goal Setting,-and (2) Form B - Kvaluation of Advisory Committee
. ) Workshop. =~ R h ; ., . ) ‘. ¢
S * FORM A~ ASSESSMENT AND GOAL SETTING e

14

A portien of the abové mentioned workshops was dédicat,e._‘d“to Hocal Action
. Pl%nning--;Ass'essment and Goal Setting. In an .effort to complete a comparative

P
.

« - analysis of your assessment of advisgry committees that you completed during .. ;
! -+ - the initial t'eorks'hogs’, we are asking that you again fill out the Assessmént N
- *  and-Goal Settirg’sectifon of,thé Local Action "Plaa; ° ., L S

) Assessment and ‘goal setting are essential components of a process ta.bring
., - aboutr meaningful changé. It is not a competitive ‘task.. Rather, %t is de~

signed as an dndividualized pProcess through.which a specific,school, institu- ‘
<" tiom, program, or district can assess their current level of activity afd

oo, establish-short term or long—range goals.’® The, following steps will develop
‘s these' compornents., ’ ’ -

e

. . s
- -
- Py

. & ~

r . %‘ Assessmént and Gogl S¢tting Lo oA . o .

. . o A . _) N . ) -, i n
" @'Fill-# your social seourity number (last four digits only) . .
‘. ' @ Indicate fhe date ¥déu have fil¥ed out this form. . © SR

i ,‘ Q‘Estimag:e, he present level of adxiso‘ry commi¥tee activity, and
X plage a 'small dot on the Jappropriate intersectioh of-the - N W

- grid. Tyi’s need not be a’precise Euﬂgmeng, but & subjective
PR mgasute 'of- advisory committee activity as’ ed by you. I
. \ ". A& Dl assess’any functions or actiyities that-ge not used +
T by yeur 'gommittee(s). A T c

- . Y® Cofnect the, assessment déts by-means of a solid str':aig‘hﬁ line..
. Now you have what is called yolir present assessment’of advisory, »
- A . ’ .

. -

. ' committee.utilization, "
4 >

-

.

' * ]

el " FORM B ~ EVALUATION OF:THE ADVISORY COMAITTEE HORKSHOF . L, e T
. - . ' ’0‘- N _, L ’ , ." 4 .« ~ N -
o . The second phase of this eva?ugtion involves.yoqr perceptions of the wdrk- .
. shop in tﬂ_zich you were.ipvolveq Zegarding the "Effective Utilization of Advisory
. "+ Committees.'" The-§ollowing steps for compI'étz._g Eornt B will help us to arialyze
> .¢ ‘YOur perceéptions. " - o Co s . ' )
- . , B

4

SRR Yo T L
L. N B T .- ) AT .
~ .~ ", + Evaluation of thes Advisory Gommittee ‘Workshop .

LI Y R ¥ KD P . =

2 P

% - - [ T s
-~ = s e .

- . N "l . . . W . . [} » * [ i
\: oL 0__‘01’ Quf;smns 1-18, simply respond by .checking yes or noto Eghg 27 0y
S ' question ’regar'ding,some .aspect .of the rworkshop. .t i

= S

L
A 4 #

é e . .
‘. ;.”‘" - v * v L Y L J -~ " = v, - ,'
» * B kY f . PR :
- s , T 3 # v, « . . . ' I L .
. . D . .
3 3 . t * N -
. - & . & - - e
. . . - . . . s
. A H




/_\ - ,. . . \ .
. , " . A
M ra { ’
; A e r e U

leader(s) - QueSQion 19

.

.t

&

* -
e

m

“

A

ook
D Piease indicate (if‘YOu ‘can reeall) the name of your workshop

N

' %
L Also,'if you can recdll-the date and location of ‘the workshoi

) you participated in, please r poﬁd to Questions 20°and 2

)

'

‘ Q Finally, please respond to Questi
toward the_overall impre sion 1

) If you.could retuin the compl tedsforms in the ‘self addressed

.22 by indicatin? yout feeling
by the-workshop. -

' ¢

stamped Yeturn envelope'by Friday, June 11, 1976 it would be greatly’

appreciated , )

A
N

»
s

a7

’

, ;“;l."qr .
1]

Vocational Educatioa Advféoryg
Committee Project,

27752 Haverhill -

= .

