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Background to the Present Studies 

For the past several years, the Maryland State Department of 

Education's Vocational-Technical Division has been developing, with 

the help of the Educational Testing Service, a program evaluation 

questionnaire. The questionnaire is completed by local personnel, 

students, and members of a visiting team. The items on the question

naire inquire about teacher certification and experience, instructional 

objectives, performance standards, community relations, counseling 

services, and other program characteristics. A copy of this question

naire can be found in Appendix A. 

Because the questionnaire was designed to comprehensively cover 

all important program characteristics, it is quite lengthy. It is 

12 pages long and contains over 300 individual items. A prior study 

by the present principal investigator (Johnson, 1980) was conducted to 

help reduce the number of program characteristics down to a central, 

essential set of categories. This was accomplished by mailing a letter 

to 50 State Directors of Vocational Education and to vocational educa

tion administrators in the District of Columbia and five U.S. ter

ritories, asking them for a list of what they considered to be essential 

indicators of program quality. 

Examination of the returns showed 12 common themes or categories of 

program quality. Briefly, these were: (1) active advisory council and 

craft committees; (2) effective administration of program policies; 

(3) written plan for public relations; (4) certified, qualified staff; 

(5) adequate facilities and equipment; (6) recruitment program with 

equal access; (7) guidance and counseling services; (8) realistic, 

competency-based curricula; (9) cooperative education and supervised 
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work experience; (10) student organizations; (11) placement and follow-up 

services; and (12) program evaluation. 

The first study in this final report describes how the quality indi

cator research project was used to organize and analyze data already 

collected with the ETS program evaluation questionnaire. Questionnaire 

data were available for over 11,000 students and over 600 teachers from 

1
Maryland vocational programs at the secondary level. The second study 

compares four alternative delivery systems for vocational education-

apprenticeship, CETA, cooperative education, and industrial training--and 

examines the relevance of the 12 dimensions of program quality for these 

systems. 

IThanks go to Leo Lezzer for providing this archival data. 
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Study I: Relationship between Proposed Vocational Program Quality Indicators, 

Student Satisfaction, Placement, and Job Performance Ratings 

Introduction 

The study of program quality indicators drew a distinction between 

program characteristics and program outcomes. Program characteristics 

are features of the program itself, such as the teachers, the physical 

plant, the counseling services, the curriculum, and so forth. Program 

oucomes include placement rate, student satisfaction, and employer ratings 

of job performance. The 12 categories of quality indicators identified 

by Johnson (1980) are all program characteristics. 

One concern expressed in the above study was whether there was a 

connection between quality indicators (program characteristics) and 

desirable program outcomes. For example, there was nationwide consensus 

that the presence of an active advisory council is an essential quality 

indicator; it remains to be seen, however, whether programs with an active 

advisory council place more students, create high levels of student satis

faction, etc. The present study answers that question by comparing 

program characteristics with program outcomes. 

Method 

The items on the Educational Testing Service questionnaire were first 

sorted into those describing program characteristics and those describing 

program outcomes. In terms of outcomes, the questionnaire yielded items 

related to four measures of student satisfaction (with instruction, facil 

ities, counseling services, and student organizations), placement rate for 

males, and placement rate for females. In addition supervisor ratings of 

job performance were available for approximately 800 students who had been 

followed up. These ratings included judgements of job knowledge, quickness 
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in learning job skills, work attitude, ability to work with others, and 

overall work performance. 

The next task was to sort the items dealing with program character

istics into categories defined by the 12 dimensions of program quality. 

The content of the items on the questionnaire were such that 10 of the 

12 dimensions of quality were represented. Each dimension of quality 

contained between 1 and 6 subcomponents; this meant that a total of 

36 program characteristics--each a proposed quality indicator from the 

Johnson (1980) study--could be scored from the ETS questionnaire. 

The specific assignment of ETS questionnaire items to the 36 program 

characteristic scales and the program outcome scales is described in 

detail in Appendix A. Essentially, the following procedure was used. 

First, only programs for which employer job performance ratings were 

available were selected for analysis. Job performance ratings were 

available for 56 programs. Within each program, the number of people 

who rated that program's characteristics, and the number of program 

graduates rated by employers varied considerably. Therefore, average 

ratings of program characteristics and program outcomes were computed. 

Pearson correlation coefficients were computed between the 36 

program characteristics (quality indicator) scores assigned to each 

program and the 11 outcome scores. The result of this analysis is 

a matrix of 396 coefficients, presented in Table 1. Because the pro

gram constitutes the unit of analysis, the sample size is N = 56. 

A discussion of this table follows. 
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Table 1: Relation between Program Characteristics and Outcomes 

Program Characteristic 

Advisory Council 
Help Programs 
Composition 
Meetings 
Communication 
Guidelines 

Student Satisfaction 
Cur Fac Cns .Q!:&- -

37** 25 13 -11 
20 09 03 -07 
17 13 13 -40** 
15 11 21 -50** 
22 16 21 -23 

EmEloxer Ratings 
Knw Qck Att InE Ovl 

18 08 -08 -02 12 
04 -06 -23 -23 -24 
19 09 -12 -07 19 
04 -05 -21 -32**-08 
11 06 -16 -13 08 

Placement 
Female Male 

13 12 
27* 15 
47** 51** 
41** 58** 
18 14 

Administration 
Written Policies 
Eliminate Biases 
Support Staff 

18 
-17 
-15 

02 04 
-03 -14 
-29* -20 

02 
-02 

29* 

-05 
-11 

02 

05 
-13 

02 

06 
-08 

09 

17 
13 
02 

03 
-18 
-22 

03 
01 
03 

16 
26* 

-14 

Public Relations 
Written Material 
Media Use 

11 
-10 

03 
-17 

26* -41** 
22 -18 

-05 
-02 

11 
21 

04 
-05 

-01 
-08 

-06 
-06 

09 04 
36** 06 

Staff 
Certification 
Work Experience 
Inservice 
Professional Orgn. 
St1ldent Orgo. 

-07 -07 16 
43** 30** 02 

-02 -04 10 
15 09 26* 

-22 -25 -19 

28* 
-02 
-22 

49** 
12 

-02 
08 
17 
05 

-22 

02 
17 
18 

-09 
-11 

04 
-09 

07 
-12 
-13 

16 
-02 

12 
-03 
-13 

16 
-07 

24 
-18 
-24 

-04 
-26* 
-13 
-08 

04 

-04 
15 
08 
09 
08 

Facilities 
Replicates Work Sit. 
Equipment Inventory 
Safety 
Accessibility 
Layout 

11 
05 
24 
03 

-04 

16 
04 
31* 

-08 
05 

-09 
09 
09 

-16 
15 

-04 
-28* 
-26* 
-22 
-54** 

-38**-34**-20 -18 
18 01 -04 -10 

-03 -08 -27* -22 
32* 29* 15 24 
11 -09 -09 -02 

-13 
-08 
-34** 

16 
-11 

-15 12 
-15 07 
-33* -09 
-19 25 

32* 23 

Recruitment 
Outreach 
Minority Enrollment 
Consider Empl. Oppt. 

14 
-09 
-02 

-03 
-19 

04 

04 
-05 

22 

-09 
-23 
-12 

03 
12 

-12 

01 
15 
05 

-02 
04 
16 

-11 
00 
27 

-04 
02 

-01 

08 
15 
09 

19 
06 
00 

Counseling 
Career Planning 
Clear Roles 
Availability 
Job Information 
Number of Counselors 
Needs Assessment 

-03 
06 
19 
22 

-02 
-19 

-01 
-01 

25 
15 

-09 
-09 

04 
03 
15 
20 
13 
04 

-07 
10 
08 
06 

-15 
16 

12 
00 

-24 
-03 

23 
-16 

-02 29* 16 
07 17 13 

-37**-26* -25 
-03 21 25 

34** 31* 23 
-21 -06 -04 

24 
10 

-29* 
15 
00 

-07 

49** 10 
-10 -05 
-13 16 

37** 05 
42**-02 
14 45** 

(continued next page) 
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Table 1, con't 

Program Characteristic Student Satisfaction EmEloler Ratings Placement 
Cur-- Fac-  ~ ·Org Knw Qck Att InE Ovl Female Male 

Curriculum 
Relevancy -01 -11 -05 -04 01 16 03 11 11 -09 -04 
Task Analysis 39** 27* 20 -13 -14 -05 -21 -13 -16 -21 -05 
Varied Hethods 20 03 23 15 05 04 01 00 10 -13 -15 
Outside Resources 12 11 04 -12 -02 01 05 04 13 -05 02 

Student Organizations -18 -16 -22 13 -10 -02 -09 06 -22 11 11 

Placemtent Services 33* 03 12 57** -03 18 10 03 -05 43** -02 

*p less than .05; **p less than .01 

Note. Decimal points are omitted from all correlation coefficients. Abbreviations 
for student satisfaction are as follows: Cur = curriculum; Fac = facilities; 
Cns = counseling services; Org = student organizations. Abbreviations for 
employer ratings are as follows: Knw = job knowledge; Qck = quickness in learning 
new job skills; Att = work attitude; Inp = Interpersonal skills; Ovl = overall 
rating. A complete description of the scoring scheme for these variables is 
presented in Appendix A. 
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Results and Discussion 

In a table of 396 Pearson correlation coefficients, about 20 would be 

expected to reach statistical significance at the .05 level, due to chance 

alone. To single out only statistically significant correlations for dis

cussion would therefore be unwise. A more profitable strategy would be 

to use some interpretive judgment and look for consistent patterns of 

relationships between program characteristics and program outcomes. That 

means that if all of the subcomponents of a program characteristic were 

correlated in the same direction (either positively or negatively) with 

all measures of student satisfaction, this suggests that a real relation

ship exists, even if a majority of the coefficients do not reach the .05 

level of statistical significance. 

For example (and this is purely hypothetical), the three subcomponents 

of Administration might correlate about -.21 to -.24 with the measures of 

student satisfaction and about .19 to .25 with the employer job performance 

ratings and placement rate. Although none of these correlations significant 

in a strict statistical sense, the pattern of negative correlations implies 

that programs with a highly-rated Administration have lower levels of 

student satisfaction, but good employer ratings and a high placement rate. 

Looking at the data this way, relationships between characteristics 

and outcomes will be presented where consistent trends are found. The 

findings are presented for each category of quality indicators separately. 

No attempt to explain these relationships will be made in this section of 

the report; that is reserved for the Speculation section. The present 

section merely describes the findings. 

First, 5 of the 10 categories of program characteristics showed no 

consistent relationships with any of the outcomes. These were: Administration, 
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Public Relations, Facilities, Recruitment, and Student Organizations. 

This is not to say that these features are not important; rather, as 

they were analyzed here, they seemed to have little effect on outcomes. 

All five subcomponent scores for the Advisory Council I Craft 

Committee dimension (Helps Programs, Balanced Composition~ Regular 

Meetings, Communication, Written Guidelines) showed consistent re

lationships with three of the four measures of student satisfaction 

and with both male and female placement rate. It would appear then, 

that in terms of the satisfaction and placement outcomes, the existence 

of an active advisory council is indeed an indicator of program quality. 

Two of the five subcomponent scores for Staff appeared to be re

lated to outcomes. First, in programs where the staff had more work 

experience and were involved in professional organizations, student 

satisfaction was higher. Second, in programs whose teachers attended 

inservice meetings frequently, employers tended to rate the students' 

work performance more highly. Thus, professional involvement on the 

part of the teaching staff seems to have a positive effect on the 

students' education. 

Counseling services were related to outcomes in the following ways. 

The presence of a well-organized system of testing, planning, and record

keeping was associated with a high placement rate (especially for females) 

and with employer job ratings (particularly of work attitude and working 

well with others). Next, having counselor roles and responsibilities 

clearly defined was associated with good job performance ratings, again 

mostly work attitude and working well with others. 

The subcomponents of the counseling dimension dealing with the direct 

relationship between counselors and students showed several expected, but 
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one unexpected finding. First, as one might predict, the amount of 

information counselors gave about job availability was related to 

student satisfaction, job performance ratings, and placement for 

females. Next, in programs with a greater number of counselors, job 

performance ratings were higher, as was the placement rate for females. 

Then, in an unexpected finding, counseling availability (how often 

counseling was offered) was positively associated with student satis

faction, but negatively related to all job performance ratings pro

vided by the employers. (Possible reasons for this finding are pre

sented in the Speculations section.) Finally, in programs that 

stressed assessment of counseling needs, placement rate was higher for 

both males and females. 

Turning to the curriculum, four of the five components were posi

tively related to student satisfaction. In order, these were: using 

task analysis as a basis for instruction, using varied instructional 

techniques, using outside resources, and having written objectives 

available for each course. 

Finally, programs with higher ratings of their placement services 

had a higher level of student satisfaction, and a higher placement 

rate--but for females only. 

Speculations 

Overall, it appears that the Advisory Council/Craft Committee, 

Staff, Counseling, Curriculum, and Placement Services are the program 

characteristics that have the greatest impact on program outcomes. The 

relationships between the other dimensions of program characteristics 

and program outcomes were weak, inconsistent, or nonexistent. 

If association between a program characteristic and a desirable 
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program outcome is a requirement for calling a program characteristic 

a genuine quality indicator, then only five of 12 proposed dimensions 

of quality pass the test, and not all of the subcomponents within these 

five dimensions meet this requirement. Intuitively, one might think 

that if a majority of state directors for vocational education agreed 

that a program characteristic is an indicator of quality, that character

istic should be related to desirable outcomes. One possibility why not 

all of the program characteristics judged important by the state directors 

as quality indicators were associated with outcomes is that these program 

characteristics are important for legal reasons (e.g., policy against sex 

and race bias) or political reasons (e.g., public relations), but do not 

have a direct impact on variables like student satisfaction or employer 

ratings of performance. The limitations of the available data were such 

that only a narrow range of outcomes could be examined. The relationship 

2between program characteristics and other program outcomes could be 

addressed by future research. 

Another reason why relationships were not found between outcomes and 

all of the program characteristics could be the technical limitations of 

the study. These are discussed in detail in the following section, 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research. Speculation about the 

2possible outcomes for study are: program completion, demonstrated skill 
proficiency, job stability, student demand, student job satisfaction, wages, 
minority enrollment, rate of job advancement, cost/benefit ratios, return 
rate, active employer recruitment, program reputation in community, referals, 
endorsement by professional groups, and community support. Negative out- . 
comes would include physical injuries, failures, withdrawals, absenteeism, 
tardiness, behavior problems, poor social adjustment, and teacher turn-over 
rate. These outcomes were gathered by Johnson (1980) but not listed in 
that report. 
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relationships that were found are now presented. 

