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ABSTRACD

A pilot study was initiated to achieve relianility
and espedially validity indexes for measuting,research and
development impact. Two opposing questionnair were administered to
each of thrpe target groups: 164 high school: vocatlonal education -
students, 120 secondary school voc¢ational education teachers, and 56
vocational education administrators. Half of each group received the
original questionnaire measuring product impact; half received- the
alternative questionnaire measuring product nonimpact. Three 1mpact
questionnaires, developed primarily by vocational education
adninistrators, were constructed through item analysis. Nonimpact
questionnaires stated the 1npact questions - negatively. The student
guestionnaire contained 16 items, the teacher questionnaire 36 items,
and the administrator questionnaire 20 items. The following are
original and alternative questionnaire discriminant validity
correlations and reliability correlations for the three groups:
students: -.049 validity, .83 reliability; teachers: -.18 validity,
«78 reliability; and administrators: -.45 validity, .86 reliability.
Better impact assessment was found in the administrat domain than
in the, student and teacher domains. Each adjusted questionnaire
contains ten acceptably valid items. An example of sensitives/valid
"items from each domain is (1) students--gaining new knowledge from
‘the product, (2) teachers--the completeness of details covered in the
product, and (3) administrators--the absence of many better
alternative products in the subject area. (CSS)
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VOCA'I'IONAL EDUCATION R&D PRODUCTS' L .
IMPACT, _RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY I

/- ; fLynn: J».:%arrisl'

J, ) ) ‘ .‘ . ; . v'; ‘ v . ‘ . . L. ' ,:
Although the Commlttee on Vocatlonan Educatlon 'Research

and Development (1976) has p01nted out a lack of’documented
. 4 K
R&D 1mpact, 1t 1s essehtlal that if such documentatlon 1s

ED167796

obtalned, the asséssment tool should dembnstrate some degree

of rellablllty and valldity, ‘the latter be1ng morb important. '
.3 / 7
Even the studles cited by COVERD as be1ng accepsable examples . .

of documented 1mpact show no ev1dence of rellablllty or va11d1ty 7%/
¢ ‘ ¢
wlthln the1r methods of assessment. Instead, such studles (Allen,.

1968 JIjjelm and Boerrlgter, 1974- Roney, 1971, Sutherland Assoclates,

L ¢

1974, anthouthwlde Reseafch Cdbrdlnatlng Coqnc1l, 1975) gave .

s

5
rather abstracﬁ nonemplrlcal accounts of percblved 1mpact, further-

more,‘all stidies seemed to be directed. towa dbR&D prOJects and

processes that are set apart from the fésue £, R&q products. One
' o
exception, however, is Crawford (1232) who specificaaly studred

.

A}

_ the rmpact of R&D products. But his research. was not llmlted to

-vocational education;‘nor did it have any conslstent rellablllty
or va11d1ty of 1mpact measurement on an overall basis. The Crawford
- ! study resembled the research c1ted in the COVERD report by llstlng

/
/characterlstlcs of products percelved to be exemplars ‘of positive
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fﬁfavorable state of affglrs, but D1ck (1976)/p01nts out that
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-1mpacﬂ. *An apparent advantage of the Craﬁﬁord study is. that /)

y selected products were systematlcally gr%uped to descrlbe v

i . - A

-

’pdlfferent types of” eX1st1ng pos1t1ve 1mpabt o N 1

It” seems reasonable to expe}p thatrthe 1ntroduction‘gf'ai;r

<n1$dtting would result in a’_ )
3 . v .

BV 2

product 1nto a vokatlonal educa

I

i negat;ve rmpapt couyd'bcCur also.: For the- sake of the prbsent

Q L4

‘study, 1mpact 1s %pérdtlonally deflned as a measurable ‘change

\ d

'resultlng from the 1ntroduct10n of’ a p oduct 1nto a vocaglonal

'exten51on" viewpoint. C T

1 '

educatlon settlng ThlS d1ffers sharply from'other deflnltlons

!

of impact; such as Mlller and Mlllen s (1974) "malntenance and : _'\\
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q
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The maln objectlve of thlscpllot study 1s to achleve some . "‘w

Ed I3 :

index Qf mfasurlng 1mpact w1th ev1dence sz&ellablllty and
validity, the latter be1ng the most 1mpo7ta¢t é@ this early

stage of thé'research effort. - The valﬁdrty of’measurement, 1n
:-'%’.f‘ .

the case of a falrly new concept such“aé 1mpact, can bb very

o,

ty
-

'troublesome, but rellablllty is not extremely d1ff16u1t~to attaln.

‘problem by estab11sh1ng éoeff1c1ents of dlsqumlnant va11d1ty I

‘be used to’assess the.lmpact of R&D products in general, with

'.""li\
In the present study,,the author has'choaén %o~ approach thrs

"g;"’ﬁ L—

'demonstrated by Selltlz, erghtsmanﬂ and Cook (1976) That is - g :' v

\

N
to say, since there 1&,50 llttrF known “about the 1mpact of - these

R&D products\ the research must) be started from a very baslc '
standp01nt. - o ‘ %
. ! . & | (’/ ‘

Purpose T

This pilot study ‘produced valid 1nstrumentatlon which can /
\

S . .