* Warrep, Michigan 48092
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g . e '. n s ) . , “~ .o, * ’\q{f“ N ﬁ e
. . . . ’ N ‘:’. N . - .
N . LocAL ADVISORY comumn KCTION PLay e

. - . - 3 . _ -
L " Aﬁgsswm'r ARD ‘GOAL sqmme DEVELOPMENT . - o

. o - i ~ ‘s S . - o o N ’

s ] L P ,
. d Social Security-No. . . o . o “ N
Date o 48 - ’ EE ’ LI Y. o ‘,‘
& e ' . > I
. PURPOSE: ~ . ’ Local Action Plan Assessment for: o -
’ : L L. (Type of :Program) | o . o

. THIS INSTRUMENT IS INTENDED. TO : e : .

. +PROVIDE AN AVENUE FOR SELF- - - - e . L

A ASSESSMENP REGARDING THE UTILIZA- | T o
K4 TION COMMONLY PERFORMED BY ADVISORY , (A) - Occnpational Committee L >

) COMMITTEES. 1IN ADDITION ‘IT WILL g ” (B) - General = . . L

ASSIST IN PROCESS OF ESTABLISHING: - (Check gme) T T AN
" 'GOALS FOR THE'EFFECTIVE UTILIZATION s L L - &
+.” OF ADVISORY com@mEEs. _ e P P
» v .' R P Lo,
& . , ! . . .,
FUNCTION T ! - PERCENT OF UTILIZATIOI‘I . NEN
. . . ‘ 0 _25. 50 .75 100 R
wo . - 1. Ocecupational Surveys - et A Sl Sl A '
< A. Use of the.Local Manpower Planning B PO B T ..
[ : . Handbook......“.s.....- 0 1.*- . - l (,

. B, Consultation with Michigan Employ-~ . |- g ’ ) L e
- A - ‘ment Security Commission . . , . . T g 4 R
.5 L "d C. Use of Occupational Handbook & AN LA . .,

. e O D. Surveys Community Needs . , . , . . ’ SN ) B

E. ‘Use -of Commum.ty Survey Data . | A < |- T %t R
» . Lt 1. . ? f
‘ 2. Course Content Advisement e o 1 L1 T,
« 7 A, -Identification of Occupational R & - . - . oo
N Compdtencies . .t . o . . ... ., a B8 L ;
Lo . B Development of Fg:ogram Goal State~ 1, oo TF Tt
T ents ." . . T ) N _ “.
. B + éview of Topical Outlines oo . . -
A % 'iy., eview of -‘Performance Objectives .. - - I T
s . . o .. ¥ . . . . ¢ €
€3. . ent Placement - L B i B A 3 L & :
-+ - \A." Organization of Employer-Student . - R A A
Lo Conferences . . . v.0v 4 v .'0 . .. A ' N D A
. B. Notification of Job O,penings o o' T . N B Ty
 : Y . C. Writing. Recommendation Letters for .- . - - ¥

, - » Students . )., ., e, N ] . ,

' D. Emplayment of (raduates, cee v e . i " 4 B o b
. , E.+ Review of Follow-up Studies . .. . [ i FEEEI
. F. Liaiédh with MESC « o svve v o vt M "‘\ .
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Py - e = .
. € - . ’ . . - ¢ . N
= - as - - - Tt
> < ] * .
T
v .
— hd * e . -t e

SR “FUNCTION LT ] " < PERCENT.OF\UTILIZATION' = .
P A © - 30025 50 75 100 &
y . 4. Cormmunity Public Relations S N ol , 1 . .
3 . ) A, Speaking to Givie Groups -« . , ., . .13 N . § v

". B. Input at Program Funding Activities -, ] o
- C..- Inpuf at Public Hearings . , . .' ' - N ek
' D. Promoting“the Program Via the Media @ ¥ | . '
" . E. Development of Promotional Materials s ‘ 1 -
. 5. Eguipment andYFacilittes’ - - '" . ’f’ 20 A N L I I
. A+ Review of Equipment and Facilities -.° « * . L A
* ' B.. Survey of Equipment and Industry ... RN .