A full 80 percent of the state directors who contributed quality 

indicators in the Johnson (1980) study agreed that Advisory Councils 

and Craft Committees are an integral part of a vocational education 

program. In that report it was noted that some ambiguity existed on 

precisely what an advisory council was what its functions were. The 

term could refer to a state committee serving all of the programs in 

the state, a local committee serving a school's overall program, or 

specific committees serving each topical program area with the school's 

overall program. It is likely that in the present study, it is the 

local, specific advisory personnel that are having the greatest impact 

on outcomes. These local personnel have intimate knowledge of the 

working conditions, practices, and employment opportunities in their 

fields. It is not surprising that programs that use this valuable 

information have higher levels of student satisfaction and good place

ment rates. 

Neither was it surprising to find positive outcomes in programs 

whose teachers had more work experience, were involved in professional 

organizations, and attended inservice meetings frequently. First, 

teachers who are professionally active acquire job knowledge that is 

more extensive, accurate, and up-to-date than teachers who simply teach 

from old textbooks. This certainly benefits students. Just as important. 

however, is that professional involvement indicates enthusiasm and a 

positive attitude about teaching; this is reflected in student satisfaction. 

Examination of the counseling dimension showed that overall organ

ization of counseling services was associated with a higher placement 
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rate and favorable ratings by employers for job performance, especially 

along the social-interpersonal dimensions (work attitude and ability to 

work with others). This makes sense in light of a study by Holland, 

Gottfredson, and Power (1980). Holland et al. suggest that two important 

functions of career counselors are dealing with general maladjustment and 

lack of information about jobs. Effective counseling should therefore 

be associated with (a) good work attitudes and interpersonal effectiveness, 

and (b) knowing enough about job availability to secure employment. This 

is precisely what the present study found. 

That the availability of counseling is negatively associated with 

employer ratings of job performance is puzzling. A possible explanation 

is that in programs in which counseling is always readily available, 

students develop a dependent relationship with their counselors. Upon 

graduation they move into a work environment that requires a high degree 

of independence and self-reliance. In this situations, lower job ratings 

might be a function of inability to work alone or inappropriate attempts 

to establish a dependent relationship with the employer. Clearly, more 

research is needed to determine if this phenomenon indeed exists and why. 

It is hardly surprising that the use of varied instructional techniques 

and outside resources is related to student satisfaction. Students be

come bored in a class wherein only lectures are used. Having written 

objectives for the courses was related to student satisfaction, no doubt 

because students want to know exactly what is expected of them. Finally, 

an interesting finding is that satisfaction is higher in programs that 

use a task-analysis as a basis for instruction. Perhaps this is because 

such programs provide a sequence of training that is accurate and realistic 

with respect to the actual work environment. 
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•The positive relationship between the quality of placement services 

and placement rate for females has a simple explanation. That is, jobs 

in technical fields typically have been more open to men than women. 

The difficulties females experience in obtaining such jobs can be a1

1eviated with an effective placement service. 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

Great care should be taken in interpreting the findings in this 

report. First of all, the speculations presented here are just that-

speculations. A correlation between a program characteristic and a 

program outcome doesn't even necessarily mean that the characteristic 

causes the outcome. Both characteristic and outcome could be a function 

of some third unknown variable. 

There are numerous problems in reanalyzing archival data, which 

means that one should be careful about accepting the validity of the 

correlations themselves, apart from interpretations. First, there are 

all of the possible errors associated with having a new programmer and 

statistician analyze unfamiliar data. The Department of Vocational and 

Technical Education did provide an interpretive guide, which clearly 

showed which numbers in the data were associated with what variables. 

The problem was in merging the evaluation questionnaire data file with 

the employer rating data file, making sure that the ratings were averaged 

properly and matched with the appropriate program data set. Spot checks 

appeared to show that this procedure as accomplished successfully, but 

with such a complicated process, errors are always possible. 

Another problem in dealing with this archival data set was finding 

enough items to validly and reliably represent the components of the 

quality indicator dimensions. For two of the proposed dimensions of 
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quality--Work Experience and Evaluation--no items were deemed adequate 

for measuring the dimensions. For some of the dimensions of quality, 

only one or two items were relevant for some of the subcomponents, and 

some of the subcomponents were not represented at all. It is a well-known 

psychometric principle that scales with only a few items tend to be in

herently unreliable. But with archival data, one has no choice but use 

what is available. 

For the scales that contained an adequate number of items, an es

timate of reliability (e.g., Cronbach's aipha) should have been computed. 

This was not possible, due to limited computer space and funds. One has 

to accept on faith that these scales are reasonable reliable, based on 

Block's (1978) claim that average ratings become more and more reliable 

when more raters are used. The problem here, though, is that in com

puting average scores for each program, some programs were represented 

by only a few students, and others, by many. Ideally, each program 

should be represented by the same number of students, with a sufficient 

number (at least 30 per program) to allow one to make statistical inferences 

with confidence. 

A final sampling problem concerns race and sex. Originally, the 

effect of these variables on outcomes was to be examined; however, a 

preliminary analysis of the available data showed that the sample was 

predominantly white and male. Statistical inferences using these 

variables might therefore be misleading; consequently, race and sex 

differences were not examined. The effect of these variables should 

be studied in the future, however. 

The above technical problems might seem devastating, but the fact 

that some consistent and meaningful relationships between program 
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characteristics and outcomes were found indicates that the findings have 

some validity. If the scoring methods were completely unreliable and 

invalid, no meaningful patterns would have emerged from the data, yet 

many patterns were found. These findings should not be regarded as 

definitive, given the technical shortcomings of the study, but they 

can be regarded as real. 

Several suggestions are offered for extending and improving the 

present research study. First, if the quality indicator dimensions 

are to be assessed properly, a new evaluation questionnaire would be 

required. The new questionnaire would contain items designed speci

fically to cover the 12 dimensions of quality, with all of their sub

components. Next, it would be desirable if one assessment team rated 

all of the programs; this would contribute to the reliability of the 

ratings. Finally, programs should be sampled such that sufficient 

numbers of students of each sex and race are represented, so that 

the impact of these two variables can be assessed. Finally, it would 

be useful to sample programs other than those found in high schools 

and vocational schools, to examine the effects of different delivery 

systems. For a description and comparison of some alternative de

livery systems for vocational education, we now turn to the second 

study. 
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Study II: A Comparison of Four Alternative Delivery Systems for Vocational 

Education: Apprenticeship, CETA, Cooperative Education, and Industrial Training 

Introduction 

The purpose of the study described in this section of the report is 

to compare four alternatives to traditional vocational-technical high schools 

for delivering vocational education. These delivery systems include appren

ticeship programs, CETA programs, cooperative education, and industrial 

training. 

The following section of this part of the report describes the unique 

philosophies, methods, and general features of each delivery system. These 

program descriptions provide information that can be compared to the 12 

categories of quality indicators for vocational education, described in an 

earlier report (Johnson, 1980) and in the report immediately preceding this 

one. Possible links between the quality indicator study and the present 

study are discussed in the implications section of this report. The actual 

relevance and importance of the 12 quality indicators for these alternative 

delivery systems was to be investigated through a survey of administrators 

and program directors. Time and fiscal constraints required that that issue 

be addressed by future research. The present study limits itself to a com

parative description of the delivery systems and to an empirical investi 

gation described below. 

After the program characteristics of each delivery system are described, 

the report then describes a study to assess the impact of the four delivery 

systems on the satisfaction of the program graduates and on employer ratings 

of graduates' job performance. The moderating effects of demographic vari 

ables (age, sex, race, socioeconomic status, etc.) and personality variables 

(interests, vocational maturity, etc.) were also examined. Representative 

samples from each delivery system Were identified, and program graduates and 
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employers surveyed. The implications of the results of the study for 

policy and future research are discussed. 

Program Descriptions 

The program descriptions below were provided largely by Maryland 

State Department of Education program coordinators and other directors 

3and administrators. Most of the following materials is taken verbatim 

from descriptions provided by these individuals. In cases where the 

material comes from a published source, the reference is noted. Otherwise. 

the information was provided--either orally or in writing--by one of the 

individuals cited in the footnote below. 

A. Apprenticeship 

Apprenticeship is a process through which individuals 
learn to be skilled craft workers. Apprenticeship is paid 
employment which combines on-the-job training supervised by 
skilled journey workers with theory taught through job-related 
courses, such as drafting, blue-print reading, mathematics, 
and science. This instruction is usually given at vocational 
and trade schools, junior and comrnunitycolleges, industrial 
training facilities, or through correspondence courses. 

The apprenticeship program is designed to teach the ap
prentice all the aspects of the trade, ensuring highly skilled 
workers for em~o)ers and unions, and increasing the individual's 
employability by providing a broad range of training. Those 
who have learned their trade through apprenticeship, being 
knowledgable and expert in the total range of tasks which make 
up the job, have greater job retention and are more likely to 
advance to supervisory and management positions. 

The length of a full apprenticeship program varies from 
1 to 5 years, depending on the trade or occupation, with the 
majority of programs lasting from 3 to 4 years. Apprenticeship 
wages usually start at 50 percent of the journey worker wage. 
with increases about every six months if progress is satis
factory. An apprentice near the end of the training period is 
performing the work of a journey worker and is receiving about 
95 percent of the journey worker wage. 

Thanks go to Dick Kiley. Joe Olenski, Lou Nemerofsky, Gordon Byrd. 
Nathan Breed, Dave Webster, Georgia Duffee, and Nancy Pinson for 
providing or directing the principal investigator to this material. 

3 
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Apprenticeship programs are operated by employers working 
with unions when the workers are organized, or by employers 
alone when there is no union. Training of apprentices is al
ways a joint effort requiring close cooperation of skilled 
journey workers who do the actual on-the-job training and 
management which is responsible for the efficient operation 
of the program. 

There are four types of programs in operation. Indi
vidual nonjoint programs in small shops without a union con
stitute the majority of all registered apprenticeship pro
grams. An individual joint program is an individual employ
er with a union such as may occur in a manufacturing or other 
firm. Group joint involves two or more employers with a 
union, as in the construction and general contracting trades, 
and a group nonjoint program is a group of employers without 
a union, such as the Dental Technicians Association or the 
Auto Dealers Association among others have. 

In the service, manufacturing, transportation, and print
ing industries, there may be one or more management-union / 
employee committees operating in each company or plant. The 
committee(s) operates the apprenticeship program, determines 
the number of apprentices, recruits applicants, administers 
tests, and accepts apprentices into the program. 

In the construction industry, each trade has its own 
separate joint apprenticeship committee (JAC) which. consists 
of representatives from the union and employers who hire 
workers in that trade. The Joint apprenticeship committee 
interviews, tests, and accepts applicants for apprenticeship 
openings in the trade. Accepted applicants are placed on the 
JAC's waiting or hiring list in the order of their merit 
based on their qualifications and test scores, and employers 
select new apprentices from the list. The JAC's also supervise 
and evaluate apprentices' work experience, and certify them 
as journey workers when the training is successfully 
completed. 

Apprenticeship involves the cooperation of employers, 
unions, vocational education and other schools and govern
ment. The Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training (BAT) is 
an agency of the Employment and Training Administration, 
U.S. Department of Labor. With 10 regional offices and field 
representatives in every state, BAT carries out the provisions 
of the National Apprenticeship Act which was passed in 1937 
to promote the furtherance of labor standards of apprentice
ship. State Apprenticeship Agencies recognized by the U.S. 
Department of Labor have been established in 29 states, the 
District of Columbia, the Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico. 
Each of these State agencies obtains policy guidance from 
apprenticeship councils composed of employeri labor, and 
public representatives. Their work is carried on as an 
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integral part of the national apprenticeship system in cooperation 
with the Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training. 

Appenticeship programs which meet the standards of the De
partment of Labor may be registered with the recognized State 
Apprenticeship Agency or the Federal Bureau of Apprenticeship 
and Training. These apprenticeship standards specified in 29 
CFR 29 include items such as the ratio of apprentices to journey 
workers, the length of the apprenticeship training, the outline 
of the work process in which the apprentice will be trained, the 
wage scale progression, the credit which the apprentice receives 
for participating in the program, and equality of access to and 
opportunity in the apprenticeship program for all groups, in
cluding minorities and women. In addition to registering ap
prenticeship programs, BAT or a recognized State Apprenticeship 
Agency encourages private enterprise to establish systematic 
training in skilled occupations, and provide advisory services 
in developing, installing, and administering apprenticeship and 
allied training programs. I 

In summary, BAT works primarily in the private sector to 
develop employment opportunities and training for individuals. 
The skills developed and techniques used in promoting apprentice
ship will be useful to CETA prime sponsers in developing other 
types of training in private business. 

All of the above material was taken directly from the 

Apprenticeship and CETA Technical Assistance Guide, U.S. Depart

ment of Labor, 1979. The following section describes apprentice

ship programs in Maryland. This material is from DVTE's "Ap

prenticeship Related Instructional Program." 

Maryland has long recognized planned apprenticeship programs 
as one of the most important methods of producing and maintaining 
a competent and stable labor force particularly in the skilled 
trades and crafts. 

Such programs, sponsered by employers, em~oyer associations, 
or joint labor-management committees, consist of both on-the-job 
training and related or classroom and laboratory experiences. 
The Maryland Apprenticeship and Training Council is responsible 
for establishing standards and/or approving and registering pro
grams that meet such standards. 

One of the basic standards of the national apprenticeship 

program requires the provision for organized related and 

supplemental instruction necessary to provide apprentices with 

knowledge in technical subjects related to the trade. Under 
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#09.12.22 Rules, Regulations, and Standards Relating to Maryland 
Apprenticeship and Training Law, a "minimum of 144 hours for each 
year of apprenticeship or the number of hours necessary to cover 
related courses required by the program sponsor is recommended." 
Program sponsors, under the above Rules and Regulations, are en
couraged "to use existing local public vocational school facil 
ities in formulating and establishing courses of related instruction." 

The Division of Vocational-Technical Education administers, 
through local school systems and the community colleges, the re
lated technical instruction programs. 

The State shares in the cost of training by providing a por
tion of the instructional salaries, w.hich most frequently are 
supplemented by the program sponsors. The State's proportion of 
the total direct instructional costs continues to dwindle due 
to the increasing costs resulting from inflation in salarlis and 
difficulty in recruiting technically qualified instructors. Other 
costs, such as textbooks, supplies, administration, and on-the
job placement and supervision are borne by the program sponsors, 
and these costs usually far exceed the direct instructional costs. 
Additional costs include the provision of related technical in
struction for apprentices in less than class size groups and those 
who are too "isolated" to attend a class. 

B. CETA, 

A purpose of CETA is to provide training and employment op
portunities to unemployed or underemployed persons who are econ
omically disadvataged and to increase the earned income of these 
individuals and enhance their self-sufficiency. To do this, 
prime sponsors are to coordinate their CETA programs with related 
economic and community development activities and self-employment 
training programs. 

The reenactment of CETA in October 1978, amended the original 
legislation to provide a balanced economic tool to counter both 
structural and cyclical unemployment, but clearly the program is 
aimed at training and employing those persons who are jobless for 
lack of marketable skills. 