’ T w“ v . .. Lo
& . c n ) A . -
b4 & . . v
i . ) M
N ’ » -

. |
) resgect to stud)pts, teachers and admlnlstrators. The raﬁiona}e ¢
L

for achieving this task was characterlzed by the notlon of dlsd?lr..
: . s N
> 'mlnant validity- (Selltlz,‘erghtsman, and Cook, - 1976) In other ‘

< a

words, 1t was necessary to measure impact by two opp051ng¢ques-
tlonnalres admlnlstered ﬁo each of three target groups (students, -
teachers, and,admlnlstrators);; One (original) quLstlonnalre was.
zconstructed to measure impact of products. Ano her (alternatlve)

queslonnalre was constructed to measure non1mpa t of prbducts.

24 ¢

i
éﬁt was assumed that if- thefe was little or no correlatlon, or a

negatlve cd%relatlon,vbetween the orlglnﬁl and alternht;ve ques-
: tlonnalres, thls would 1nd1cate that the or1g1na1 questlonnalre
. <t PR 4
was 1ndeed gettlng at att1tudes specaflcally dlrected toward impact.

14 .
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Method A

* "Subjeéts - . . i ; ,
' \

*Ef Students~’0ne hundred sixty~four vocé%ional education students

»

N

1-( enrolled in §hree publ;c schools were asked to express: thelr
oprnlons of the partlcular R&D product they were ‘using (a standard -
set’ of core currlculum materlals ;?r each student s course of

study)., Alil respondents were middle, 1ncome high’ school students

.from flve geographical locations, 1nolud1ng Water Valley and’ Oxford

MlSSlSSlppl. and Stillwater, Tulsa, and. 0klahoma~ city, Oklahoma. ,' S
S
s

”ﬁ'The students were eprolled in several different courses/of study,
- e. g.; home economrez

Qaérlculture, sma 1, englne repalr, electron

£
’ food serv1ce, l\\:;to mechanics, v;tational
st,\etc. Each student

«posseSsed hls/her own set of core study~ﬁater1als whlch had\%@enw .
; / - it : {” v ' : .
' 1ssued at thJ"beglnnlng of Ehe current schoo}wyear. o ‘3;:)‘\5 -
.. / ¥ _ , , Lo TN A
e S u " ﬁ . " / . . s . ’ .v“. v" ‘( _— .
. . DAY 3 - ~L' :«-‘.‘ . ; ,YL’ \‘: i ‘
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: ¥ 1l o s . . co
were~aLSohasked to express their opinions-of the partitular R&D !

the ggme gedgraphical areas as the students listed above, and .

i
/
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‘Teachers: One hundred twenty vocational education teachers i
' S ' i
]

product thdy were usraégfa:standard set of core curriculum b

L 3 ot ‘ . . .
materials for each teacher's respestive course of instruction). .
pach9teacher‘was employed in a public school system located in

each teacher'taught at least one of the courses in which the ‘ :
- ‘/ - (‘
%ocatlonalhéducatlon students were enrolled (listed above).
. L

Adm1nistrators~ Flfty-51x admlnlst\ators from the statps
' (
gﬁfoklahoma M1551551pp1, and Georgia were also asked to expfess

their oplnlons of the spec1f1c R&D product they were u51ng/ The
products~con81sted of vocatlonal educatlon core curr1cu1m:; |
materlals and a set of p#ocedures for evaluatlng oocatlonal [
educatlon\brograms within secondary school systems. Admlnfstrators

,\\_.

were state employees, with the exceptﬁ.on of a few who prq 1ded/

admlnlstrative serv1ces at the local level. ) 4 >
. ) . ) )

’ , oy

Three 1mpact questlonnalres were constructed as a fesult of i

“

an .item analysls conducted at the Natlonal Center for Research

ﬁn Vocatlonal Educatlon, 1ocated at The Ohio State Unlverslty.

A~pane1 of six experts from varlous geographlcal locatlons was ’

Kl

assembled to rate each 1tem in- three sep@rate item pools: an 1tem

pool for students, an item pool for teachers, and an item pool
#

. for administrators. Items were generated by Natiepnal Center

researchers, vocatrw§al educatlon teachers, and 6ocatlonal
. i
educatlon students on the basis of thefr experlence. Part of the

© o v « ) B r’
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,administrative impact than with either student pr tedcher 1Tpact.f

.negative questionnaire for each of the three\

-

item pool was also obtained from a study by McCaslln (1973) .

. An arbitrary cu!%ff .point was established for each item

pool in order to retain or d1scard items. Consequently,

three questionnaires were constructed based upon items Whlch

Y

had a mean rating above the- established cutoff points. Inter-;\\

£

’raterreliabiity coe}f1c1ents were: then computed for each ques-

k]

tionnaire. The 1nter-rater reliability co&ff1c1ents for each 2

-

. questionnaire yielded 21 for students,4.02 for teachers and . .

> .
.61 for administrators. The reason for such a low amount of

agreement on the student’ and teacheré&ulstionnaires, perhaps,~,

was that all six of the selected experts were vocatronal educ/yion {/’

,aoninlstrators, who agreed more when thé?\rated 1tems dealing w1th

After the undesirable 1tems ‘were discarded) t%e student

questionnaire contained 16 1tems,nthe teacher questibnnaire con-&Q SR

#

tained 36 1tems, and ‘the administrator questionnaire conta1ned R
!)l ’2 5

20 1tems. All'questionnaires were-formed into Like}tlscales.'

n altéfhative,

RRé e
t groups (students,

Discriminant validity was obtained by constructing

RV

3

X
teachers, and administrators) Ihe alﬁ?ﬁnativ uestionnaires

1 )