, . C. Suggesting Equipment Replacement : ., * ° . A A .
D, Calculation of Depreciation Allowances o S PR - .
~ E.. Soliciting Equipment Donations . . . ) N | ' .

k2 R R . -“' . ‘a
. 6. [Program.Staffing . | - : R - ,
L " 'A. < Review of Teacher Selection’ Criteria =~ : o - 0

B. Suggesting ecruitment Policies ., .- - 1. -

.ol C. Récommending ‘Potential Candidates .~ . \ -

 D.. Review of Teaching Appldcants . .oy A~ b
. ) ) B - “ . - . . . . . . '2 4 . e bl 3
" 7' 7. Program Review 3 T 1 i . )
- - :A, Evaluation of Studeht Performance . . :
).,w=B. "Evaluation of Teacher Performance .- . : s 1| .
. et . €i Use of' Atnual State Department Review .| - : v .
.- . .. Questiommaire . .. ,..,.,.,.,., . | ‘- o
“,& - - D. Suggestions for Program Improvement , ~ | i+ 1. S ’
,'. E. Comparipng Accomplishments with t:ated? - . . “:XJ
Pl Dbjectivés - v . v v o'v b yo . . . . i s
- ' F. Mé&ing-Periodic Reports to Administra- - TN ‘ . |
r , 5' tioa s o ; Y 0"0 »ee o e e’ -'90/.-,- .-‘ - i ; f
N R S ) . ~ ; P TR ¥,
‘8. - Community Regources - : : - B B o

A - Aro \Ai:anginé' Field Ttipg.‘ * F o s & “; : % - N c T v - - B -
b

: ‘ B. Recommending Poténtial Go-op Work, = - [ ’ ~ TLoo, e -
o ‘Staf:ionel..'...,.‘...’...'...'-) : L )
o - .Gy~ Identifying Community Resources.. , ., |- ] -, -
N " D. "OBtaining Persomnel fot Classroem N . _( .,
o @ Presentations . . | .’, 1 . , e v . ) N o
s+ ‘ ‘E. Obtainlng Consultants for Teachers . . '
‘EET:‘:_ \:.“.; . " * '; . v ! ¢ .. ) . r- P
§ , ’, ‘_ R K . .
¥ . . . ‘ - ’ v « P
I L Pl e et AR . < e
€ P ’ - = s . . -




EVALUATION OF THE ADVISORY COMHITTEE WORKSHOP

;FORh}‘SF~‘-‘ ,\r

‘e

7. ‘Waé-the workshop well organize&?

= . & -,
.l Yes No - : Loy _
< T hd — A :.‘ ?)' o
. 1. Did the workshop meet your expectations? .- ) )
s] 2. "DIY the workshop provide you with new csefhl’informat)Xn?

3. ' Dpid you learn'new”skills yhich:yoh. n_gse in your work?:

I « ‘o *

4. Will yoc be bette able to work with advisory oroupe?

5. ‘Will. you use your new advisory grOup skills?

%

6. Did the work%gop facilitied contribute to effective

. learning’

o
hd £ - ! -

* ‘ ~
8.. Did you have sufficient opportunity to participate? .

.

-

9. Dﬂd the workshop ~ leader () provide good leadership?

e -

10. Was the slide/tape or filmstrip effective and useful?

-

J11. - Was\the time allotted bufficient?