Unlike cyclical unemployment, which usually tends to be tempor
ary and short term, structural unemployment is far more persistent, 
long term, and harder to correct. Accordingly, a principal focus 
of the new CETA is to actively involve business and industry in 
developing and implementing programs designed to provide training 
and jobs for hard to employ persons. The emphasis in CETA has 
shifted from federally-subsidized public service employment to 
unsubsidized jobs in the private sector. 

Following is a brief description of each Title contained in 
the reauthorization legIslation. 

http:09.12.22
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Title I provides the administrative and general provisions 
which apply to all sections of the law. 

Title II of CETA provides for comprehensive employment 
services to enable qualified low income persons to secure jobs 
at their maximum capacity. Prime sponsers are given substantial 
flexibility in planning and may include such activities as out
reach, counseling, orientation, on-the-job training, work ex
periences, classroom training and supportive servies in their 
program designs. Part D of Title II provides transitional pub
lic service jobs and related training to the economically dis
advantaged. All of these activities may be coordinated with 
apprenticeship programs. 

Title III provides for special Federal responsibilities 
toward identified targeted groups to be met, and identifies re
search and evaluation objectives. 

Title IV provides for programs directed toward youth which 
can also be examined closely to determine where ties with ap
prenticeship programs may be effectuated. The program models 
presented later in Chapter III may provide you with some insights 
for planning local arrangements. This Title also continues the 
Job Corps. 

Title V authorizes the National Commission for Employment 
Policy which advises the President and Congress on national 
employment and training issues. 

Title VI provides cyclical public service employment and 
related training to unemployed and low income individuals. 

Title VII is a major initiative of the law, the establish
ment of the Private Sector Initiative Program (PSIP), which is 
intended to create a partnership between prime sponsers and 
private business organizations. CETA sponsers will appoint a 
Private Industry Council (PIC) to assist in meeting the goals 
established for the private sector program. 

Title VIII provides for the creation of the Young Adult 
Conservation Corps which offers employment to youth in conser
vation work on public landse 

The above material was taken directly from the Apprenticeship 

and CETA Technical Assistance Guide, U. S. Department of Labor, 1979. 

The following section describes the use of CETA funds in Maryland. 

In Public Law 95-524, Congress made provision for sup
plemental vocational education assistance in Section 204 of 
Title II. With funds granted to the Governor by the Labor 
Department, the Vocational-Technical Division, Maryland State 
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Department of Education, makes arrangements to provide needed 
vocational education and services in areas served by Prime 
Sponsers. 

The vocational education services are provided to the 
Balance of State and the other four Prime Sponsers as delineated 
in an agreement between the Maryland State Department of 
Education and the Chairman of the State Manpower Services 
Council. 

A nonfinancial agreement is negotiated between the Vo
cational-Technical Division, Maryland State Department of 
Education and the five Prime Sponsers. The nonfinancial 
agreement outlines specific services to be provided to the 
Prime Sponser by Vocational-Technical Education. One of the 
services that is provided or arranged for by the Vocational
Technical Division is institutional training. Institutional 
training may include occupational skill training, basic ed
ucation, counseling, related instruction, and work experience. 

The type of occupational training to be provided to 
Balance of State residents is determined by a functional 
Balance of State Planning Council and Council Subcommittees. 
The Council membership is chosen to reflect the situations 
and needs of the area and they have access to information on 
labor market supply and demand. This insures occupational 
training that will most likely lead to employment of the par
ticipants. 

Institutional training can take one of two forms, either 
class size or individual referral. If labor market demand is 
not great enough to justify a full class project, the Prime 
Sponser may elect to request Individual Referral training. 

For class size training, the CETA staff of the Vocational
Technical Division, Maryland State Department of Education, 
arranges for the training to be prOVided in accordance with the 
Prime Sponser agreement by contacting appropriate approved 
training agencies, such as, community colleges, boards of 
education, nonpublic schools, hospitals, etc. 

The State Vocational Education staff works with the staff 
of the training agency to prepare a budget and course of study. 
The training agency is reimbursed for the training costs by 
the State Department of Education in accordance with the budget 
and the approved project. The CETA staff of the Vocational 
Division also arranges for institutional training with Prime 
Sponser Title I funds when requested to do so by the Prime 
Sponser. 

The CETA Vocational-Technical Education staff arranges for 
individual training when the designated Balance of State 
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Employment Service Office notifies the Vocational Division 
that they have a CETA client that needs training in a speci
fic occupation. An agreement is made by the Vocational 
Division with an approved training agency which can provide 
the training needed by the participant to secure employment. 

C. Cooperative Education 

Cooperative vocational education involves cooperative 
arrangements between the school and empoyers, enabling stu
dents to receive vocational instruction in the school and on 
the job through part-time employment. This instruction is 
planned, organized, and coordinated to assure that each com
ponent contributes to the student's education and employabil 
ity. Cooperative education is provided in one of three major 
formats. The formats are capstone, integrated, and diversified. 

Capstone. The on-the-job component of the program is 
subsequent to student completion of the in-school, skill 
development component. Students are placed at training sites 
which have potential to extend and refine the competencies 
which were developed in the in-school component. 

Integrated. The on-the-job component of the program is 
entered after some in-school skill development and the in
school skill development component is maintained concurrent 
with on-the-job experience. Students are placed at training 
sites which have potential to complement the in-school com
ponent. 

Diversified. The major portion of skill development is 
provided through on~the-job work experience. The in-school 
component is concurrent with the on-the-job component and is 
related to the occupational placement. The occupational 
placements are targeted on employment opportunities for which 
an in-school program does not exist. 

Staffing Options 

1. Teacher-Coordinator. A teacher-coordinator is re
sponsible for providing in-school vocational instruction and 
coordinating on-the-job experience (integrated and diversified 
programs) • 

2. Coordinator. A coordinator is responsible for co
ordinating on-the-job experience. Another teacher is responsi
ble for the in-school vocational instruction component of the 
program (capstone programs). 
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Coordination. Adequate time is provided for coordination 
of the on-the-job component. The number of hours of coordination 
time per student is within the following standards: 

Coordination Students 
Hours Per Week Coordinated 

5 1-15 
10 16-30 
15 31-45 
20 46-60 
25 61-75 

Administration 

1. A written training plan has been developed coopera
tively by the teacher and employer for both the classroom and 
on-the-job training. The training plan includes: a) length 
of training, b) skills to be learned through on-the-job 
training and work experience, and c) skills and knowledge to 
be taught in the classroom. The completed training plan is 
maintained in each cooperative student's folder. 

2. Students receive appropriate compensation for work 
performed as student learners. 

3. The coordinator is required to visit students where 
employed (at least four times per year) to observe the students 
at work and to confer with the employer. 

4. A written evaluation of each student's on-the-job 
training is completed by the coordinator and employer for 
each grading period. 

5. Each student is covered by applicable work permit 
and/or student learner permit as required by state and federal 
labor laws. The cooperative coordinator makes every effort to 
assist the employer in complying with labor laws as they apply 
to minors in cooperative programs. 

6. Each cooperative vocational education program pro
vides on-the-job training that: 

a. 	 Is related to existing employment opportunities which 
offer promotion and advancement. 

b. 	 Is related to the student's occupational objective. 
c. 	 Does not displace other workers who can perform 

such work. 

7. Students receive credit for the on-the-job segment, 
as well as, the in-school segment of cooperative programs. 
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Special Provisions for Cooperative Vocational Programs 
Receiving a Supplemental Grant under Section 122, P.L. 94-482. 

1. Funding priority consideration is given to those coun
ties (including Baltimore City) experiencing relatively high 
dropout rate and high youth unemployment. 

2. Provision is made for participation of students from 
nonprofit private schools in co-op programs (written evidence 
that private school students were given due consideration). 

The above information and the information below were both provided 

by the Maryland State Department of Education, Division of Vocational-

Technical Education. 

D. Industrial Training. 

Maryland's Industrial Training Program grew out of a need 
to stimulate the State's economy. It encourages new indus
tries to locate here and existing industries to consider ex
panding in the State by offering training assistance. 

The program includes financial support from the State of 
Maryland to companies to establish training for the required 
job skills. The goal is to create an internal training function 
that will be self-sufficient when the State contract expires, 
frequently at the end of one year. 

To accomplish this, Maryland provides support to the com
pany in areas such as job/task analysis, instructor training, 
curriculum evaluation and development, program development, im
plementation and program evaluation. Under the direction of a 
State Coordinator for Industrial Training, support is delivered 
through a network of regional field coordinators, a central 
staff experienced in start-up training and participating local 
education or private agencies. The entire program is headed 
by a coordinating council composed of representatives from 
the State Department of Education, Employment Security Admin
istration, Department of Economic and Community Development 
and State Board for Community Colleges. 

Since its inception in 1969, 7,220 people in forty-two 
companies have been trained under the program. Through ex
pansions these jobs have resulted in over 20,225 new jobs for 
Marylanders. 

The State of Maryland and its counties have gained sub
stantial benefits through increased tax revenues and economic 
expansion in areas of high unemployment. 
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Program Impact 

The foregoing material shows that the four alternative delivery 

systems differ substantially in their sources of funding, program 

goals, populations served, and overall educational philosophy. The present 

s.t.udy assesses the differential impact of the delivery systems on 

program participants. The aim of the study was to see if participants 

in the different programs differed in terms of satisfaction with their 

program and in terms of employers' ratings of the job performance of 

program graduates. Also, the effect of demographic and personality 

characteristics on satisfaction and performance ratings was examined. 

In the interest of integrating this study with the previous study 

of quality indicators, the results of the study are discussed in the 

context of differences among programs on the kinds of program quality 

indicators each stresses. That is, the differences in satisfaction 

and performance ratings that are found may be due to the types of 

quality indicators each delivery system finds important. Discussion 

of the issue is frankly speculative and interpretive, but lays a 

groundwork for future research. 

Finally, based on the results of the study, recommendations for 

each delivery system are made. 

Survey Instruments 

Two survey instruments were created specifically for this study: 

a trainee/worker survey form and an employer/supervisor rating form. 

These two forms can be found in Appendix B. The worker survey form 

was designed to assess two types of information--demographic and 

personality characteristics of the worker, and his or her satisfaction 
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with training received from the alternative vocational education 

delivery system. The nature of the demographic and personality 

variables, the procedures for scoring these variables, and the 

rationale behind their use are described in Part A of the Results 

section. 

The supervisor rating forms provide five dimensions on which 

job performance can be assessed. These five dimensions were de

rived from a Maryland State Department of Education Employer 

Follow-Up Questionnaire (see Appendix A). The first dimension, 

knowledge of job duties, condensed items AI, A2, and A3 from the 

older form. The second dimension, quickness in learning new job 

skills, condenses items Bl, B2, and B3 from the older form. The 

third dimension, work attitude, attendance, and dependability, 

condenses items Cl, C4, and CS from the older form. The fourth 

dimension, ability to ~ along with others, condenses items C2 

and C3 from the older form. The first two dimensions cover the 

worker's intellectual/technical ability; the latter two cover 

emotional/interpersonal competence. Workers could be rated on a 

scale from 1 (does not meet job requirements) to 5 (exceeds job 

requirements). Finally, a fifth dimension, adapted from part D 

of the old form, allowed an overall assessment of training prepared

ness (1 = poorly prepared; 2 = well prepared; 3 = exceptionally 

prepared). 

Information gathered from these two survey instruments provides 

a means of assessing the impact of three factors--vocational program 

type, demographic background, and personality--on two outcome cat

egories: trainee satisfaction and employer ratings of job per

formance. Thus, these instruments allowed a comparison of the 
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effectiveness of different delivery systems for vocational edu

cation, where effectiveness is defined as satisfaction and ratings 

of job performance. Moreover, the moderating influence of sex, 

race, activity preference, and other demographic and personality 

variables on the effectiveness of each delivery system can be ex

amined. Although the situation is not a controlled experiment, 

multivariate statistics allow for a comparison of the relative 

effects of program type, demographics, and personality on satis

faction and performance. 

Because these two survey instruments are new, their reliability 

and validity are as yet untested--though the older employer ratings 

form was found to have excellent reliability. Results of the study 

should therefore be interpreted with caution. 

Population Sample 

With the help of several program administrators 3, representative 

sample programs were identified. Immediate program directors/co

ordinators were contacted and initially 10 programs agreed to parti

cipate in the survey: 3 Apprenticeship programs, 2 CETA programs, 

2 Cooperative Education programs, and 3 Industrial Training programs. 

Forty trainee/worker and employer/supervisor rating forms were pre

pared and distributed. Because individuals in Apprenticeship and 

Industrial Training programs could not be expected to stop work to 

3The following individuals were primarily responsible for identi
fying sample populations and are to be thanked: Georgia Duffee, 
Apprenticeship; Joe Olenski, CETA; George Gabriel, Cooperative 
Education; and Dave Webster, Industrial Training. Nancy Pinson 
was instrumental in contacting these individuals, and many others 
helped at various stages along the way. Hopefully, their names 
are all included in the acknowledgements section of this report. 
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complete the surveys as a group, these people answered th.e surveys 

privately and mailed the survey forms directly back to the princi

pal investigator. Supervisors were briefed on the use of the rating 

form; the forms were mailed in when completed. 

From the original sample, 1 Apprenticeship, 1 CETA, and 2 

Industrial Training programs changed their minds about participating, 

or otherwise failed to return the survey materials. Attrition in 

mail-backs resulted in the following number of useable surveys 

(the first number in the parentheses is the number of trainee/worker 

forms; the second is the number of supervisor rating forms): 

Apprenticeship (52, 77), CETA (30, 30), Cooperative Education (47, 52), 

and Industrial Training (26, 40). 

The sample sizes are admittedly small; as such, no claims can 

be made about generalizing the results of this study to all voca

tional programs. Nonetheless, the particular programs sampled are 

representative in the sense that the program administrators regarded 

these programs as "typical." Also, the sample sizes are large enough 

by most standards to employ both descriptive and inferential sta

tistics. Clearly, caution is required concerning the generalizability 

of the study, but there is .certainly no deliberate sampling bias that 

would slant the results. 

Analyses 

Statistical analyses were performed to answer three general questions: 

1. Do program participants differ in terms of demographic and 

personality characteristics? 

2. Do program participants differ in terms of job performance 

ratings and worker satisfaction? 

.. 
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3. What factors account for differences in job performance 

ratings and worker satisfaction? 

Results 

A. Group differences in demographic and personality characteristics. 

The composition of the four program types were first examined 

for differences in age, sex, race, education, and father's socio

economic status. Table 2 summarizes these differences. 