) were 1dent1cal to the orlginal ones eﬁpept that’eﬁch question J%s

.stated negatively. Subsequently, the)h@hber of 1tems per .question~ .,

naire .was to be reduced ﬁurthe&nby field testing each 1tem for°'/xxg} ‘

JSen51t1v1ty qnd d1scr1m1nant validi;y durlng the pribt study. | \h
, . . : ‘e 3 e
~ . - 1; ' ’ "P, ‘-: . L . /, v (\\ ‘ [
- 5 . v -;) ‘.',ie ’| . i) R 2
. : . K, ,‘ N ¢ :



Procedure

’

Students: Half: of the students (82) ‘were asked to respopd

'L
to the or1g1na1 Student Impact Questlonnalre, wh1ch conta1ned
/ -~

slxteen scales (Table 1). The remaining half 8f Eyb students

,(52) ﬁere asked‘to respondxto the alternatlve Student Impact
-

Questlonnlare, wh1ch contalned 51xgeen 1dentica1 but negatively

¥ )
) / . T ¢
. stated\scales. Examples of dtems from orlglaal and- ngégive

]

) ~ . . ; 7 ;\ L3
' ouestlonnalres are 1lstedépeléy ' - -{ f¢§>7§"

R - _ P
- l, (Orlglnal) L, §¥\ j
‘f’ I galnedérewuknqwledge from!t_ls prodyt :
A R
Q - 8D \'/:,_ . . PK - A {’ ' (N ’S.{g'\ .
P R 7 ¢ RO = ' .
e ‘ (ALt FAEN &l - ‘ o e .
SARE R ! -
v Iq_aﬁpeQ'no new knowled é‘fr m th*ﬁ pro .
» - ) . . .i/:—'?’ X
. - R / ’ -, )
. ‘ N . : &/
VY | S ,?’ - 'inserthahie“I;abeut here |
e N # E o \ | J
S o }EU (S N L N ;
1 . [ ". "'._» o ? B r -“ﬁ.

'AI%- tuéentgnﬁére administered questionnaires by classroom teachers.

| ial amountgdfﬂorlginal ggﬂ alternatlve questlonnalres was |

@; admlnfstemed per,each geoggfghlcal location ifd collected on 51te.;-
x Teécher‘s:-' The same procidur.e- (stated above) was uSed; half

of the te&chers (sox were ask®d to respond to the original Teacher
¢ Impgact Questlonnalre (Table 2), and the rema;nlng half of the

) teaéhers (60) were requested to respond to the aIternatlve Teacher
; ’ 4
Impact QuesdiOnnalre.“ The alternatlve Teaéhe§ Impact Questlonnalre

contained 3%?1tems 1dent1califo its original counterpart, except that
S N P 3 | '

s
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~the items were stated negatively. The proéédure for. teacher

paia colléction differed from student data cpllection in that

t
N L4 - ..
— a . - .
. '

. ' \
\ ' inse;ﬁ Table 2 about here

both original and alternative Teacher Impact Questionnaires were

sent and returned by mail. SiXtyfﬁwo pefcent of these teacher

AY
w

questionnaires were returned..

AdminiggratéFs§ The procedﬁre wés repeated, and half of'thgj
administrators (28) received the original Administrator Impact
Questionnaire (Table 3), while the rest of the administrafgra
(28) responded to fhé alternative Admiﬁi;trator Impact Question-

> naire. - All qqgstionnaires for administrators as well a; teachers

L
¢ y -

insert Table 3 about here

- .
A P

~ were sent and returned by mail. Ninety-three percent of the

Administrator Impact Questionnairéé‘were completed and returned.

L Results
The basic objectiye for the.breviou51§ stated methodology -
was to obtain a low or negative correlation coefficient between

original and alternative questionnaires for each target group.




! ’ /’5\\
For/students, the original and a1ternative questionnaires yielded

a -.049 discriminant validity correlation, and an .83 coeffigient ¢

of re;iability (test-retest) For teachers, a -.18 discriminant .

validzé’ correlation between original and alternative questionnaires '

was obtained and a .78 reiiability (test-retest) correlation was/
found for the original version of the questionnaire. Qriginal and
alternative questionnaires within the administrator grouyp yielded
Ja -.45 discriminant validity correlation with a .86 (testfretest)

reliability coefficient for the original questionnaire (see

Table 4). " y s

®

insert Table 4 about here

.further aajustments were made with each set of questionnaires
to increase coefficients of discriminant validity between orikginal
and alternative forms."A chi-square analyeis and a Pearson Rroduct-
Moment-correlation were performed to compare each orginal item in
the student, teacher, and administrator questionnaires with its
a1ternative counterpart The main intention behind these c;mputa-
tions was to retain only certain items which yielded a signifi-
cant chi-square value when conparing impact vs. noni;nact‘ahd .
"which also demonstrated a negative correlation between criginal and
a{ternative statements.

" A description of the chi-sguare comparisons is shown in
Table 5. Table 5 also points out the necessity to collapse the
scale points of the questonnaires from five to three due to the

\
occurrences of small frequencies.

4
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in;ert Table 5 about here \ . ‘ ~<::‘
/o | '

Ideally, ;ach‘item sfould also exhibit low or negative correlationf
between the original ifem and its alternative facsimilé (Tables
6, 7, and é) If both of these requlrements were not met by any
item, the item\wag\\gscarded The chi-square analysis was performed
simply to determine if respondents reqcted positively to each
original” item and negatively to each alternative item. 1If this
did not occur, either the item was difficult to understand or the

_ réspdndents were ambivalent about the question.