hd I4 BN
{_v q ‘ 12; Were the communication exercises useful?‘
M . : . .y ~ ~ .
" o113, Was the resource section wmseful? ) \§ \
. ‘ ’
1. 14. Wiil gou use the=WOrkshop materials-on the job? -
15, Do you think the workshop éis vorth your time?
H S 16. Have you made up’ an action plan forﬁour adVisory group?
. 17. Hould yqp complete the re§t of’ the exeréises? .
) 1T = 118. Were ybu gi#bn the Advi§ory Committee Handbook--"A Guide
1 for the Effective Utilizatfon of Advisory Committees"?
d L4 ._‘4. - I Y , ‘ 4‘
. < i 3 ¥ = — =
19. Name of the workshop leader(s) ‘ ' : . -
v N L .
.  Name e r’Zb. Date of WorkshOp e
7 ,Name * - ) . CC21e Location offWorkshop
— . * PR - s. = .. “ . - .
Name . ‘ ) . ] B ) &." —
- N o B i
._‘22. .This workshop was 'exceller;t - good" - so—so : quite_poor.
- no géod.' (Check ome) - 4’ .é % : ,;.. . .
. = - = o . -
] ., . 8?% A .- T2
T AN & t o .
. x: T e . » - - ,.‘ , . L] - .

N ¢
A Voo - : . ‘ i -

i

|
o
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USE OF ADVISORY COMMITTEES I MICHIGAN ‘ o

‘e
?
>

-

*
. . .
[3 IR
.
. * 2

- Dear Workshop Particj_.;iarg:- 7 ’ 4 W,

. As you méy reg:ail,‘ yBu were a partic;[pa'nt in an In—s'ervice,,Workshop

+

, regarding the Effective Utiiiza‘tion(of Advisory Gommittees wiich was co- R ' .
=~ sponsored by the Vocational-Technidal Education Service. In an effort ‘to .
w assess your perceptions of the workshop. you were' involved in, we are-ye:-

) questing thafg you react to the attached form,* Evaluation of .the Advisory )
N Committee- Workshop. v . ! : .

A e .

LY .
2

, “ The fol-lowiné steps for completing the ‘attached form will help-ug to . -
~ analyze your pérceptions. e, . . |, ! N
. ¢ ‘ Ty A . Y ~

Evaloation of the Advisory Committee Workshop : _ o

: A . - o : '.
® For Questions 1-18, simply respond by checking yes or ng
. to the question ':egarc!’ing some aspect of, the workshop. 7 )

R St e T
8 Please ind‘.i.cate (if you can recall) the name of ypur work- -
_8hop leader(s).,~ Question }9. ' T
- b N . . ~ - . ‘
6 Also, if you can recall the date and location of the work=) ° :
. ' shop you participaited in, please respond ‘to Questions 20

. . -and 21., .
] : . ‘“\ ;

o ' . . . R T
L Finally,‘?vp}ea‘se respond to Questign 22’ by indicating your \
. feeling toward the overdll impréssion le¥tsdiy the workshop.

N
]

\} ’ .

. - . - ‘ ’ A4 * ! > ".
. If you could return the completed forms in the self addressed

) stamped return envelope by Friday, -June 11, 1396, it would be greatly
N appreciated. ' ‘ 3 ) N 2%

« . . - . f
[ 4 2 - * & -{ , .
. . Thank you for -your, help, .
. . = . ‘ s - . -
A S A
. g v, . . : .
. " - " Joseph Skupin, Préject Director . ‘
‘\' o Vocational Education Adwisory e e W
V ©¢ . o - Tofipittee Project - et .
' 27752 Havérhill Ce Lo

pu PR

R » A. Warreny M_{chigani'48092 ':' ‘_ ‘ ‘ ! “., B ; '.? .\\'
. . e .G' r‘,,. R V o k‘ ) i ‘. ; f“ ‘. a . ’ : L ’

H




-

O % ‘fo go

ERIC ISV
T
AruiText provid ic R
* * * - 7
£ .

od. (Check one) . . ‘90 I v

=+ N -
.