The statistics in Table 2 show that, compared to the total 

sample, the apprenticeship participants are about average in age, 

predominantly white and male, generally better educated, and are 

from homes of relatively high socioeconomic status. The all-female 

CETA sample is average in age, mostly black, slightly less educated, 

and are from relatively poor families. The cooperative education 

participants are younger than the others, mostly white, split 50-50 

on sex, and are about average in SES. Participants from industrial 

training are older than the others, mostly white, are th.e best 

educated, and are from the highest SES backgrounds. These 

differences--and other personality differences discussed below--are 

important for understanding differences in job performance ratings 

and satisfaction. Because the four types of programs differ in 

demographic characteristics, the effect of these variables must 

be controlled when examining the effect of the delivery system per 

~ on job performance ratings and satisfaction of the worker. 

Next, the samples were examined for personality differences. 

Time constraints prevented the administration of standard, vali 

dated personality inventories. The personality items used in the 

present survey form represent attempts to assess theoretically 

• 
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Table 2 Demographic Characteristics 

A~ea Raceb Sexc Educationd Father's 
Program N Range Mean Nonwhite White Male Female Elm HS Coll SESe 

Appr'ship 52 16-35 23.3 16% 84% 90% 10% 98% 96% 23% 3.8 

CETA 30 18-33 23.9 83 17 0 100 100 70 0 3.1 

Coop. Ed. 47 16-19 17.1 9 91 SO 50 100 100 2 3.4 

Ind. Tr'ing 26 16-56 29.1 8 92 62 38 100 96 38 3.9 

TOTAL 155 16-56 22.5 26% 74% 56% 44% 99% 92% 15% 3.6 

aAge in years. Analysis of variance showed F(3,151) = 34.89; B less than •
•0001, indicating significant differences among groups. 

bRace as percent of that sample. Chi-square with 12 degrees of freedom = 
81.47; .E. less than .0001, indicating significant differences among groups 
when all categories of race are considered. Breakdown on nonwhite raw 
frequencies are as follows: apprenticeship, 6 Black, 1 Asian, 1 American 
Indian; CETA, 24 Black, 1 Spanish; cooperative education, 2 Black, 2 
American Indian; industrial training, 2 Black. 

cSex as percent of that sample. Chi-square with 3 degrees of freedom = 
63.24; .E. less than .0001, indicating significant differences among ~roups. 
Accordin~ to administrative sources and statewide &tatistics,sex ratios 
are representative of each population except the CETA program. This 
all-female class were training to become secretaries and receptionists. 

~ercentage of each sample with elementary school, high school, and col
lege education. When elementary school is assigned a value of "111, high 
school, "2", and college, "3", mean scores for apprenticeship, CETA, 
cooperative education, and industrial training programs are 2.2, 1.7, 
2.0, and 2.4, respectively. The F value with (3,150) degrees of freedom 
is 16.30; .E. less than .0001), indicating significant differences among 
groups. 

eFath.er's occupations were coded for SES using Holland's (1973) codes 
for educational level. Levels 5 and 6 mean college training is neces
sary (e.g., mechanical engineer). Levels 3 and 4 mean high school and 
some college, technical, or business training is needed (e.g., electri
cian). Levels 1 and 2 mean that an occupation requires only elementary 
school training or no special training at all (e.g., janitor). Anal
ysis of variance on these scores showed an! (3,125) of 5.00; .E. less 
than .01, indicating significant differences among groups. 
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significant variables in the personality theory literature. However, 

the items used in this study have not been pretested for reliability 

and validity; hence, these results should be interpreted with the great

est caution. 

The personality scores in this study were generated in the fol

lowing manner. Holland's (1973) vocational personality types were 

estimated in two ways. Each subject's ideal occupation was coded 

with Holland's occupation finder for its resemblance to the Realis

tic, Investigative, Artistic, Social, Enterprising, and Conventional 

types. A description of the personality characteristics of these 

types is available in Holland's 1973 book; for here, a thumbnail 

sketch of each type will suffice. Realistic types are asocial, 

literal-minded, masculine; Investigative types are curious, analyti 

cal, introverted; Artistic types are imaginative, complicated, dis

orderly; Social types are friendly, cooperative, outgoing; Enter

priSing types are ambitious, exhibitionistic, dominant; and Con

ventional types are orderly, controlled, conservative. 

Each individual received six scores based on their ideal occupa

tion, which had been coded with. Holland's occupational finder. A "6" 

was assigned to the predominant type, a "5" to the second most salient 

type, a "4" to the third most salient type, and scores of "I" to the 

remaining types. For example, if a person's ideal job was electrician 

(RIS type in Holland's coding system), that person received a Realistic 

score of "6", Investigative score of "5", Social score of "4", and. a 

"I" for the remaining three scores. 

Holland types were also estimated by asking people to rate how 

much they liked the following activies: operating machinces (R), 
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doing science (1), creating art (A) ,helping people (8), being in 

charge (E), and being organized (C). People placed a "3" next to 

activities they enjoyed, a "2" next to activities they felt indif

ferent toward, and a "1" next to activities they disliked. Thus, 

six adJitional scale scores were generated for estimating each 

person's resemblance to the Holland types. 

Several other types of vocation-personality variables were 

measured. The job the person was presently training for was coded 

according to its Holland type and this profile was compared to the 

ideal job profile and activity preference profile. By subtracting 

the corresponding 6 scale scores, squaring the results, and adding 

them together, "difference scores" (see Cronbach & GIeser, 1953) 

were created, showing the degree of fit between the job for which 

the individual was preparing and his/her ideal job and activity 

preferences. High scores on these two scales would indicate a 

large discrepency between career aspirations and actual job for which the 

person was training or between activity preferences and job for which 

the person was training. The first score is therefore called "real

ideal job discrepency," and the second, "job-activity preference 

discrepency." 

Next, th.e status (educational level from Holland's occupation 

finder) of the ideal job was subtracted from the status of the job 

for which the person was preparing. This creates an index of status 

satisfaction and realism, wherein a high score would mean that the 

person's status aspirations did not exceed their present training. 

This could be interpreted as lack of ambition, but alternatively as 

possession of realistic aspirations, good adjustment, and general 

satisfaction. 
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Maturity/differentiation of vocational interests was estimated 

by computing a standard deviation score for each individual on his/her 

activity preferences. Holland has found that highly differentiated 

individuals (those who clearly prefer some activities to others) have 

a more integrated, stable vocational identity, and tend to be more 

satisfied with their career decision-making. 

Academic motivation was estimated by asking the individual how 

much he or she liked school, on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 4 (a 

lot). Gough (1975) has shown that liking school is generally a 

powerful predictor of success in many spheres of life. 

Socialization (one's respect for rules and authority) was es

timated by asking the individual how often he or she got into 

trouble growing up. Responses could range from 1 (not at all) to 

4 (all the time). Because of the direction of scoring for this item, 

the scale is labeled "Socialization Problems." Again, Gough has 

shown that behavior problems with authority while growing up indicate 

a personality disposition that affects a person throughout his or 

her life. 

Table 3 summarizes differences among the sample groups with 

respect to these personality variables. The table shows that the 

four delivery system samples differ along several personality di

mensions. For example, the cooperative education sample showed 

a far greater discrepency bebWeen ideal job and actual job for 

which they were training and between the status levels of the two 

jobs. They were also much lower in academic motivation and were 

much higher in socialization problems than the other groups. The 

existence of such group differences in personality demands that 



Table 3 Personality Characteristics 

Program Holland TYEes
a Real-Ideal Status Vocat Acad. Social. f 

R I A S E C Congruenceb Realismc Diff. a 
Motiv. e Problems 

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 12 1 2 
Appr' ship 4.3 2.4 3.2 2.0 1.9 2.1 2.9 2.7 3.9 2.6 1.8 2.7 41.727.4 - .27 12.43 2.96 2.20 

CETA 1.2 2.8 2.3 1.8 2.1 2.4 3.9 2.9 3.7 2.2 4.8 2.8 38.627.6 .00 12.79 3.20 2.23 

Coop. Ed. 3.2 2.4 3.2 1.7 2.3 2.2 3.7 2.7 2.4 ~.3 3.1 2.7 47.3 26.3 -1.17 11.68 2.30 2.50 

Ind. Tr'ing 3.9 2.5 4.3 2.2 1.8 2.2 2.7 2.9 3.4 2.7 2.9 2.8 41.6 26.8 - .71 13.39 3.31 1.92 

TOTAL 3.2 2.5 3.2 1.9 2.0 2.2 3.3 2.8 3.3 2.4 2.9 2.8 42.6 27.0 - .59 12.43 2.87 2.25 

~ean scores under column 1 are based on salience of types in Holland code for ideal job. Individual scores 
could range from 1 to 6. Mean scores under column 2 are based on activity preferences, and could range from 
1 to 3 for an individual. F tests showed significant differences among groups for the following variables: 
Realistic (1); Investigative (1); Social (1); Enterprising (1) and (2); Conventional (1) (E less than .05 
in all cases). 

bMean scores under column 1 are based on the difference between Holland profiles for ideal job and job 
training for; under column 2 on the difference between activity preferences and job training for. Individual 
scores were computed by Cronbach & GIeser's (1953) method; higher scores indicate greater differences be
tween the profiles. ! tests showed no significant differences among groups on either measure. 

~ean scores for status realism are based on the difference between the education required for an indi
vidual's present job (job training for) and the education required for an individual's ideal job. A positive 
number indicates that individuals' aspirations are no higher than the jobs they are pursuing; a negative 
number indicates that aspirations exceed the present jobs they are pursuing. An E test showed significant 
differences among groups (E less than .02). 

dMean scores for vocational differentiation are based on the standard deviation of ratings for activity w 
preferences. A larger number means higher differentiation of interests. An F test showed no significant 
differences among groups. 

eAn ! test showed significant differences among groups on mean scores for academic motivation (E less than 
.001). 

fAn F test showed no significant differences among groups on mean scores for socialization problems. 

VI 
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these characteristics be taken into account when examining program 

outcomes in terms of job performance ratings and worker satisfaction. 

B. Group differences in job performance ratings and worker satisfaction. 

Two overall measures of the success of the different training pro

grams are (a) the respondents' satisfaction with their job training and 

(b) employer ratings of their job performance. Satisfaction was assessed 

in three ways: (1) rating from 1 (very unhappy) to 4 (very happy) 

satisfaction with the training program; (2) rating from 1 (no way) to 

4 (yes, definitely) a willingness to return for further training; and 

(3) whether spontaneous cOIllIllents were highly critical (scored "1"), 

neutral 	(scored "2"), or highly laudatory (scored "3"). 

Supervisors rated workers from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent) on 

(1) knowledge of job duties; (2) ability to learn quickly; (3) work 

attitude, attendance, and dependability; and (4) ability to get along 

with others. Supervisors also rated trainees on a scale from 1 to 3 

on overall work performance. 

Altogether then, there were three measures of worker satisfaction 

and five measures of job performance. Table 4 shows the relationships 

among these outcome measures. 

Table 4 Intercorrelations of Outcomes 

Worker's Reactions Supervisors' Ratings 

Satis- Willing Sponte 
faction to Return COIllIllent 

Satisfaction 1.00** 
Return .61** 1.00** 
COIllIllents .63 .67 1.00 

* Knowledge - .03 - .18 - .28 
Quickness .02 - .12 - .24* 
Attitude .05 - .18 - .32 
Interpersonal .04 - .03 - .17* 
Overall - .07 - .25 .31 

* pless than .01; ** p less than .001. 
relations except with comments (~=91) • 

Know Quick- Attitude Inter- Overall 
ledge ness personal 

1.00** 
.76** 
.72** 
.62** 
.64 

1.00** 
.72** 
.62** 
.58 

1.00** 
.75** 
.57 

1.00** 
.51 1.00 

N = 154 for all worker r
For supervisor ratings, ! 

eaction 
= 199. 

cor

. 
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Table 4 indicates that the three measures of worker satisfaction 

are highly interrelated, and that the five supervisor ratings are also 

highly interrelated. But, these two clusters of outcome variables are 

relatively independent of each other. This means that whether a worker was 

highly satisfied with his/her training or highly dissatisfied with the 

training, these program training ratings were not reflected in the super

visors' ratings of job performance. 

Table 5 shows differences between groups on the above outcome measures. 

For comparison, supervisor ratings obtained from the archival vocational 

education student data are included, although these scores are not strictly 

comparable (see Appendi.ces A and B). 

Table 5 Group Differences in Outcomes 

Variable Aepr'shie CETA Cooe· Ed. Ind. Tr'ing VocEda F-test 

Worker Reactions (N=52) (N=30) (N=47) (N=26) 
Satisfaction 2.83 3.63 3.09 3.27 8.92** 
Return 3.01 3.83 3.32 3.69 9.73** 
Comments 1.93 2.92 2.81 2.38 12.76** 

Supervisor Ratings (N=77) (N=30) (N=52) (N=40) (N===823) 
Knowledge 3.81 3.00 2.96 3.15 3.67 11.02** 
Quickness 3.77 3.03 3.19 3.83 3.97 7.59* 
Attitude 3.74 2.83 3.25 3.53 4.10 7.41* 
Interpersonal 3.70 3.30 3.31 3.50 4.03 3.19 
Overall 2.27 1.87 1.77 1.98 2.36 8.22** 

*p less than .001; **p less than .0001. 

anot included in analysis of variance. 

The F-test statistics in Table 5 show significant differences among 

groups on nearly all of the outcome variables. The question remains, how

ever, are these differences due to program characteristics eer se, or to 

differences in the demographic and personality characteristics of those 

electing such programs? 



38 


Several procedures were used to get at the "cause" of differences 

in program satisfaction and job performance ratings. The first pro

cedure, and analysis of covariance, assesses the effect of a major 

variable of interest (here, type of delivery system) on the outcomes 

(satisfaction, performance ratings), after removing the effects of 

several covariates (e.g., demographic and personality variables). Two 

such analyses of covariance were performed, one using demographics as 

covariates, and the other using personality variables as covariates. 

Table 6 presents all cases where either the type of delivery system or 

a covariate accounted for significant differences in the outcome var

iables. 

Table 6 Effects of Program Type with Demographic and Personality Covariates 

Demographic Analysis 

Variable to be Explained Variables with Significant Effects (p less than .01) 

Worker Reactions 
Satisfaction none 
Return Program type 
Conunents Program type 

Supervisor Ratings 
Knowledge Race, Program type 
Quickness Race, Program type 
Attitude none 
Interpersonal Education 
Overall Race, Program type 

Personality Analysis 

Variable to be Explained Variables with Significant Effects (p less than .01) 

Worker Reactions 
Satisfaction none 
Return Program type 
Conunents Program type 

Supervisor Ratings 
Knowledge Program type 
Quickness Artistic interests, Program type 
Attitude Program type 
Interpersonal none 
Overall Program type 
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It appears from Table 6 that ~ of program (i.e., delivery system) 

has a consistent effect across both satisfaction and performance variables, 

but that race, education, and vocational interests affect only the per

formance outcomes. 