It is evidgné frém Tables, 3,—7, and 8 that many reépondents
answered quite‘positively'on g@ch‘original item.and very negatively
on each alternative ‘item. However, when altern;tive and original
scpres‘were correlated for each item, oniy ten in each questionnaire
&ielded‘both a low or negative correlation.coefficient,,and a
significant chi-square value\(shown in Tableg 6, 7, 'and 8). The '

reason for determining the correlatioé between original and alterna-

tive scores on each item was to check, for consistency of responses.

Ld

»
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'(, Insert Table 6 about~here
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insert Table 7 about here
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‘. . . insert Table 8, about here'

4 . -
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.Adjusted'coefficients of test-reteét reliability and diécri-
m;khnt validity for each questionnaire are shown in Table é.
The gdjustménts refer to a reduction of the larger number of
items in each questionnaire to the ten which. resulted in a signi-'

ficant chi-square and a low or negative correlation; the reductions

-represent final questionnaire versions. . : '

(8

e

i A rd

P ' ‘insert Table 9 about here

Discussion

The rather low degree of inter-rater reliability on the
'student and teacher original questionnaires suggests that when

. - ¥

a panel of experts is-selected, their experience should directly
. 4 \

coincide with the nature of the questionnaire they are ultimately

going to construct. This is indicated by a fairly high degree
' . -

of inter-rater reliability on the administrator questionnaire. 
The panel of experts were all high_ieVel vocational education

administrators, as.previously mentioned. Timé and budget

constraints did not permit additional representatives of students

-

and teachers to be formed into pangis of experts. ..
The superiority of the administrator impact questionnaire

over its teacher and student Counterpérts is evident not only
) ¢ Al

in inter-rater reliability, but also in test-retest reliability
@ - ‘ a

10
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gnd discriminant validity. In other. words, it seems as though
there is a better assessment of impact in the administrator

domain than in student and teacher domains, at least within the.

P presant study. The Teacher Impact Questionnaire turned opt to-
. R . Lo -, o~ !

pe ranked second of the three\in-terms of validity, but verx
low in inter-rater reliability, indicating that the panel of:

experts did not really have a consistent conceptualization' of
A
impact; as a matter of fact, the teacher questionnaire produced

the lowest amount of agreement on items concerning impact. . The
Student Impact Questionnaire yielded the lowest coeffiCient of
discriminant validity, but did correlate negativély With its

alternative’counterpart;‘as it was intended to do.
' a .o ‘ ‘ . ,
The most‘sensitive and valid items for studentg turned out

to be the following (See mable 6):
l. gaining new knowledge from the product
2. understanding the product as it is presented °
3. interesting language usage in the product’ |
l\_ 4. understanding the intent of the procht

5. interest evoked by the product

. : :
6. available assistance in understanding the product -

°l

~ 7. the value of the material presented in the product

8. ‘the reality of the ‘aims of the product

-
.

9. the suitability of the product to the imdividual
student

10. “the opportunity‘to exchange ideas abdut the}product
Teachers indicated the most senSitive and valid reSponses concerning

t o) N "

d
the following (see Table 7):

11
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4 : l. the completenese"of tails covered in the product

2. . satisfactory guidelines provided for use of the product
3. staff require%ehts decreased as a result of- the product
) : »

‘+ b feasibility of the product
~5." cieariy stated objectives I ) «
— '.§. adequacy of space fa;111t1es for u51ng the product |
7. ample reference and 11brary resourcee -to support
the product

8. students asklng to use the product’ - .
[]
Q. conformlty of the product to routines commconly found’
in a real work situation

10. reductlon in time reguired to teach a skill

Among the sample of administrators, responses on the following
items were highest in sensitivity and validity (shown in Table 8):

Jd. the absence of many better alternative products
in the subject area

9. cost effectiveness of the groduct
3. no extra-staff needed for implementation

. 4. adequacy of available data regarding the proper
use of the product

5. ease of dlssemlnatlon of the product

6. reduction in staff requirements as' a result of the
product ‘ |

7. freedom to modify the product

8. high teacher motivation toward the use of the product

9. endorsement of the product by the local vocational
advisory committee

-~ ' ) hﬁ'}
- 10. timeliness of the product ’

12
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¢ Generally, the outcomes concerning each qﬁestionnaire
were favorable; it seems reasonably safe to assume that a11

three of them are acceptable in terms of validity. The adjusted

_ questlonnalres will be the best measures that the researchers

can take 1nto .the field. Although the number of, 1tems (10)

~

in each of the adjusted questlonnalres appears to be small
it is a rather -accessible numbet in that the questlonna;res;'
can be completed in'a-very emall amount of time. Thesei@eaehres
will contain the most sensitive and meaningful items ecdoréing
to the selected'sample of students, teachers; and admlnlstrators

from the field of vocatlonal education.

?\.
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PRODUCT

[MPACT Q&ESTIONNAIRE FOR_STUDENTS

Néme of Product

Directions:

Everyone has his or her own opinion about this product.
Some opinions are good, some are bad, and.othexs are not
concerned. There are always different reasons whatever
opinions an .individual may have about this product. Express
your opinion of the Mroduct by circling one symbol on the
. scale for each'of the following items. Tnh symbols for
the scale are explalned below:

.SD = Strongly dlsagree

"D = Dlsagree .
DK = ‘Don't know _ A
A = Agree '

SA =

Strongly agree
EXAMPLE: ,
I should get an immediate raise "in pay.