ot : . ,
~ o o
- FORY B. . ‘ 3
e ’ ) * / 3
: b - ) EVALUATION OF THE ADVISOK‘I COMMITTEE WORKSHOP .
" Yes Mo o r .
' 1 ,l..‘ Did the. workshop peet your expectations? ) . ’
2. Did the workshOp provide you with new useful information? "
3. Digd you learn .new skills which you can.use in your work?"
? N . - ‘ .
. 4. .Wil\:ou be better able to work with adyisory groups? R
Li - 5. Willyou use,your new advisory group skills? N .~
o N P ﬁ‘iﬁn.{,; Did the workshop facilities contribute to effective
, ,{earning? .
-, . . Q '. %
7. "Was the workshop well organized? . e
"““‘;“ B 8., .Di“d yop Thave’ sufficient opportu_;i—gy_to *;a“ztt‘icipate? ’
: K 9. Did the workshdp leader(s} ‘providé good leadership? Co
Lo ) 10. Was the, slide/tape or filmstrip effective ahd useful?
e .
-/ 11. Was the-time allotted’ sufficient? . ‘;
. - ) .. . . 1) . .. ‘b/‘ ‘ V
I2. WVere the communicatfon exercises useful? :
13, W.as' thé'resou,rce “Section useful'f‘ ., '~'~'~ ‘ )
A4, *Will yOu use the workshop materials on° th.e job7 -
‘t L] ” . -
? - .1 15, Do you think the wo kshop was wor‘tl{.yc)ut time?
. . ’ '- : N~ - ‘
) - 16, Have you made ﬁp a action plan fo.r your advisory oroup?
1 . od [ 4 * . =
'] . 17. Would you complete the Test of the exerci,se*s\?' ‘5 .
“ o118, we:"é you given .the Advisory Cpmtnibtee Handbook--—‘A Guide | &
K : $5r the Effective Utilization of Advisox;y Comunittees"? -
,ff- Al < \.‘ S ;o
19." Name of the workshop. leader(s) @\ b f o -g o
y L . + . PRY . » . . ] , TS I '
Name ‘ - 20. Date of Workshop " .
. . ? - . A ‘
Natke y . S - 21, Loéa-tion‘ of Woerkshop »:_ ,n - -
| T A SRR Rt SR
’ Name . .. g 3~
22;: This workshep was . excellent ‘»go0d ~_so-8o ; N ql,y'.t‘e poor
f - " [d - AN - B - - a e




"Listing of Certified Second Party Trainers

n

’ - .
[ 24 1y . ’
. ° v




M . E LR . 3 . ‘ [
A .
. ' n « R . . ., ‘ ., .
- ‘ ‘ ¥ s L
A A ) ‘.' Jr > ) ' . ’ - i
] . T . ’ * T R .
\' - . » 45 -~ . l. - - 3
ot 3 . o . ot _
- s TEACHER EDUCATORS TRAINED AS WORKSHOP LFADERS - S .
. * s -3 + . . - -
4 ; \ , . oo ) . . . I
- , Central Michigan University g ‘Northern Michigan Uniyersity b
: . , . ~ g N g T SN & . - o .. €
" ~ Jackson Anderson . - * Jane Bemis . ot S
" Wells Togk 0, - " '  Edward Cory - —  ° .
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<, . - I K * Siena Heights College ~ .
Eastern Michigan University _ . L=
) ~ Paul Kuwik . ’ . ¢ . S
Robert fRi'stan | ) : ) University of Michigan .
+ H. James Rokusek N * . B
Billie Lou Sands ' . X John Odbert - , :
John Waidley' - ) a -7 > ;. _ e
Dr. Rosemary Deloach, ~. " ' Vayne State University ° v LTy
. . . . . R :.;} P ——— .
) "" . Ferris Stjafte College _ . Willard Bateson .’ - $o=s
po7 . - L e = - John Bies . . . : h
. " ..+ paul Hoeksema . o . . A - .
" George Storm - "Western Michigan University '
< Madonna College Ll Margafét Brenman . . < e
L - Yo Raymond Dannienbérg - )
e D. Slobsdian * . o Earl Halvas L o .
Chris Ziegler o ., . Charles Risher 7 \ .' -
. Michigan State University .+ -~ Central Michigan University T
e M - P T Project Staff . ’
- . ¢ ;. Lawrence Borq§f\g§ a; - . . .
Lo  ‘George Ferns = : = hY ~  Leslie H. Cochran i :
. O. Donald Meaders ¢ - " ".. L. Alleh Phelps . Y "
‘?% Arnold Mokma — . I - . ., Joseph F.. Skupin ,
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) C STATEOFM!CH!GAN . 7
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCAT!ON -