A second method for comparing the contribution of program type versus 

other variables is a regular multiple-factor analysis of variance. Because 

sex and race are two important potential confounds of program effect, eight 

4 X 2 X 2 (Program X Sex X Race) analyses of variance were performed, one 

for each outcome. The results, presented in Table 7, again show that type 

of program consistently affects most outcomes, but race affects only two 

performance outcomes (knowledge and overall performance). Sex affects only 

one outcome (learning speed). 

Table 7 Program X Sex X Race Analyses of Variance 

F-tests for Main Effects 
Variable to be Explained Program Sex Race 

Worker Reactions 
Satisfaction 2.60* 2.10 1.75 

Return 5.57** 1.08 2.61 

Comments 5.97 .07 1.07 


*-ll- less than .05 
**~ less than .01Supervisor Ratings 

***..:p. less than .001Knowledge 6.74*** .00 15.18*** 

Quickness 7.15*** 4.42** .31 

Attitude 2.64 .00 3.85 

Interpersonal 1.55 .03 1.45 

Overall 7.94*** .00 9.98** 


Finally, if there are genuine race or sex effects independent of 

program type, there should be race or sex differences on the outcome 

variables within each program~. T-tests between males and females 

and between whites and non-whites were computed for each outcome measure. 

Table 8 lists all cases where one group outscored another. With one 

exception, all race and sex differences are found in the apprenticeship 

program. Nonwhites in this program are more satisfied, but whites received 



40 

Table 8 T-tests for Sex and Race Differences 

Variable 
Ra DOffce 1 erences: 
Appr'ship CETA 

Group 
Coop. 

0scor1ng 
Ed. Ind. 

h" h a19 er 
Tr'ing 

Worker Reactions 
Satisfaction 
Return 
Comments 

Black* 
Black*** 

Supervisor Ratings 
Knowledge White*** 
Quickness White*** White* 
Attitude White*** 
Interpersonal 
Overall White** 

Sex Differences: Group scoring higher 
Variable Appr'ship CETA Coop. Ed. Ind. Tr'ing 

Worker Reactions 
Satisfaction 
Return Female* 
Comments 

Supervisor Ratings 
Knowledge 
Quickness 
Attitude 
Interpersonal 
Overall 

*~ less than .05; **~ less than .01; ***~ less than .001. 
a "Black" actually refers to all nonwhite respondents, though Blacks make 
up a majority of the nonwhite portion of the sample (see Table 2). 

higher performance ratings. It appears, then, that if race and sex 

affect satisfaction and performance, this effect is limited to apprentice

ship training (sex differences in CETA remain unexplored, however, because 

all of the CETA respondents in this study were female). 

In summary, the group differences in outcomes, noted back in Table 5, 

appear to be a genuine function of program type, and not an artifact of 

demographic or personality differences. The data in Table 5 can now be 
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interpreted in terms of program effectiveness. 

With regard to the three measures of satisfaction (rated satisfaction, 

willingness to return, and spontaneous positive comments), the CETA group 

scored consistently highest, followed by industrial training, cooperative 

education, and apprenticeship. Several examples of spontaneous comments 

demonstrate these group differences. 

From CETA respondents: 

The training program has made me better myself and to know 
more about what I want out of life. 

I think that the program is great! I only wish that it 
could go on forever, and that this type of training could be 
available for everyone who has missed out on opportunities 
as I have. 

From industrial training. respondents: 

Training seminars for people with average or less education. 
are very beneficial to the person and the company for which he 
works. 

It is my feeling that these classes would be a help to 
anyone who has the chance to take them. 

I wish they had classes for training in group leadership. 
I enjoy my job very much. I get a lot of self satisfaction 
from my job. The days never seem long enough sometimes. 

From cooperative education respondents: 

I feel that the co-op program has helped me not only 

financially but also thru school. Without the co-op 

program I would have never made it. 


The program has helped my attendence a lot. 

From apprenticeship respondents: 

There should be more demonstrations of materials, tools, 
and anything that has to do with it. 

The program through the first 3 years was a review of 

material covered in the first year of vocational school. 


They should have shop classes set up so you could see how 
something actually works instead of just reading about it. 
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Turning to the performance ratings, there is a surprising re

versal. The apprenticeship sample, which gave the most complaints 

and lowest ratings of satisfaction, received the highest ratings for 

performance. Workers in the industrial training setting received the 

next highest ratings, and CETA and cooperative education workers re

received the lowest ratings. It appears that the most disadvantaged 

group--CETA--feel fortunate to have the opportunity to receive job 

training, and therefore report the highest level of satisfaction; 

however, their lack of skills shows up in the low supervisor ratings. 

It should be pointed out that these CETA workers had not completed 

their training when they were rated and therefore may have shown 

some improvement later. Nonetheless, the supervisors were instructed 

to take that into account, and still gave relatively low ratings. 

Given the fact that CETA workers enormously appreciate their training, 

and only a small group was sampled in the middle of their training, 

final judgment about CETA program effectiveness should be reserved 

for larger-scale studies. 

The lack of congruence between apprenticeship satisfaction and 

job performance ratings can be explained by looking at their spontan

eous comments and by refering to Holland's (1973) theory of vocational 

interests. Many apprenticeship workers complained that they were being 

treated like schoolchildren rather than like adults, that there should 

be more hands-on experience in the classroom, and that the classroom 

component of their training was generally irrelevant. A look at this 

group's Holland code shows that they are predominantly Realistic, and 

score higher on this dimension than any other group. Holland notes 

that Realistic types enjoy activities involving physical manipulation 
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with concrete results~ and have little patience for abstract "book

learning." Given this group's supervisor ratings~ which show a high 

level of work competence~ it is understandable that these workers 

are dissatisfied with their classroom work. 

c. 	 Accounting for differences in performance and satisfaction. 

The previous two sections demonstrate genuine group differences 

in performance ratings and satisfaction, over and above social-demo

graphic and personality factors. Two questions remain, however. 

First, what is it about these delivery systems that accounts for 

differences in outcomes? A full answer to that question would re

quire an empirical comparison of the features and components of each 

delivery system. Since that data 1s not available, we can only 

analyze the program descriptors presented in the beginning of this 

report and assume that the present samples are following uniform 

program standards or gUidelines of operation. This analysis~ which 

is presented in the next section of the report, will be guided by 

the framework of quality indicators, discussed in the previous 

report. 

The present section addresses a second question: to what extent 

do demographic and personality factors affect satisfaction and per

formance ratings across different training settings? These influences 

may not be as powerful as the type of training program, but given that 

data is available, and that this question is seldom addressed in edu

cation~ the effects of demographics and personality will be examined. 

Table 9 shows the relationship between demographic characteristics 

and program outcome variables. 
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Table 9 Demographics and Outcomes 

bOutcome Variable Age Education SES Sexa Race 

Worker Reactions 
Satisfaction .18* -.19* -.13 .32*** -.28*** 
Return .05 -.12 -.17* .29*** -.31*** 
Comments .23** -.24* -.17 .37*** -.33*** 

Supervisor Ratings 
Knowledge .17* .26*** .06 -.19* .30*** 
Quickness .21** .31*** .03 -.20** .34*** 
Attitude .07 .33*** .14 -.22** .30*** 
Interpersonal .18* .25*** .00 -.13 .13 
Overall .15* .25*** .12 -.17* .23** 

*~ less than .05; **~ less than .01; ***~ less than .001 

aScored 1 male; 2 = female 
b Scored 1 = nonwhite; 2 = white 

Table 9 shows that worker satisfaction tends to be higher for those 

who are older, are not highly educated, are from lower socioeconomic 

backgrounds, are female, and who are black. This pattern was undoubtedly 

influenced by the all-female, predominantly black, disadvantaged CETA 

sample. Nonetheless, the correlations in Table 9 include all five 

samples (over 150 persons) and therefore represent general demographic 

effects across delivery systems. In general, it would appear that 

underpriveleged groups and minorities--blacks, women, the poor, the 

uneducated, and older workers--tend to appreciate their training the 

most. 

The relationships between demographics and job performance ratings 

show contrasts to the patterns presented above. The only similar pattern 

is between age and performance ratings, with older workers receiving 

higher ratings. This points to importance of experience. Higher ratings 

were also associated with more education, being male, and being white. 



-


45 

This pattern of relationships suggests that, although underpriveleged 

groups and minorities are more satisfied with their training, their 

lack of opportunities and underpriveleged status also leads to lower 

ratings of job performance. Further research is needed to determine 

whether these underpriveleged groups actually demonstrate lower levels 

of job performance, or whether their supervisors showed biases in the 

performance ratings. Objective, valid measures of job performance are 

needed to answer that question. 

The relationships between demographics and performance ratings, 

though statistically significant, are of relatively small magnitude. 

The relationships between personality variables and outcome variables, 

presented in Table 10, are even weaker. 

Three findings in Table 10 merit discussion. First, people who 

reported that they enjoyed school growing up (were academically moti

vated) reported higher degrees of satisfaction with their training 

programs. Evidently, there are enough similarities between public 

schools and training programs such that people who felt comfortable 

in the former feel comfortable with the latter. 

Second, there is a consistent but negative relationship between 

reports of getting into trouble growing up with both satisfaction and 

performance. This indicates that a personality disposition Gough (1975) 

calls socialization may affect a range of relationships with authority 

figures, including relationships with parents and teachers in child

hood and relationships with supervisors in adulthood. One supervisor 

commented on the importance of the work attitude and ability to get 

along with others items on the supervisor rating sheet. He said that 

those areas cause more trouble than lack of technical knowledge and skills. 



Table 10 Personality and Outcomes 

Outcome Variable Real-IdealbHolland Typesa Congruence Status Vocata Acad. Social. f 
R I A S E C 1 2 RealismcDiff. Motiv.eproblems 

Worker Reactions 
Satisfaction .09 .05 -.08 .10 .00 .06 -.12 -.17* .24* .05 .24*** -.15* 
Return .04 -.01 -.05 .12 .07 .13 -.07 -.13 .16 .07 .20** -.14* 
Comments .14 -.01 .01 .06 -.18* .12 -.03 -.06 .24 -.02 -.02 .04 

Supervisor Ratings 
Knowledge -.01 .08 -.07 .11 .16* .27***-.10 -.10 .18 .16* .02 -.14* 
Quickness .02 .09 -.17* .09 .12 .25***-.12 -.09 .02 .ll .08 -.12 
Attitude -.12 .15* -.12 .08 .03 .ll -.13 .04 .10 .02 .00 -.10 
Interpersonal -.01 .08 -.08 .16* .03 .20** -.02 -.03 .07 .09 .04 -.19* 
Overall -.08 .11 -.06 .16* .14* .14* -.12 .01 .12 .12 .07 -.18 

*~ less than .05; **E less than .01; ***E less than .001 

aHolland types estimated from activity preferences. 

bColumn 1 based on congruence between Holland profiles for ideal job and job training for; column 2 
based on congruence between activity preferences and job training for (see footnote b in Table 3, 
page 35, for a fuller explanation. Direction of scoring in the present table is such that a positive 
correlation means that higher congruence is associated with higher satisfaction or performance ratings. 

cSee footnote c in Table 3, page 35, for a complete explanation. 

dSee footnote d in Table 3, page 35, for a complete explanation. 

e ~See footnote e in Table 3, page 35, for a complete explanation. 0\ 

f See footnote f in Table 3, page 35, for a complete explanation. 
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Table 5 shows that all four nontraditional vocational groups scored 

lower on these two dimensions than the archival vocational high 

school sample, indicating that perhaps more attention should be 

paid to social-interpersonal development in nontraditional programs. 

Finally, Artistic interests ~nd to have a negative relationship 

with outcomes, and Conventional interests have significant, positive 

relationships with job performance ratings. This replicates an 

earlier finding (Johnson & Hogan, 1981), showing that for a Realistic 

occupation, the impulsive, disorganized tendencies of the Artistic 

type hinder effective job performance, while the organized, controlled 

tendencies of the Conventional type facilitate job performance. 

One last note on the effects of personality and demographic 

characteristics on outcomes concerns the magnitude of the relation

ships described above. In short, while they are small, they are sig

nificant and meaningful. Many of the variables are assessed with 

only one item, which inherently leads to measurement error, restricted 

variance, and attenuation of genuine relationships. The fact that 

any significant relationships were found between personality variables 

and outcomes indicates that they are real effects. If longer, 

standardized measures had been used, the magnitude of these relationships 

would certainly have been larger. Of course, only future research can 

evaluate that assertion. 
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Program Characteristics and Outcomes: Ties to the Quality Indicator Study 

A comparison of outcome variables (satisfaction, performance ratings) 

in the present study shows that apprenticeship workers have the high

est performance ratings but the lowest satisfaction, industrial train

ing workers have the second highest satisfaction and performance ratings, 

cooperative education workers are second highest in the number of posi

tive comments, and CETA workers have the highest level of satisfaction. 

Apparently, differences in program structure between delivery systems 

lead to differences in outcome variables. Speculation on the program 

characteristics responsible for the differences in outcomes is 

presented below. 

An interpretive resume of program descriptions (see Table 11) shows 

which quality indicators each delivery system stresses: (1) Appren

ticeship programs stress a professionally-oriented staff and genuine, 

hands-on work experience; (2) CETA programs stress outreach, supportive 

services, and placement; (3) Cooperative education stresses career plan

ning, record-keeping, and work experience; and (4) Industrial training 

stresses professionally-oriented staff and curriculum relevancy. 

The fact that apprenticeship and industrial training participants 

received the highest performance ratings can be attributed to the em

phasis their programs place on relevant work experience under profes

sionals in the field. The high level of satisfaction in CETA workers 

can be explained by the supportive, helping orientation of CETA operat

ing procedures. The positive comments from the cooperative education 

students indicates that these individuals enjoy their work experience. 

Table 11 charts the hypothesized relationships between program character

istics and outcomes. 



Table 11: Delivery Systems, Quality Indicators, and Outcomes 

Delivery System 

Vocational High School 

Apprenticeship 

CETA 

Cooperative Education 

Industrial Training 

Quality Indicators Outcomes 

Active Advisory Council 
Professionally Involved 
Organized Counseling System 
Competency-based Curriculum 
Placement Services 't< \\ \\ ~PLACEMENT 

SATISFACTION 

Professional Staff 
Work Experience 

Supportive 
Placement 

Work Experience 
Career Planning 

Professional Staff 
Curriculum Relevancy JOB PERFORMANCE 

.p. 
\0 



50 


The importance of genuine hands-on work experience under the 

supervision of professionals in the field seems to be a recurrent 

theme underlying program success. However, junding from some of 

the participants' comments, classroom work was not always well 

integrated with work experience. The classroom component was some

times regarded as irrelevant and as a waste of time. Perhaps class

room teachers should work more closely with professionals in the 

field in order to gring to the classroom more relevant knowledge. 

The original quality indicator study, which showed that the presence 

of an active advisory council is one of the most important quality 

indicators, supports the idea that teachers should consult as much 

as possible with those who have first-hand knowledge of what actually 

goes on in the field. 