DK A" 4‘!’

N qgg!
DO - . SIGN YOUR NAME TO THIS QUESTION-

D

x11 answers are confidential.
NAIRE:

**_t_!’_*************************v***

~ip

-

1. I gained new knowledge from this product.
SD D DK A  SA

2, I understand the product as it is presented.
SD D DK A SA

3. The language in this product is "alive“; it keeps my interes
SD D .DK. A SA

4. I understand what this product is designed to db.
sb D DKk A  SA ’

5. This product is interesting.
SD D DK A SA

o. This product will help me reach my vocational goals.
sD D DK A éA

[R\(: Or1g1na1 Form 15

16



b4 .

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

product. :

. »a ' RN , o .
»Table 1 (gontinued) . |
e ‘ | )
. o - &
If needed, assistance is available to help me understand
this product. '

SD . D DK A SA
I am stimulated to think abdut the topics presented in this

)

SD- D DK A, - “§A . !
o , :{" : o . .
The material presented in this product seems valuable to me.

SD D . DK ‘A saA

Thé’aims of this product are realistic.’

SD D DK A. sa

This product will help me get a job of my choice.

SD D DK A SA o

‘This product contains ideas /which I can use on the job.
14 / .

/
/

SD D DK A sa |

‘I enjoy using this producﬁl , .

/

SD D DK A sa |
' ) /{ \
“ / ] “
This product has caused;ﬁe to think of new ways to do my
job. / :

/

1

SD - D DK A SA

16
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» . . . . - - 4
S 7 Table2. ., : (
" °,. . PRODUCT IMPACT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS | \) ;
) L AR R — . -
} T . L ' s
'ame: of Product v L~ . I .
irections: . ™ - PR T e,
‘.p - . . I’(}é". ,b.“ . .*" . . \ . Q
.. .Everyone has his or'lher .own opinion about“this product. ome
Pinigns are_good,,some fre .bad, and éthers.gre not concerned. -There
re always .different reasons for whatever opiniomn an individuail may -,

ave about. this prodiuct. Express your opinion of ‘the product by _ a
ircling one symbol’ on the scale for ¢ach of the following items.-' The
ymbbls for the scale are explained below: «

»

. . ’ . o» '
y s = Strongly disagree ‘\ T '
s D = . Disagree : )
DK =  Don't know | “ "
A ‘=,  Agree o M-
‘SA = ., Strongly agree P
’ : ) . . S &
XAMPLE :. . ‘ : , e

I should get an immediate raise in pay.

SD D DK a ” | o

b - < '
;h answers are confidential. DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME TO THIS QUESTION-
\IRE . ° - .

. / =
*****-*****************'******t_/_**

1. The inférmation in'this'product contains many éxamples which
" help explain the subject matter. ) .

SD D SK. A SA . i % -
' e

2. All aof the details of the_subjgct matter are covered in this -
product.

SO D DK A SA . m

3. This product is written in language similar to the language
used in the world of work.

.

D’ SK A SA

vents which occur in this product are‘events which would
occurx in the real world._ ;

DK A Y\ ' ‘

o . . ‘ 17
Eﬂiuglglnal Form ’ 18
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e, . e T ‘Table 2 .(Continued) . ‘_1 . N
- P . . ‘o " - : - '

e

* tralnlng . ’
K e - — - [ Y

-

8D b DK, A sa T

.

5. " The davelopérs of thls>product prov1ded special teacher "f; p'7=t

¢

. ' . bl . - ' 3 ". s v . "‘.

' 6: This produqt‘.&S satisfactory prqeﬁdhres akdkéuidelinesaforigée.

; : T - s ha ' - . N ! L . ' R
'SD° D PK Aw SA) S T4

' students¥051ng this produg

R R SA ~ /\j BN
* 8. rfhi prod ct possessesﬂgood overall quallty (sound acéur te,

S 7, / S
; f.7' ObJectlves were diearly and sufflclently,pdlnted BGt fﬁ\ . R

12

‘s 1a11y a1r, up-to-date) . .
. ”so; B - Dk A sA | | : y :
;; Staff requmrements decreased as a result of this product.
B «so 6'-‘le A SA o £ - g‘_ 'f 1jx
AN 10.. What perce;tage of thls-product 's orlglnai object;;e;:afe -
<“\\ :,belng acCompllsed for the intended group? =, « ‘ -
11, 5TPebusere ef this product were allowed to hbdifj %tjf'_\

ﬁ s D px‘ A ‘oA j c :f“ e
12, &his produc= harbbrs creativity’and fdrwand thinking?~ ’.; 5
“ sp D DEsa SA: SR o ok
13, This product is releVa;t to the needs of the studehts; S

' involved : : .

sb. b DK A sa " . Sﬁh_ o o

‘%4. This ia'a feasible‘product. | | | _ y’ : J -

! sb D DK A sa f,‘ e R f&i
15. Taere afe suggestlonS‘@or parent;communlty involvement stated Ed

’ in this product. _ |
sD D DK A sA . - 1;
. 16. This‘product'has_clearly;stated objectives. y ‘"”' ?_‘ .
" s D DK A  SA .
18 - -
, 19 o -




TR R 'f &5 Table 2 (Cont1nued% o
i:; ;Thls product donq§1bqpes to the 1mpr§%qmgn¢'°f }"
R T R A _ ) ¢
SR D ', DK A.k e

P:iﬁﬁ:{ﬁThi product'épn rlbutes to the 1mprovguentlef/cl355room
R cli te‘or oper ien. - RV o AR

SRR ‘ | .
e _D . DK~ A sA .
"21. . This product contrlbutes to the i ,@7f;/f:fcﬂf perceptual- .