Vocatno.nal-Tadmwal Education Sepvice .
- . . ‘ C; MARILYN JEAN KELLY .
Presidenmt
. DR, GORTON RIETHMILLER
. ‘ ) . Vice President
’ ! ‘ . ) . EDMUND F. VANDETTE
4 ‘ . ‘ ’ ’ . Secretary
_ANNETTA MILLER
" : - Tréasurer
. R ) : - ’ BARBARA A.,DUMOUCHELLE _
e ) ' BARBARAJ ROBERTS
May 5, 1976 . - NORMAN "OTTO STOCKMEYER, SR.
. C ) - _‘ ROGER TILLES .

R .« GOV. WILLIAM G.*MiLLIKEN
: . Ex-Officio .

petintendent of | * Box 928, Lansing, Michigan 48904 ,

Dear*éolleague: ! ‘ ' ‘ : T .
I am writing: you this lettey to urge your cooperatlon in he1p1ng
Mr. Joseph Skupin, Director of the Sanilac Skill Center, conduct a
follow-up evaludtion study on the effectiveness of. the in-service
 program on the usé of advisory committees in vocational education.’
"Mr. Skupin was an integral part .of the team from Central Mithigan -
‘Tmivérsity who worked on the original development of. the_in-service/
pre-service package under a grant from the Vocational- Technical Educa-
tion Service/'Michigan Department of Edycation. Because of hik
involvement in this project ‘Mr. ‘Skupin has the background and under~
standing mecessary to be. in a yniqué position to conduct the kind of . “
-follow-up evalvation he,is now proposing ’
As a member of “the Michigan Department of Education, I «am most anxious
to see this kind of a stldy initiated since it wi11‘provide both thk °
Department and vocational educators throughoit Michigan whth\v1ta1
informatfon with how we might improve future in-service/pre-service
,,activities of this nature;
For a long time, members of the vocational education community have .
tried to help vocational educators to improve their use of citizen
advisory groups. The Michigap Department of Education over the past
three years has worked to improve the functioning. of these advisory
groups by helping those vocationdl educators who work with citizen
r groups to increase theirlskill and understanding of how to effectively’ .
use 1ay advisory committees. . , 2

- Good intentions and sound professional Judgment have been the, basis for .
this strategy Weare now anxious’ to put our assumptions to the test ’ 7/
and gdther empirical data in order tb determine just how effective our 2

past efforts have been.

' * - . »
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. . Realizing that your time is limited and thar you'pf;béblygreceive many ’
o information requests -from.a variety of outslde agencies, I am somewhat
"hesitant to ask you to pause so that you might assist » . Skupin' in this '
effort. I am, however, convinced that it is both.wofthwhile'and fiecessary
for the Michigan Department ‘of Education to learn from experience and ) /f -

+ thereby improve the professional development programs of this.State.

. I, therefore, request “that you do everything possible to help Mr. Skupin \\/a
) + . in°conductipg this evaluation study. - : ‘ . .
With sincere dppreciation, - .% T . ’

1

- "o v N A yilgb ’ - . + 7 » b -

" . Robert J(./{Jeishah_ :
! Supervisor , . LY o * .
o f Persohnel Development’ Unit ) R .o B .
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. T *  USE OF ADVISORY COMMITTEES IN MICHIGAN -
’ —j Workshop Leader Qufstionnaire -

® | *
> Purpdge: The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain information regarding the
. eimpleﬁeptation of the materials developed by means of the Vocational
. ‘Education Advisory Committee Project within the pre-service programmihg
. et at;ybur&§nstitution. < ‘
Directions: Please, respond to the following .questions by.dsing check-offs or-
- supplying statements.as requested. If at all possible, the completed
form should be rédturned by mail by June 10,1976, in the enclosed
self addressed, gtamped envelope.

N -

“ -

. | .
. 1. Name of Ihstitution ‘ * ) . .
d , v - N % * . ", . , \ . ;'
2. Are you aware of the utilization of any of the materials developed. by means of
~ the Vocational Education Advisory Committeé”?ro;ect in any existing vocational
education courses at your institution? - T, - .
Yes' > L
- t - No
~ . 4
T If you answered "yggif pleasg list course names and nymbers. . '

Pl s
“

]

-

3 - - »

>

%

»

committee concept“at your institution?