A second shortcoming of the four alternative delivery systems is 

their lack of an organized counseling system, not just for vocational 

counseling, but interpersonal and personal counseling as well. Table 

5 shows that supervisors' ratings of work attitude and interpersonal 

effectiveness are far higher for vocational high school students than 

for any of the four alternative delivery systems. This supports the 

need for special provisions for personal and interpersonal development. 

In fact, some of the spontaneous comments indicated that program par- . 

ticipants would like to have available these kinds of services. 

The above comments on program characteristics are somewhat im

pressionistic and speculative, but, to the extent that they are 

reasonable inferences, lead to some recommendations. 

Implications and Recommendations 

Amidst all the details presented in this report, one shouldn't 
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lose sight of one important finding: the four alternative delivery 

systems appear to be quite successful, on the whole. On a scale from 

1 to 4, ratings of satisfaction with the program average for each 

group well above 2.5--which would have been just a "so-so" rating. 

Program participants seem to be quite satisfied with their tIT.ailling. 

And for the employer ratings of job performance, which could vary 

between 1 and 5, each group's mean rating was greater than 3--the 

neutral point. This means that not only were the participants in 

the study well-satisfied, but that they also tended to exceed the 

requirements of their jobs. 

Against this generally positive backdrop, some suggestions for 

program improvements can be made. Two points mentioned earlier ap

ply to all programs and deserve to be made again. First, there ap

pears to be a gap between classroom instruction and work experience, 

such that the former is often regarded by the students as irrelevant. 

This problem could be lessened by providing teachers with more release 

time to meet with workers in the field and with other teachers to de

vise strategies for tying classroom instruction with the work exper

ience component. Second, judging from both employer and worker com

ments, there seems to be a need for programs aimed at developing 

interpersonal skills. These programs would include such areas as 

leadership, working cooperatively with co-workers and supervisors, 

and career development. 

In addition to these two general recommendations, there are some 

specific recommendations for each delivery system. 

A. Apprenticeship. Two common complaints from apprenticeship 

participants concerned teacher attitudes and teachers qualifications. 
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A number of individuals felt that their teachers were condescending 

and tended to treat students like children instead of adults. Given 

that apprenticeship part~~ants received higher employer ratings than 

any other group, it would seem that they indeed deserve to be treated 

like mature working adults, not schoolchildren. Apart from comments 

about teacher attitudes, several individuals remarked that the teachers 

were not always well-qualified, that they did not know enough about 

real working conditions in the field. This problem could be corrected, 

as suggested earlier, by creating closer ties between the classroom and 

work experience components of the program. 

B. CETA. Given the underpriveleged status of the CETA participants, 

the results of the present study are encouraging. Although the perform

ance ratings for this program were not as high as for the other programs, 

they were still good, and the levels of reported satisfaction exceeded 

all of the other groups. In view of the present data, CETA participants 

may need extra attention and time to develop their skills to levels 

comparable to skill levels in other programs, but that the CETA staff 

are doing a good job and should continue operating as they have been 

operating. 

C. Cooperative education. Participants in the cooperative education 

program were younger than participants in the other programs, and there

fore tended to lack the experience and maturity level of other workers. 

This lack of vocational maturity showed up in disparity between the 

type of job training for and the individual's job aspirations, in a 

tendency to fantasize about occupations whose status levels were much 

higher than the occupations for which participants were training, and 

in a relatively low degree of vocational interest differentiation. It 
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would appear that students in cooperative education would benefit 

from additional vocational counseling. 

D. Industrial training. Of all the programs, the industrial 

training program seemed to have the least problems. Improvements in 

industrial training would probably consist of adding additional kinds 

of training rather than correcting existing problems. For example, 

several workers expressed an interest in training programs that would 

help them move up into management positions. 

Conclusions 

The purpose of the present study was to examine the impact of 

four alternative delivery systems for vocational education on program 

participants. Examination of participants' demographic backgrounds 

srowed that the delivery systems are serving different types of pop

ulations. Participants' ratings of satisfaction with their program 

and emplo~rs' ratings of job performance indicate that on the whole 

the alternative delivery systems are meeting the needs of their 

participants. An examination of program characteristics in the context 

of program quality indicators suggested specific strategies for im

proving the effectiveness of each delivery system. 
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Appendix A Deriving Quality Indicator Scores 

This Appendix presents the scoring system for deriving quality in
dicator scores from the ETS questionnaire. The leftmost column lists 
the dimensions of program quality; these dimensions are numbered as they 
appear in Johnson (1980), with Roman numerals designating the overall 
dimensions, and Arabic numerals, the subcomponents within each dimension. 
The next column lists the page of the ETS form from which items are 
used to represent the dimensions. The last column lists which items 
on that page were used and describes how they were combined to form 
scale scores. The ETS form follows this description of scoring pro
cedures; page numbers appear in boldface type in the upper right-hand 
corner of each page. Items on each page are labeled A. 1, 2, 3, ••• , 
B. 1, 2, 3, ••• , etc.; these labels are used in the description of 
scoring procedures. The Empdoyer Follow Up Form follows the ETS form. 

This Appendix also shows, in a similar fashion, how the outcome 
variables are scored from the ETS evaluation questionnaire. 

Program Characteristic 	 ETS page Items 

I. Advisory Council 
1. Helps Programs 	 5 A6 + Bl + B2 + B3 + B4 + B5 + B6 + B7 + B8 
2. Composidon 	 5 A2 + A5 
3. Meetings 	 5 A3 
4. Communication 	 5 A4 
5. Guidelines 	 5 A5 

II. Administration 
1. 	 Written Policies 2 Al + A2 + A3 + A4 

6 + (Bl through BI7), summed over both pages 
2. Eliminate Biases 	 3 Cl + C2 + C3 
3. Support Staff 	 B Bl + B2 + B3 + B4 + B5 

III. Public Relations 
2. Written Material 	 ." Bl + B2 + B3 + B4 
3. Media Use 	 7 B5 + B6 

IV. Staff 
1. Certification 	 1 Item 3 - Item 4 - Item 5 + constant, 4 
2. Work Experience 	 1 Item 6 
4. Inservice 	 1 Item 13 + Item 14 
6. Professional Orgn. 	 1 Items lOA through lOH, summed, - Item 9 

+ constant, 2 
7. Student Orgn. 11 C3 

V. Facilities 
1. Replicates Work Si~ 10 C4 
3. Equipment Inventory 10 A7 + AB 
4. Safety 	 10 Al + A2 + A3 + A4 + A5 + A6 
B. Layout 	 10 B4 

(continued on next page) 
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Program Characteristic 	 ETS page .Items 

VI. 	Recruitment 
2. Outreach 	 8 C2 + C3 + C4 
3. Minority Enrollment 	 8 CI 
8. Consider Emp. Oppt. 	 9 BI 

VII. Counseling 
1. Career Planning 	 8 A7 + A9 + AlO 
2. Clear Roles 	 8 Al + A2 
3. Availability 	 8 -DI -D2 -D3 -D4 -D5 + constant, 10 
6. Job Information 	 9 C2 
7. Number of Counselors 	8 F, three parts, summed 
8. Needs Assessment 	 8 A8 

VIII. Curriculum 
1. 	 Relevancy 2 DI + D2 

9 + Al + A2 + A3 + BI + B2 + B3 + CI + C2 
+ C3, summed over both pages 

2. 	 Task Analysis 2 CI + C2 + C3 + C4 + C5 + C6 + C7 + C8 
3 + DI + D3, summed over both pages 

4. Varied Methods 	 3 Standard deviation of EI through FlO 
8. Outside Resources 	 7 Al + A2 + A3 + A4 + A5 + CI + C2 + C3 + C4 

10. 	 Written Objectives 2 BI + B2 + B3 + B4 + BS + B6 
3 + Al + A4 + AS, summed over both pages 

X. 	 Student Organizations 
(general) 	 11 BI through B7, CI, C2, DI through D4, 

EI through Ell, summed 

XI. 	Placement Services 
(general) 8 A6 

Outcome Variable 	 Form & Page Items 

Student Satisfaction 
with curriculum ETS 12 Al through AIO, summed 
with facilities ETS 12 BI through B9, summed 
with counseling ETS 12 CI through CII, summed 
with student orgn. ETS 12 FI through F8, summed 

Employer Ratings 
Knowledge Follow Up (AI + A2 + A3)/3 
Quickness Follow Up (Bl + B2 + B3)/3 
Attitude Follow Up (CI + C4 + C5)/3 
Interpersonal Follow Up (C2 + C3)/2 
Overall Follow Up D: 1=3, 2=2, 3=1 

Placement 
Female ETS 8 G, Grand total 
Male ETS 8 G, Grand total 
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F. 	WHICH OF THE FOLLOWIIIG IIISTRUCTIONAL METHODS ARE USED I. THE PROORAIIf Time Und _ 0-20 21.10 11.11 ,..100 :~'NO COMPLETEO 

" LIICtUI'I I. I.IcIuIt _'D CO .::D CO 
2. 	 L,ctvr,4tmOftlftllloft 2. lKtu....lIIOnltAlion ;.. L' .L '.L' J.. 

3. Workbook IllilftmanU 	 l Wertllook.........n.. .. :D CD ~ .;:D 0 ;:::".... VI 

4. I.Ibar.fory-sholllllignml'llll 	 4. Llboll.ory-thop......... ... ,T) :'1'" ~ • r. \0 


5. 	 Ind.p,ftdlftUtudy I. IIIde\MndIllt tIUIIr ~3) CD OJ X Vi,ili", 
6. 	 Ruding'l$ilftllllllll •. Rlading • .-. -. D a:. ("1_ rl:. .;' Tum 
1. Term p.p.... 	 1. T... paptI1 ;.. :c .X ;:.Jj:Z: 1'...." 
8. AudiOvisual jII'I..nt.bOftl 	 S. AudiowilUlllll'ltlfttt.- • '.c .";1; a, ':C 
t. 	Group proj.ctJ t. Group projIctJ ... 'Xl CD CD CD 

10. Individual proj.CIJ 	 _.___ 10. Iftdividulll proifcll "':lIJ C!D (]I) ClIJ 
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LEA: LEA; 

MoVIVLANO STATE DEPARMNT OF EDUCATION SCHOOL: SCHOOL' 

WCATIONAl·TECHNICAL EOUCATION PROGRAM EVAlUATION QUESTIONNAIRE PROGRAM: PROGRAM:4 4 
TO ANSWER THE ITEMS: PItut 'I" ~ your ..-:: C ':'::1 =J 0=STUDENT ASSESSMENT SYSTEM 1111 VOCATIOIIIAL EOUCATIOM PROGRAMS = OOCIItional·ttdlnic.t1 progt'"' using !helollowing_lt. .... ..::, = ;:,:) _~ ;,::i c=' c:;

Th, Pu,pow of this questionNi,. is to glthe, inform.tion about =0 
.....-- - -, ,'- ':':"~ "-=:> OCJ 0!he different lyPft Ind qu.lily of student "SIIlsmenl syll.ms uwd SATISFACTORY: IhI Pfogt.m mtIIS IhI specified st.lement. ;.,; : ..: ._:;: . - ~ 

in vocation.1 eduuliOll progtlms. This information will enable voca· 0=
SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: !he Pfogt- _II j)IIrt of the specified 1111_1. "'" -; = lionll educators 10 impro.. Ihl qu.lity of voutiONI student ,.:::;) =:::> 


......ment. Th. ,ewlts of Il>i' questionnai,e wilt be used to 1.llu.II 
 MAJOR IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: the Pfogt.m don nol m"t !he specified II.t.mtnl. I- . " <--::, • vouttoNI progtam', slud.nl aswumenl IItvius, no! individulls. NOT APPROPRIATE: thl specified st.l.ment is not .pplicable to thit progtlm. "'" 
...;. ' 

NOTE: Some illmS may 'lQ\Iire. differenl 'espon .., pie ... mltk" Ippropri.lt. 
I 

- ~- '::.=-:; .,"::;j::':-; .::::;,PLEASE USE A PENCIL ONLY. NO INK. 

DARKEN Respons. At•• Complettly, .nd RECORD YOUR RISPONSE TWICE. ~ "- -"" .--:: c· =:> .~ 

Completely E, ... Incor,!ICt AAIW...S. 

.) Ple_ Mark Here ~. 

LAST FIRST bl Reco,d 
and 

You< Number Jo. - 0" J I l'NAME OF PERSON WHO COMPLETED THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. R"ponst Here : .,. ~ $'" .lo"'o • .lo"'o l" A. HAS ASTUDEIIIT ASSESSMENT SYSTEM IUN DEVELOPED AIIID '..,LEMEIIITEO TO TEST STUOEIIIT ACHIEVEIIENT AIIIOI1lR nRFORIIAIIICE? "A. . -~ t-R'" -P.fo" .....J' o ,,Q ~'" II r--------,
I, A IYIlltIll hllllten dewloped .nd Impl'_ltd 10 ItlIt IlUdtnt lICItitwftlnl""''' ,*",_and it_d upon .tUlin_t of tjIICiIk OCNPltie..lty <1 ~/~'" "I; ... PLEASE "'AAIC 

"ltd obj.Cli.... .1: .:1..: (I:___ 1. ~ l.) THE ITEII! WHICH 
___ 2. ._:02. Guid.i"" "-b"n P"pIt" • diftriblltttllO lIVd.ftll .....~I... th, _1II11\I1IM 1trIdi... proCld_,lIChIIdula.lId. a;; CD 00 ~~Ac:.~;,~:~~s 

.. WHAT ARE THE 'ROGRAM'S 'RACTICES REGARDIIG THE USE Of WRITTEI TESTS? I. ' 
___ 1. _'1)I. Studet!ll ... infoflll" lIIoul thl purpollt 01 th, 11m pno, It IdmillistrltiOft. :..z:. a... CC Stud,". 
___ l .... I2. W,ill'. di,aclions fill' tlll.dminillfltio. Iff cl•• IIId concise. '."1' '"1" CL 
___ l ....:P3. Ad.qullt II*' ill provicIH lor ItlIt Idlllinilln!ion. r 0:.' 3. o TMCh" 
__-4.4. Ttll q_tiOftl ... ,.11I1d to sptCilic 11.....1objectiws or OCCIIPItio/lll CII~ _'1: '::t a:. (.