”?motor sk;lls. Lo 400 (O -
«  sD D DK, A

22, There are measured cognl@*p{;. TR [ Mernts who use this

— . . [

-

'sp. b DK° 'A"jc

23, Therefls no adverse |

e sp bk As 8

[

Y

~.

f24. There are édequate space facilitles for éf{ectively using

: R . .,&' ’ . B

. this proguct

R ; A
SO D DK A\ K o e \

’25;f There ‘are ampie(reference and 11brary resources to support th1s
product. . 2 :

. ! .A‘ kS . ‘..:"_'J_ . (_/ | .
'sb D DR . 2. SA . » B

~ . . ’ I ' "“_ *

26, ‘There is favrfable student reactxon to thlS product. -

- ' i

L (’ . '.
;' 8D D DK| & '§A S t‘j;;- .
_ , N b K - e N X .
27. Students~ask to usg thls product. F;'f,~ -
; ’ i £N lu s

»

.SD: D/ DK A)‘ *§X P ,
. . ) - g ) % I '
$28. % The pr >duct iconf rms'td the
v ¥ work ‘:uaetlon. o .
T K SD D, DK ‘A ' ‘sA %
R T
. Sovid R Y N
. y\ Fa R :‘i,}:‘. “‘ : o
NI L 20 N




b-

e . i s ’Table 2 (Continued) = = =

. -;. .x‘; . . - ) . .

;.The produdt teaches students to become n&re flexible.

Csp T . D- d%

K

The product prepares students for . Job level entry.

. ?

SO D . QK A, s | L N

3}; The prodUCt reiates to dlﬁferent levels of stuaent abllltles.

r

32,

'

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

ot~

ﬁthe past. .‘%

S

.SDp. D DK A- | sa

\L/\/ .

qihe product prov1des 1mmed1ate feedback to students concerning
helr Success or fallure. ' y .

« . - S R -’

so. ;D DK~ . A SA , e |

e

- The product helps students work together on a common task.-

N
SD_ D DK A ~’ SA -
RN N v \\

-

Students say they like the product.

'sD. D DK & SA

Thé product reduces the amount of time it takes to teach
thls sklll. ;
, —_ ‘

Sb D DK A SA -

“

Thls product is better than similar products I have used in

\

Sb D DK A sq!llé , ' ,
How 1ong-has 1t been s you firs started.to~u5e this product?

less than 6 m{htﬁw ' <1 year “2-years 3 years

_._longer than 3 yeags.” .- o

TotaL number of yéars\of4k§aching‘experience:
/ 1l- 5 years, 6-10 years, more than
710 years.

~

less than 1 year,

Do you have confidence in the person(s) who developed‘fhls
product?n

. yes no don't know:

My environment is: (please check one) J

___Urban (central city of 56,000 1nhabitants or more)
___Suburban (bordering a central city) .
—__Rural (at least 25 miles from a central c1ty or a
population of 5,000 inhabitants or less).

1 > >

A ' 20 . "
r a0



”. Table 3 L -/

S PRODUCT IMPACT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ADMINISTRATORS

. . \
Name of Product

Directions:

-Everyone has his or her own opinion about this product.
Some opinions are good, some are bad, and others are not )
concerned. There are always different reasons for. whatever
opinion an individual may have about this product. Express
your opinion of the’ product by circling one sysbol on the
scale for each.of the following items. The symbols for the
are explained be¥ow: - .

-y ~

SD = Strpongly disagree
D = Disagree '
DK = Don't know

A = Agree

SA =

Strongly agreé >
EXAMPLE |
I shduld\get an immediate raise in pay.

SD D . DK A l‘!’

All answers are confidential. DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME TO THIS QUESTION-
NAIRE. : o

*******************;***********

1. This product contributes to the improvement of school
organizational efficiency.

SD D ° DK A SA

2. There is no excessive need for special facilitigg and
. equipment to implement this product. ’

SD D DK A SA

. .

3. This product can be transported to other locations.
A\
SD D -DK A SA

4. There are not 4y better alternative products available
in this area.

SD D DK A SA

Original Form

3




10.

11.

1248

13.

14.

15.

Table 3 (Continued) -

This product is cost effectiue. ' .

SD D DK A SA

. _ , ‘ '
There is adequate data available regarding the dissemination
cf this product - |

SD D DK A'SA?

[ 2

The implementation of this product ‘does not requiée extra staff.

SD D DK A SA

Increased administrative support is not needed for successful
adoption of this product. ' : ) ,

SD D DK A | sa

There is adequate data avallable regarding the proper use
of this produce : o ¢

SD D. ~ DK A SA-
This product will be used as much or more next year.

SD D DK A sa

Dlssemlnatlon of this product is not difficult in our work
environment. .

SD D DK A sa

Staff fguirements are decreasing as a result of this
product s use .

' & :

sD° D" {gbx ‘A SA

This proépct is being used in large numbers.
Sb D DK A sA

, } - ) _ At
There is adeguate data available regarding this product's
impact on its, target audience. _ . :

SD D - Dxul.}*"‘-n sA

.What percent??p of this product's original objectives are
4h

being aééomp ed’

.
- b

5 10 ° 25 50 60 75 « 100

-— -—-—_;\') — —— e —— e

22



16.