) .

’ 3. Are you aware of the development of any new courses regarding the advisory

- Yes -
‘No SR -

- If you answered‘"yes," please list -course names and numbers.

s + ‘-

. A ~ -
¥

Are you anticipating the use of .any of phe'paterials devéloped by the Vocational
. Education Advisory Committee Project for this course(s)?
p .

» \ . Yes C
© . No - .

. ~
b d
[4

Pleage list the materials you'are utilizing or may.utilize:
] v

‘

*

-

4. If the answers to quéstions 2, 3 and 4 were "n6," do you plan on using ‘the .
advispry committee materials in any future course revisions or course additions?

-

. . . ’ L
‘ \/ - 3 YeS ’ S s

[
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! . : USE OF ADVISORY COMMITTEES IN MICHIGAN -
. ’ *j Workshop Leader Quéstionnaire - T

@ |
° Pdrpdge: The purpose of this questidnnaire is to obtain information regarding the
. fimpleﬁeptation of the materials developed by means of the Vocational .
, ‘Education Advisory Committee Project within the pre-service programming .
. «* . atybur institution. < oo
Directions: Please respond to the following -questions by.ﬁsing check-offs or- ’
supplying statemehts.as requested. 1If at all possible, the completed ‘

form should be rgturned by mail by June 10,1976, in the enclosed
self addregsed, gtamped envelope. . .

s - i

P - co-

. { }
. 1. Neme of Institution ' * ° :

[y

2. Are you aware of the utilizatién‘of any of the materfals developed. by means of
~ the Vocational Education Advisory Committeé"?roiect in_apy.gxisting vocational

education courses at your institution?

4

, . s = ' . A .
Yes ° . . . ’
. —_— PR
- - No . o
L - &

T If you answered "yggif pleasg list course names and.nﬁmbers. : !

. s
«

0
-

& » - a

»

k3
3

. 3. Are you aware of the development of any new courses regarding the advisory ' -

] »

committee concept at your institution?

. : /

- .

- Yes -
*No SR -
L

If you answered "yes,” please list-course names and numbers.

®
s [ ‘-

~ a
¥

’-
-

+ .
& - * ¢

Are you anticipating the use of .any of ;he‘paterials devéloped by the Vocational
, Educatiort Advisory Committee Project for this course(s)?,
‘ .

“ —

» Y ' .
-~ Y * . es \
No . ~ ~
~ « — .

Please list the materials you'are utilizing or may ,utilize.
] P

‘

.

L

-

4. If the answers to quéstions 2, 3 and 4 were "nd," do you plan on using ‘the - .
advisory committee materials in any future course revisions or course additions? |

. a ) - ; -
‘ \,/ ‘ Yes—-— ' A et

No M .
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-, If so, pleasge list theé maf:
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:éfig'ls you mauélili/Ze. —_—
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PLEASE RETURN NO LATER m

'10, 1976, YOUR CQOPERATION WILL BE
VOCATTONAL /EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE PROJECT
27752/ Haverhill
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Dear Colleague: v NEEE &

- . «

Recently you receiVed e questionnaire relating to the ufle of
- advisorx,committees in vocational education. "As was igdicated
' in the accompanying cover letter, the study is an attefipt to
. determine the #ffectiveness of the Vocatzonal Bducatio .
. 3 Advisory Committee Project: co-sponsored by Central Mighigan _—
: N Universzty and the Vocational-Technical Education Segﬁice. o

- If you have responded to. our questionnaire, ve deepLy 7

] ' appreciate youtr cooperation, However, if you have fot had
. the o;pportunity to reapond, I would like to requea{that you
~do so by June 28, 1976, if possible. Thank you fo¥ your . R
codperation in this matter. g. -, ", .
E ) 3 ‘
Sincerely, ggzé%9ddbﬂb/ . ﬁ .
: Joseph F. Skupin . »
: . Project Director ’ .
* as - ) f‘ . #F o
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. Appendix L : )
Summary of Comments from Wonkshop Leaders Concernmg Course Name and Numbers
Utlhz:mg Materials Developed By Means of the Advisory (’Zomnuttee Project
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS FROM WORKSHOP LEADERS
UTILIZING MATERTALS DEVELOPED BY MEANS OF

APPENDIX L

2
%

*

CONCERNING COURSE NAME. AND NUMBERS
THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE PRQJECT.