S. A IYSltIll for Fldilllllld ncotdinlllflanth. _ ....,oped IIId I~ --I. _:0 ;.z.' CD a::: ::: fltinctMl 

e. Studlllu .., infOlllltdlllloutllow ... thty ,*",0'...,.... ifill' _III........... _""1: '"1..:
---I. cr~ ':I.__ 1 . 1. JI\'emIu,.l... IIIIItl"'lIfI pr••III'. WlinlllllSUm """"lIIriodicllly by iliff, ... .:D 'X .::'[") J._..1).C. WHAT ARE THE 'ROGRAM'S .RACTICES REGAROIIG THE USE OF 'ERFORMAICE TESTS? C. 
I. Stud,.1l1ff inform,d 1III0ulllo, pu,,_ 01 III, 1111 prior 10 ItlIt tdllli.mll.... __ 1. ..l... .::J... ..;'. c:::.;,?w~'~ 

__ 2. ...ou"kI"t'>rl. Perform_llI1I ... ,.1.tId 10 inmuClio/lll ObjacliwslII occupalio/lll COIllIIfI\IIICitL ,"'t. .4. __ l -I3. Wrilten Iflftcliolll lar Idrninilll';", • ptrfal'llllftU ItlIt d_iII. pmiMly lIIe _. dIIlIIIIIIlIIHId ............ !- J) 1.' -1- r 
 .. ~. Cen.,.. OfflC./· ___ 4.4. Equip"'fft!. !oels. mlltrilll, .IC. th,llIIIckn" mUII_ ift !IIrlo,mi... worIt 1ff1i1tt6 • Ii..n 10 1IIIdIn.. prior 10 lilt. 1-1 :I. .1- G
-. Cr.ftS. SlIndltda for _,1", lewl 01 parfor....nca ...... btl" Id.ntilitd IItd .e colllillltnl witlllnltructio/lll abjacIIwL ---I. 'I.: ,1.' eL',"'D '- COMmlt'N fS. Slud.nD mt i"'o'lIItd of 'tlll....dllor _i", perforllllllCt prior 10 IHI tdlllinislrltian. --I. -1' : I ."I; .:a... 

__ 1.7. SuHicitnlequiflll\lIIl. tooll,NII'iI'" IUPpliit IIIlMillllll.,or co!lducti... ",,_IIIIL ~-U I :-r:: 'il: ..:.:: OlhOl' ___ I. _ I: Iatm _"_1Ittft -..I.•. SI......... inlarllltd .110111 how Mil 1111'1' lIII10rmtd on .... -.r:; r. '('. 


9. l'urp_ ,nd ,dequlCY 01 ",..III'sperfoflllllnct _ Iffl'ftilwlld peria4ia11y by ttIIf. __ I. ",1) ~n .1~ ,-I______...l 

O. WMICH OF THE fOLLOW/IIIG lEST DESCRIBE THE 'URPOSEIS} Of THE PROGRAII'SSTUOEIIT ASSESSIIEIIIU'l'STEII? IIIARI nUR ilia' O. !.U !!.2 ___ to _ 
I. Providing i"'orlNltion to IlUdfftll.boUlIl1 ....th' Iftd _knt_ of ._.1',l1li101_ '~ T. 
2. Pro~idi... ;nlormalion 10 imll'lIetof lor d.mmini", lIudllOll ..IdH ___ 2._ !. ., I THI$ F')II" IS ___ l_ 

= 
.':J-, 

___ 4, _ 
3. Prmding inlMlllltion to instructof 1III0UlIIudlfll cOIIIPltlncilt ""... lillY _"..111 
4. Providi", inlormltion 10 insll'UClar 10' 1Il",,'1II imp,a ..m,1It PllfllQlIt ... 
S. Providi", 'nfo,malion to '"'lructor Iboulllud,nl" camptbftcl. "".ft III.ty ,,_ til......111 I. ... 4.' ..",. 

S. Providi", inlorlllllion to inslructo, ,bau! lIudlftllll'"",hl,nd M,kn_ ..---I. ___ 1. _
1. Providing infMmltlan to pa"nD .bout studlnl p,,,,,tII 1. .L 

E. HAVE PERFORMANCE STANOAROS FOR SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE' OR COM'ElIlCIES U!!! WAiLlSHEDt III"RIC YES OR la' L , _ __ 1.t. Esttblillltd wilh mi&1,nCll from locallithniCil or cr.1t c.mmiltn ...mb...... otll. ""ploy. ",,-'Il_ CD CD! 
2. Establish" basIId upan p ..viaus ...,.,ienCi witll a!hl, eI_ __2. ... .I. __ 33. a ... d on nhblishld busi_ or indUllrial rtqlllrtm,nll for "'!IV Into job. ... ('1;; .::v 
4. Bu.d on inllructar'l.mploymem: ."""ienCl, __ .4. ., : :-1' 
S. VOl:ltian.I·TtchnICll Education Consort!UIII 01 SII_ _I ..\) ,"tj.. 

"Aare. -~ :Jt~:fcJ1o (~~f~~\~L"F, WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF STUOUT ASSESSMENT MEASURES DOEI THE 'ROO RAM UIET 'MARl YES OR la' _VI....... ~Yf. 

__ t, __ 1. 'Y..U U J.U lI.O

I. C,iterian",'",oCl ,,"i"Ift tntIl.hi...mtnlllll built upoo sptCilic conCIPtsI 1-..1) CLi CD Gil ___ 2. __ l.2. P,rforlll'"CI tllb ... l.' 'r .1.' ..t' __ l __ l
3. Stlftd.,di"d occupation" COlllPlltntY tntI 1o.:D 0:: CD CD 

__ 4. __ 4.4. No,m ,.Iereocld IHb fachi...llll11lltl1t buill I. mu....... b,otd .nd 111M'" colICII\Ill' ,.1:' :-n
~'O 'L __ I
5. ObIlMitiO" inlll'ulMnll lUIId to ....au,. '0.01..liliiii or prvcea l!ttlniOl1I .:1';-I. - .."D "D CD 
G. Queslionnl;rH fwd to 111_,. opinians, 'ttiludlllftd judgm,nUl _ .. .\: .{- ,I:'-.1. ... r 

'liI~O"'~
8Y 

,... • lOC41 

- PfrlO""_i 
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LEA: l.EA: 
SCHOOL: SCHOOL:MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
PROGRAM: 	 , PROGRAM:5 : 	 5

VOCAnDNAL·TECHNICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION Q1JESnONNAlAE 
TO ANSWIR THE ITEMS; PI... 1'It'1WII!.b! VOII[. !-4QOOOOO 00 c::::I 
_tioNl·WcIInic:aI ...._lnlno tilt folJawlno .Ie. i-k=>00.000 00 o 

VOCATIONAL 'ROGRA.. TECHIICAUCRA" Co....,mE =0 o
3. SATISFACTORY: tIIt ... ____ the sptdfitd ItItIIIIIftI.The pu'pose of thit QUHlionntir. is '10 OIthlr infOl'lllltion .bout thl 

. 

':::::l =0 =.::::> = 

00 o 
functioning of I \'OQtionll progrelll's CI'.ft oommin... The r.sults 2. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: tilt .....m_u pwt of tilt IPICifitd ~ 00 o 
will lH uMCI to Ivalultt Ch. affectiventu 0' the cr,ft committ... I. MA.IOR IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: tilt JIfOI!'.mdott not IIIIIt tilt tPIICIfltd ~t. 00 

O. NOT APPROPRIATE: tilt II*lflecIltlttllllltlt is not .ppllaIbI. ta this ........ 00 -o 
NOTE: Some l1_sl1\1Y NClUlrt • difflrent respon.., lIIuwlt'lld: lI.pproptil... 00 o 

0= o
'LEASE USE A PENCil ONLY. NO INK. 

00 oOARKEN ResponM At.. COmplet.,v, end RECORD YOUR RESPONSE TWICE. :
Completelv Efl. Incorrect Antwetll. 


,I PluM M,I1r. Hlr. :-'\' 

LAST FIRST -==--::--::-=~..,.-___~_____ 
 III R_~our Numbw, I I I l' 

NAME OF PERSON WHO COMPLETED THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. Response Hlr. :! ~ I -¥ 
". • !' .:100 .,.:100 I 

A. DOEI THE TECHIICAUCRAfT CO..MfTTEE fUNCTIOIIN AI EFFECTIVE UIIEII? 	 " ..: I J:~Ji .fIJ>4" t§'
: J .rll III '# 

___ 1. ...::D CD CD CD 
___ 2..CD CD CD 

I. Gllidtli_. poIic:ia, tlld prond_"- tt.n I'IIIbI'nhId f. til • .,.....1M IU""_ If tile COIIIMlttet. 
2. C'lIImiltll is COllljlOMd of PfI'IOIII "",-1itIt ,""",IIIM! _ ......... wadotIII JIII'IIIQJIII. 	 CD 


___ I. _CD a.:;. CD3. Commiltll """II Oft t "",ularly adIIdultd .... 	 CD 
___ .. _CD :::0 CD4. Minuta of ttCh _ina n """""' .. didrlllUIINIIlI COlli""",, _IIIbtn, ""CIItIon.. Id............1M IMhcIIn. 	 CD ,r--------------,


'LI"'I MARl( ___ L _CD CD CD THE ITEM WHICH 
___ I. ...CD ex; CD 

S. Cammi"" il comjlOud of 111'10111 rt~tina minori!y POIIPl which the ,"""m III'YictI. 	 CD 
BUT DESCRIBESI. CommittN rtllOfll illdudt rtcommtftdtti_ for .....,...1m\IrOw_L 	 CD YOUR 'OSITION: 

___ J••.:D CD CD1. Commiltll rtcolllllltndttion,n mlewtd by inllity1ioll'lldminlltmian" .pjlnlprillIlCtiolI ...... 	 CD 01._.- OT..-,.~ . 
o ....,...!poI... 

I. II WHICH OF THE FOLLOWIIG ACTlVmn II THE LOCAL COIlMlTTEE ._VOWE" !MARK YEI OR .01 	 .. :... m !!Q o Vo P,incipo/ 

I. Aaifli", in idtntifyi", tmp/OVmtftt o."ammitlll far lit ftUdtfttL 	 ___ I. - CD 
___ 

__L_ 
2. ~ = 

:::;:, Guid.tfta2. Aaiflina in emnaina fitld "lill, idtfttlfylna """.,aUn,.nd o1hr _upttiellll ....... ICCI... 	 CD :r 
 eo......Of
3. Rtcommtndinl new tquipmtnt 10 be purchlltd for tilt .....m. 	 ;:x: <:T)--I. "'" 
4. Rtvitwina p,.m go'" tnd objlCliVII for m-cy to jab ..ills. 	 CD CD-_... o Con,,'" 011... 
I. 	Aailling progtlm lIaff in conductinl'tbor marktt "lldl __L n.' :p 


Clair
5. AIIirti", in locating cooIIIl'lltivt tdllcotioll_k litlt. 	 ---I. .. CD 'X ° Comm.«'N ___ I .. ~1. Eva/uatina q .... i!y 01 youllo.1I protrlm a~ tn .~~UtI basis. r :1; 


•• Aaiflina In tIIIIIIishina tntry~htl jab '1NIllirtlMtllL --I. ,.. a; ::c 
 c- 0tNr 

THIS FORM IS 
8(ll'IG COW'I.ETEO 
8Y 
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SCHOOL: 


MARVlMD STATE DEPAIff1IENT Of EDUCAllON PROGRAM: 

VOCAllONAL·TECHNICAL EDUCAllON PROGRAM EVALUAllON QUESTlONIWRE 

TO ANSWER THE ITEMS: PI_ rltl frankly your. 

YOCATlOIAL EOUCATIOI PROGRAMS PHILOSOPHY AIO POUCIES _tionll·tec:hnic:.t' program uslno ttM fOllOwlno tall. 

TM purpose of this questionnairl il to gathilr Information about thl 

d_lopmlnt and impllmantation of a vocalional education pro· 3. SATISFACTORY: die program - thil,pilCifled suttment. 

W'm·, philowphy and pol 1<:1... Thi. information will Inabll 2. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: die progrlm _ part of die tPtCifoed tUl_. 

ev.luato,. 10 rlwiN lach of Ihl program .......nt. in r""ion to 1. MAIOR IMPROVEMENT NEEDED; theprogrlm don 1101,.,.1 the tPtCifled tUtI_L 1000/= => = :::> = 0 

specific program policies. 

O. NOT APPROPRIATE: thl slMCified SUI_nt i, IIOtlppliclbll to this proeram• S.',=' <:::J = = = = 
NOTE; So_Items may l'lIqUirl' different respon .., pi.... rNlt I, Ipproprllli. • => ==' 0 = 0 = 

, ,=o=~=:::;,==PLEASE USE A PENCIL ONLY. NO INK. ....::::: -::::
DARKEN RttSPOnM Aria COmpletlly, and RECORD YOUR RESPONSE TWICE.: 
Complltlly Er... Incorrect ANwIl'I. .1 ....... MItk""1 =-\' 


and 
LAST FIRST b) "-IIY- Numbtr. I 

NAME OF PERSON WHO COMI"I..ETED THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. Respol'lM H...\. j If 

A. HAS AI INSTfTUT'OIALISCHOOll VOCATIOIAL PHILOSOPHY IEEI DEVELOpED? 

I. A __.,enl d__dlllnstiMiell'. pIIHOIGIIhy ....... 1IIII'Inan. 

2. "...., ..... 111 CIIIIiIIIIIt widllMtitutioll\ pII"'phy. 
3. l.dilUllonll phiiOlOphy include policy ....__ lot IIII11iMt1nt b..fr..___ ......... 


~. IMIiMIo... """,,,,,,,111 consiIItM wItII ...... plllOIIOpiIy. 