17.

18. "Teachgrs'are'excited about usin?'the\pfodpct.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Table 3 (Continued)

g

.The users of this productvare allowed to modify’ it.

SD D DK A SA

Teachers say .they like the product.

«

'SD D! DK A  SsA | .

Fond

SD D DK A  SA

The product is receiving the endorsement of the local

‘vocational advisory committee.

SD D DK A SA

The product is timely.

SD D DK A SA

\ - —
How long has it been since you first started to use this
product? \\ '

less than 6 months « 1 yeaf) 2 years

3 years _ ' longer than 3 years

' Total number of Years of experience:

less than 1 year; 1-5 years:; 6-10 years;
more than 10 years.

Do you have confidence in the person(s) who developed this
product?

ves no don't know

My environment is: (please check one)
pd

Urban (central city of 50,000 inhabitants or more)
Suburban (bordering a central city)

Rural (at least 25 miles from a central city or a popu-
lation of 5,000 inhabitants or less). -

23

¢
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Table 4
7 Test-Retest Reliability and Discriminant
Validity Coefficients , . 0

for Impact Questionnaires Before Adjustments

O
Type of o Test-retest Discriminant
Questionnaire N of Itemg Reliability Validity
-/ Student 16 .83 -.049 (n=164)
Teacher 36 .78 = .13 (n=120)

Administrator 20 , .86 - .45 (n=56)

24
N L"' 25




& ’ Table 5

-

Example of Collapsing Questionnaire
Scale Points ‘from Five to Three for

{ ‘ 'Chi-Square Analysis |

Basic five scale points:

SD D DK A SA
2 9 9 8 0
Original
: 0 7 13 7 1
Alternative _ i :

Scale points collapsed from five to three due to small frequencies:

D " DK A _
Original o 11 9 8
{ 7 13 8
Alternative
25




Table 6 D
. Correlation and Chi-Square Values between the

Original: and Alternative Student Impact Questionnaires1

o

-

~

Item I - Correlation (df=80) Chi-Square (df=2)
+ 1.~ I gained new knowledge 1;01 106.01
from this product. PR
+ 2. I understand the prodUct

as it .is presented. . -.19° ~ 54.82

+ 3. THe language in this
product is "alive"; it :
keeps my interest. _ -.11 39.24

¢

+ 4. I understand what this
product is designed to : ]
do. : ) -.10 v 123.56
+ 5. This product is inter- ‘v -
) esting. i ) -.01 . 117.70
6. This product will help ' -
- me reach my vocational S
goals. - .23 ©110.97

+ 7. If needed, assistance
is available to help
me undergéand this _ L :
product. . =.05 - ' 105.29

8. I am stimulated to
- think about the topics
~*  presented in this ,
© product. . .02 - 58.60

+ 9. The material presented

in this product seems
valuable to me. . =.02 101.54

26 .




Table 6 (Continued)

+ 10. The aims of this product

, are realistic. -.38 114.50
+ 11. I really feel that this '
. ‘ product was made for , o - _
"  people like me. - | .-l 02 76.38

+ 12. - I usually have an .
opportunity to exchange . B

ideas with others about - ' '

.02 45.40

-this product.
13. _This product will help .o
me get a job of my ‘ : ‘
choice.. . o .06 - 59.87
14. This product contains
. ideas which I can use » :
on the job. ‘ .02 . 115.56
15. " I enjoy using this . f
product. - .03 69.00
16. This product has caused -
me to think of new, ways
to do my job. .10 64.66

EH

e T

1
All reported chi-square values are statlstlcally significant
. beyond the .00l level.

*This item was retained for the final version of the Student
Impact Questionnaire. .

»

27
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Table 7 o \

i . 5\

Corfelati§§§and Chi Square Values between the Original '

and Alternative Teacher Impact Questionnaires

Item Co:relation(df=58$\  'Chi-Square (df=2)

l. The information in
this product contains
many -examples which

. help explain the sub- : ‘
"ject matter. : .17 . 89.96%%* . .

+ 2. All of the details
: of the ubject matter
- are covered in thls ) _
product. o -.02 ' ‘ 44.90%**

3. This prodﬁét‘is"w:itten
in language simijar to
the language used in .

the world of work. © .26 ' - 110.36%**
4. The events which occur o -

in this product are - o =

events which would 4 . o

occur in the real world.. .14 v ' 111.26***

5. The developers of this
product provided. special

teacher training. .23 _ 68.68*%%*
+ 6. This product has satis- | "

factory procedures and : ‘

guidelines for use. - -.05 112.12%*%*

7. Objectives were clearly
and sufficiently pointed
out for students u81ng
“this product. v .08 111.26***

% 8. This product possesses
: good overall quality
' (sound, accurate, soci- ’ ‘ .
ally fair, up-to-date). .07 109.28%**

1

9




Table 7 ( Contihued)

+ 9. staff requirements . .
decreased as a '
result of this ) :
product. ~.13 7.75%

10. What percentage of
this product's ori-
ginal objectives are

being accomplished v
for the intended , ’ ‘
group? - - 15 _ 67, ewx

11. The users of this \
pEoduct were allowed : , -
modify it. ' « 09 98.35**{

12. This product harbors
creativity and for- - .
ward thinking. -0g 83.40%%*

13. This product is
- ' relevant to the needs 4
of the students involVeéd. gy 113, 3gu#x

+ 14. This is a feasible |
product. 3 “elyq .120.Q0x**

15. There suggestions
for parent- community
invol t states i ‘ '
this product. ‘ .20 , 70, 15%%%
+ 16. This product has clear- .
ly stated objectives. = “.1j 120.gg#** >
17. This product contributes
- to the improvement of
" learning. .05 120.gg***