\

: " NAME OF INSTITUTION

Central Michigan University .

* N ¥
RS

» ! B 3

-

Ferris| State College

v

"Northern Michigan University

Madonna

L 4
University of Michigan. ;
Michigan State University -

- €

»
pr

-
P—

-

COURSE NUMBER AND NAVE
Méthods of Distribution -

BED;§§>-
oL " Education *

BED551 - Coordination Techniques

BED552, IET552, & HEC552 - Problems
in Vocatlonal Education

HEC480 HEC78Q - Career Education
Workshops.

* .

\"/IEDSSZ- Principles of Vocational/

‘Technical Educatlon
IEDéGl -Evaluation of i;dustrlal

Education o
BED222- Office Simulation .
BED468~ Coordination of Cooperation '{
"% Programs
ED425 - Methods of Teachlng 0ccupat10na1
. Subjects .
IE480 - Basic Concepts of ¥ocational
*  Education -
IE482 - Methods of Vocational Education
HE350 - Mateérials and Methods of Home
- Economics " - ;
HE450 - Vocational Home Economics
EDU442 - Principles of Vocational
Education .
EDU468 - Methods and Media Vocat10na1
. Education
ONE . . P
H
D822F - Occupational Analysis and Course
i Construction in Agriculture
ED822N - Prograins in Qccupational and
Arts Education
ED822P - Coordination in Occupatlonal
Education '
ED853 - Administration ,of Vocational
Education Programs \
\
ED301 - Occupational Analysis ,
ED344 - Curriculum Development and
K Methods of VocaQi?nal Education
2 . -




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

*
/ )
.’ 5 .
-
’
» -
L]
<
»
-
» -
.
£ -
Al -
-
.
f
.
-
B
[ ]
?
s ~
2 ’
%
-
»
.
F}
4
-
N £
rd
.-
-
L] -

e

Cooperative Education
- 680 - Principles of Business Education
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- ____ NAME OF INSTITUTION COURSE NUMBER . AND NANE D
. (Wayne State University - TED6199 - Coordlnatlon of Co-op Programs
. ' . - TED719S - Administration and Supervisory
' . .- Functions- in Vbcational
- . .- Education

S12 - Principles of Vocatlonal Education’
--573 - Coordination Techniques in .
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< Appendix M
Summary of Comments from Workshop Leaders Regarding Material
Utilization in On-Going or new Programs
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APPE‘NDIX M

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS FROM WORKSHOP LEADERS REGARDING MATERIAL UTILIZATION IN ON-

GOING OR NEW PROGRAMS.

Y

NAME OF INSTITUTION

COMMENTS

3

4

Central Michigan Universit} .

/.
/

Eastern Michigan University,

_Morthern -Michigan University

-

P Y

University of Michigan

Michigan State Universitx

Siena Heights College

DN
« e

.

DO,

Slide/tape

——

I have used the materlals in several off-campt
classes_and workshops.

h of the material developed under the grant
ltﬁa‘édlfi:'s,cult for Consumer Home Economics |

* teachers ‘to apply. .

It was difficult to use without 1nstruct10n.
Many of the Vocational Educatiom Administrator
who were involved in ‘the workshops are not
helping teachers to use the material.

Handbook

All structual communlcatlons exercises.,
Usé all as reference material in both graduate
and undergraduate courses for teachers,
Bits and pieces of the booklet are integrated’
into the course. It is difficult to integrate
as is. .

!

Sam Burt letter - -

Slide/tape and portions of notebook.
Film and handbook, film used for introduction

" and handbook as part of reference-

Guide for Effective Utlllzatxon of Adv1sory

Committees, N

.