18. This product contributes
to the improvement of

classroom climate or '
operation. " «09 105, 10%*

29
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=

e ' . Table 7 (Continued)

- 19. This product-is . _ .
effective. : .08 a 109.60%**

20. There is sufficient
" data available regard-
ing student impact of .
- this product. = .02 ' 20.96 ***
2l.  This product contri~
- butes to the improve-
ment of perceptual
motor skills. - .10 67.32%%*

22. There are measured
cognitive gains' for
~ students who use S ' R
- this product. .08 91.09%*#*

23. _There s adverse
: student reaction to .
- this product .05 - 14.94%%*

+ 24. There are adequatg//
' ‘space facilities for
effectively using g ) :
this product. -.13 . 85.40%**
+ 25. There are ample
reference and library
resources to support .
this product. -.02 . 47.59%%*

'26. There is favorab )
student reaction to. . :
this product. " .09 82.90%**

© + 27. 'Students asgk to use :
this product. -.01 15.17%%*

+ 28. The product conforms
to the routines com-
;,  monly found in a real ’
.« T work situatibq. -.16 106.80%**

1]
\
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Tqble 7 (Continued)

. -29. The product teaches
i students to become ' '
‘ more flexible. | .12 ) ‘ 76 . 72%%*%

30. 'The product prepares
+  students for job .
level entry. .03 : 63.80%**

3l1. The.prodtct relates
to different levels . ‘ -
of student abilities. .26 . 54, 10%%*

+32. The product provides
. immediate feedback to
gtudents concerning -
their “success or o
failure. - . 15 . 78.80*%*

33. The product helps
. ' students work together ’ \ .
on a common task. .16 : 87 .00%**

34. Students say they like ‘ 8 _
the product. i .11 52,66%*%

+ 35. The product reduces
- the amount of time it

takes to teach this ¥ ‘ | ,
- skill. . -.11 24 .,94%% %
36. This ptoduct is better _ .
than similar products ‘ .
I have used in the past. .12 61l,16%**

*hk Significant beyond the .001 level
* Significant beyond the .05 level

+ This item was retained for the final version of the Teacher
Inipact Questionnaire

31
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Table 8 .

A

Correlation and Chi Square Values between the Original

.“

and Alternative Administrator Questionnaires

£

« Item qureiation(df=26)

[

Chi-Square (af=2)

This product contributes

to the improvement of
. school organizational

efficiency. .28

There is no excessive

need for special

facilities and equip-

‘ment to 1mplement this

product. | : .23

This product can bef
transported to other _
locations. _ .12

There are not many
better alternative
products’ avallable in

this area. -.08
This product is coat
~effective. .02

' There is adequate

,data availabe regard-

ing the dissemination

-of this product. ¢ .08

The implementation

of thig product does

not require extra

staff - -.01

Inc;eased admini-
stratlve ‘support is
ndt needed for success-
Tul adoption of. this

prOduct. Ty _ .15

32

(‘ﬁ
e
o

24 ,58%%*
44,70%%%
46.68%**

¢ 30.80%**

34 ;84***

22.64%%*

20.98%%*

.50



. Table 8 (Cpntinued) * . e
: — o S T .\‘.’ Qo : | a

+ 9. There is adequate data A ' oL
available regarding e ‘ S '
the proper use of t L | O :
this product. Lo -.02

‘10{;'rh1. product will - | .
: .. ’be used as much o o ’ L 23%kn
.Or more next year. . .21 43- :

* 11 Dilscmination of
this product is ‘ ) ; \
Jot difficult in , i AN
our work environ- L T SN
-mant ‘ -.19 43- : Nl

'ﬂ .
+ 12. Staff requirements K . . ‘é;%
are decreasing ‘ ‘ . :

_. as a result of
~ this product's use.

Loy —

13, this,prdduct is
being used in large 4
' numbers. : : .05 25.

14. There is adequate
' data available
regarding this - ' -
product's impact ‘ : _ K e
" on its target ' 60 -
auvdience. | -.13 1.

15. What percentage
of this product's : -
original objectives , oy =
are being accom- - ' ’ R 8
plished? .07 38.

+ 16. The users of this
product are allowed GE*N*

17. Teachers say they ‘ .
like the product. .16 ' 33.

)
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" Table 8 (Continued) ¥

. Tdachers are excited
“‘about using the S .
Product. -.05 . 21 . 32%%x

* 419 The procuct is re-

.o Seiving the )
: endorsement of the ' (
LA local vocational :
bl advisory committee. - -.15 43.28%%»
. - ¢
+ '20. The product is .
timely. | © = 37 52.14%%x
—_— ——

KA Slgnlflcant beyond the .001 level

+ This jtem was retained for the final version of the Administrator
Impact Questionnaire

A L
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Table 9
Test-;etest Reliability and Discriminant

- Validity coefficients
A for Adjusted Impact Questionnaires
Type of ' . o Test-retest Discriminant
Questionnaire N of Items Reliability Validity
Student - 10 .79 -.11 (n=164)
Teacher 10 .71 ~.24 (n=120)
o . sl ® .
Administrator 10 .80 -.57 (n=56)
&
‘4’.
v
.
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