I. FOR IACH DF THE PROGRAM ElElllm LIII'ID InOW.IIDICATE WHlTIIEII A"unITATEIIEIif liAS IElI DEVILOPED .."mEl" 

I. Pr......, ...1Id olljtctiwt 
2. "...m _.1111 and IIIIIIIIIIIMtIt 
3. IMInICtIoui_iIIl and Ndlaclt 
<t. Instructional iliff qualifications 
I. Pro.,.., ",aIp_t, toals.....tlllllll. end ~ 
S. Gllld_lIfYim 
J. CaII_11II tII'IIiaI 
I. PltCI......IIlfYiCII 

•• LoCI! tIdInlcaIalhlloty ot Ct1ft _l1li"" 


10. employer l*1icipetioft 1ft cooptratiw HI/CIIIon " ...... 
II. Call1lnuni.., rallIIonsllld comlll""i.., ....._ 
12. Studllll _tlon,l OlJllliDlion 

11 Sl"dlnt IKnlilll'llltlt, StI'etiOll,IId'HllliIII•• lItOCtduras 

14. Studtnt ........nt ryn.,.. 

IS. Student.1Id .mp/oYll' 'ollow-up pr_dwa 

16. Elimination o, ..._typilll.... disl:rilllillltloft. end mill dIIcritIIIMlIlII 
n. Prooram Mlualiaft 

6 
LEA: 
SCHOOL: 
PROGRAM: 

3':::::>000== 
=>00000 

'=00===i-I:=; 0 0 = = :::;,_= => = = = = 
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..<1 ___ 1. -::n 
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__ 1 ,..:D 
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THE ITEM WHICH 
BUT DESCRIBES 
VOUA POSITION 
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SCHOOl: SCHOOl: 

MARYlAND STATE DEPAImENI' OF EDUCATION PROGRAM: 'ROGRAM:7 7 
WCATIONAL·TECHNICAL EOUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION QUESIlOlllMlfE 

TO ANSWER THE ITEMS: PI_ flit. ~.,..... => ~ c\ C::H::::><::;' c:::> c\ c::::::J 
'!'DClll1ona!-tlChnic:ll ""IfftUII... die foIlowmg .Ie. => c\ c\ c\ c:::> c:::> C:::>c\ 0COMMUIITY RU.T'OIS AID RESOURCES 

'=>C:>C:::>C:::>c::::::JC::> 00 c:::>aThe purposa of this queslionn.i•• i, to IItMf inforlNltion.bout the 3. SATISFACTORY: tilt prottll'l'l- tilt IPIdfItd --. 1IIj=> 0 =- 0 ::> c\
_Iional progl'l"'" relaliom wilh the communilY and tilt Ult of c:::> = 0 

2. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: th, prottlll'llMlU PItt oflhupeclf,.hta.-. _=- ':::::> '''::: c:> c:::> c:::>communily r.sourcn. Thil information will h,lp _ional educa 00 c:::> 
lors utilia communitY r-..'cn more fully. The ,.ultl of thit 1. MAJOR IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: tlltprott."'dofttlOt_thesplldfi.htlt~~:-:: = = = c:> c:::> 00 c:> 
quHlionn.ire will bot ulld for iVIIlu.ti ... progr."", nol individuals. O. NOTAl'PROPRIATE: thalpecifiedttatementianot.pplic:lbI,tothitprogtllftt. ~'::J = C '''::: 0 0 0'= ".~~ 

NOTE: Som4t Itlll'li may require. diff..,nt rtspOnsa. pI,_ mario: as appropri.te. , ;:::::> =I"::J :::::> a = o c:: 
=c .-~·~~='~....::"o 

PLEASE USE A PENCil ONlY. NO INK. i.j - = ,-; '........ =- c:::: 
oc:::>DARKEN Responsa Ar•• Completely. and RECORD YOUR RESPONSE TWICE. , ~-' 

Compl'I'1y E,.sa Incorrect AnIwwI. .1 ,... Mark...... =-\ 
and 


lAST FIRST bl "-d YOIII' Numb.
NAME OF PERSON WHO COMPlETED THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. RtapCICW H... : 
 : I ..,I '" 

A. IIQ AWRIntlf lUll ... Df.WLII'ED fOR ESl'AIUIM AM:I""~ ffIII'M CIIIIIIIIIY 1lBAT.- All) ~LV '" A. ! J' 
R. 

1'0 • .100 ls 

VTlUZIIIG COMIIIIIJY REIOUIa'I'I .ttl' SIll' 1- It
I ... "" ~.. ", 1'.'.f ~~I' ¥~I' .. 

__ 1. ~ CD CJ:)_::DI. GoaI.llld .bjlcl.... 11M MM IItIbfitIIed for 1fI,IIffIctiw ...f co~-. 
__ 22. Activilies hiM bft~ id,ntlfied for ,elli...,. goIb ItId oIIjectiws. _:r; ::r.: en Xl __ 1 _CD 

:J. RlSOurcm hiM belli iIIPlifled lor _lIIplirllinI ICtMtIa cr CD CJ:)-_ ..: _:D•• Pr.ted_ hiM b..n ft¥IIoped for ..... 1fI' ,dIM III whidlllOlll.,.."bjec:ti.. ""' MM adIlewII -~. '.L' J.. a:;. 
__ I.S. Th, palMld VII 01 COllllllllftity __ iI cGMill1lft1 wi\fI.b~ o! the WOCIIitoNI"..,... CD OJ CJ:) ''"-I't,-e-",-r-M-A-R-OC---' 

I. HAVE ACnVmEI fOR EITAIUSNIII AID MAIII1'AIIII' ,oanVE ccn.ulm uunon lUI IIIPUII£IITID? 

1. Pmphlta, "I1ICh_ pcI.lII.. ~iP1ivt IIIIIWIIh ""' baM cInII....... cInIty .... the ..... ~ ..... "III... 
prClftcluras .f Iht _110l1li progI'PI which 'rt nolHliscrilllinatory • III ....... ,... 

2. O"ctiplilt'llllltl'itI. cltpictillf ...1. and ,..... in lIJditiGftel and IIlIlHI'tIII1Ionll -' rei. 11M MIA "...... 
3. DftCripli", mntrilla prtwiaurly idlnlifi" hiM ...... dIaHoiMllcl wilflln die _001, 
... OllCtiplivt ...Ietilk hi'" b_ d_lII_tad 1II1I1I0_f1dl.., co_Uftity·IIIIfIIItI................... ""oyenI. 
5. Protr,m iliff lII,n periodic p......lltioN III til. iII1dIOGI,nd ovt-ol-sdlool colllmunity IIMMIt _lloflll "...... 
• , Sludena make ptriodic ,_nlllio... IIIlhI 1n-tdI... pd ovt-of1dloolco_unlty about IIOCIIIiHII pr...... 

L.-___ 1. _:1:) 
_2- _:Xl 
___ 1 _-r:

_",_:.:.D 
___ 5. _:l~ ___ I. _;xl 

-

::r' 
.z
'0 
::r: 

a:.
:D 

a:: 
CD 
CD 

~ 

= 
CD 

T. 
CJ:) 

1: 

a:::: 
0 _ 

<X: 

C. HAVE ACTIVITfES fOR UT'L1ZIIG COMMUIITY RESOURCES £fFEmVnV l"IIIII'LI.EITEI! 

I. A IUfWY .11oaI 11.._. indllltry...eI other public and '"""' COlli_icy .......ntatiwtl II cen4uctN -aIy. 
id,nlify pOI'"li,1 COlllmUftily mallfCft for til, prGgrlM. 

2. A Itcord·k"pln.lYSltIII ha " .... lI.....oped III,. IINc:ribndlttHtlristia of COllllllunity ___1IIII1t III 1fI.IIfI!tJIIII. 
3. E'IIIlu'li... lII_iIIl, h,.. ItHn ""1*,11 IIftd usad by nudlll. and iliff 'or .......".. !h. tlflC'll__ 01 COIII"'Unity _ 
... COlllmu~ity 'HOlII'c:tl hi...Hn id,ntified lor fttntla ,nd ""III to ..plortllon-tradiIioMl OUUpt!ionL 

Co

-___ I. 
- J; ___ 2, -:1:) 

_ __ 1 - I' ___ "."':1:) 

'.:x' 
..L: 
''I: 

:1.' 

:n 
CD 
1_1':' 

:-r 

I' 

t:: •• 

.A..' 

rt' 

.. 

... 

THE ITEM WHICH 
lEST OE'SCRi8ES 
YOUR 'OSITIOI\I' 

c S,""..... 
=T._... 

="..""..... 
::::: Vu Pt.ncllNl 

.- Gw"'...., • 
--' CounMtOt 

::.: Coft".. 0"",./ 
.~ Ct.ff I 
.- CtwlU'h-!'" 

Ii :,: 0 • ..., 

THIS FOR ... IS 
BEING COMPLETED 
8'( 

0\ 
(.oJ.. loc.,l 

P,fIOM", 

v.....,.
·-,T..... 
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VTE 2UI 47 1111 
LI!A: LEA: 
SCHOOL: SCHOOL:MAflYLAHaSTATt DEPARTlJfNTOF EDUCATION 
PROGRAM: 	 PROGRAM;8 	 8

VOCATIONAL·TtCHNlCAL EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
TO ANSWER THE ITEMS: PI.... rail fttnldy 'to"'_ -\:=J c) C,:::)':::::; <=' 00 IGUIDANCE. CDUIIS£UNG. AND PlACEMEIT SERVICES 	 (::J-=ation.l-technICII' proor.m usi..... the followi..... scal•. _:::> ='.:::: .-:::> == 0Th. purpose of this quntionNli,e is 10 91th., in'orlhllion .boul thl == 

quality of guidana. counseli...... and pl__nt ..,vicn th.1 .re pro· ...: -.::: ::=- '.=J .:::,} C.:J 0=
3. SATISFACTORY: the prOOl'lm rn..u thelPlCilied IIIte",ent. 	 ... = :::~=, == c...' =1 

vided to vocatiONllI<kJcalion ItucMnu. Such information will enabl, 
2. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: the progr.m mtlb pen of IhIlPICified IIIt....tnt. ... '--::: = = . .::: .:=' == =1VOClltional educatorelo improve thll, YOCiltioNI education proorams. =0 C"-[

Th. rHUII. of Ihis questionnai,. will be used 10 lV.twllI euidanct. I. MAJOR IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: the program doll not "",nh. tPtCified IIIII"""t. _ -. ", =' = ,= '--- I 

counseling••nd plaCllmtnl ...."'CII•. nOt individual •. O. NOT APPROPRIATE: the .PKified IItIl_t is no! .ppliabl.lo this program. ~ -- .=\ C_' =:> == ~ c: 
NOTE: Some items may requir, • different respon ... pl.... """' I ••pproprlate. .... ..:::: 

~:::-: :-.:::: ': - . ,::::; .:= .::::> PLEASE USE A PENCIL ONLY. NO INK. 
DARKEN Rllpon.. An. CGmplll.ly••nd RECORD YOUR RESPONSE TWICE..... .:. ~, • ::.:.-: :=; c :::-' 
Complll,ly Era.. Inc:or,tet ,,"-I. 

., Pt.... Iof.rtc Har, ~ ... .. .. 
and .. 4 ~ .... 

LAST 'IRST -:::,-,~,..,..,.,=",,-_~ ttl RICOI'd YOVI NumIMt l ~ ! I
NAME OF PERSON WHO COMPLETED THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. 

AIIponst Har, l ..JO o..t~ f:l,",...-----
\ ~ lit!' rJ<t'Q t l 

A. HAS AN ORGAI'ZEO SYSTEM Of VOCATIONAL GUIOAlCE. CouluUla AI. PlACE.IT ftRVlCnlUI DEVElOPED AI. _UIIIEITED? A..r ..!~ ~#~ " .. 
I. GOIIf.nd.bjlcti.lor.llidlftM.ce-'kltandplaarn_IIIViaIIIII"" ....... pro..... ,lldlwllnd-.bll""'IIL 	 ___ f. _':l.) a:.' a::. CD 

2. Rolli and I'1IIPOIIIittmtill fOt ...idlnct. counllllina lind .......nt stiff hlW ...... p,.,.,... .nd ~ttd. 	 ___ 2. _:iJ rz.) en ,-. ' 

3. Sludan... pnn•• i"'lnIdDlI.nd.dmillillrltllnn .... _ol ................... I!iIntIIi ... ~1IIIL 	 ___ 3. _CD ~ CD CD 

4. ...",1111 dllCrillinSlltlll aarviCIl .ra dialmilllttd tllroupouttll. scIHMII YIII' to lItudMtl. ....an... inlll"Uo:torI. 1ItI:. 	 ___ 4. _"D ' .1.:.' cr. -:to' 
S. AseIltdulll .. IIItII prtpar.d fo, ...i~. - ....inS and plactmtnt ICthitits I................. _1IeytI. 	 ___ s. _::D = CD CD 

I. EmplOYllllllt pllallllllt 11111 iot"". pari 01 guidanct and --kit llllnim. ___ .. _ -n .L ':0 T 
1. Acad."'ic. ......llllllftd.mploymantceulllllinanptawidtd .... IIU....,... ___ ,. _CD <.l:' co (D 

.. Gui~. COIIIIIIIinS.nd placelNftl """CIt nlWlUlIli ... an _l1li b..... ___ .. _:'C ::D 0:: 3: 

S. AcUlllIIIuIItiw _,~ i1l111inlliftld lOt IIdIlludtnt .. ce....111 ,....ts.1 NaIItMIIy ...... 1IItIL ___ -:r. CD CDI. 	"::D 
10. Rllum aI_Ina Pf..""'" ,.....with 1lcll1IUIIIIIt. 	 ___ te. _ 'c ,t: ,:t. n. 
II. Guidlftct.cou_inalftdpllCllll_poIia..IMI ...IlrilllIIiM....... ,......,.......... 	 ___ n._,:.o ':%:' CO CD 


I. DOes AOMINISTRATIOI SUPPORT ClUIOAJICE. COUIIEUIG AID PLACEMEIT SERVICESWITN A.EQUATE RESOURCEI.IICLUO..S: 	 l-
I. ftllldina 	 ___ f. -;;p' .:r cr:; co 
2. Fscillti•• ..,pplits. m.t"••nd .quip_t ___ 2. _ :-l;' 'I .;r; L 
1 C!triCli wppat! iliff ___ :s. .:x:> :r. CD ::r~ 

C. Span 10, group and individllll counllllina -'0011 	 ___ 4. _ x '7.:..' ;::n .1: 
5. Profalioflll stiff 	 ___ S. _':1) z.. ~ CO 

C. HAS ARECRUITMENT AID ORlElTATIDI PROGRAM Inl OEVtlQPEO AID IMPLEMEITEO? 	 C. 
t. Racruil_t.nd ori.ntllion prOFt .... ara Pfo¥idllt .11 potIftIiII ........ it .--.I'-IIIIiIllIllll_IIII'. 	 ___ f. .. ']) 'D a-J X; 


_ 	 l'2. Studtnts art Iftcoutlgtd to vitit oocallolllll PfGIfII'IIL 	 ___ Z. )' '\.. '. 

PLEASE MARl( 
THE ITEM WH''':H 

~~~A~~~~:~~S 

05._. 

OT_~... 

CI "iftC'" 
::;:) V~'nl\Clpaf 

.~G~_. I
-	 CoWftwtOf 

o 	 Cenl'"' 0 ..... 


C,aft 

CCOf'ftMt"" 

c:::: 0 • ....., 

3. Pamphllts,ltrodlurn and 01"" P,,,111 d_ipliw IIIItWi*hnt bHn dialtlllMllcl. JMlIlftIillIlClldlllltll. 	 ___ J. ~~-x ::n X _ 	 1,4. POllntllillUdann.n wlll'lllld ••1It wt.lli_I prqr_ indMtltlally or in.... 	 ___ 4. I 	 THIS FOlh' ISI I 
5. RtcI'IIitm.nt mlttritll.mphNiz. nO:ll-lI1dIlionai ,"Ulllli.... for ...x... 	 _.. _ '1.; ':D "T> r. :~'IIIG CO"'PLE I EO 
8. Stud.nll nOI.dmilllld to Weltionll ptOgrlm oItII.i, choice 1ft wormed 01111. _. 	 ___ .. _ ,1: .I 

D. COU"SElING SERVICES ARE OFFERED TO STUOEITSATWN,CH Of THE 'OLLOWIla TIMES? IIIIAR. ALL THAT APPlY! 	 0. NO ___ I. _ ill 
L·lC;.11. B.lor••ntnlnct into thl welt;olllll program 1, ··l: p.,ton,..,

2. Ourina PII'Iicip.tion In p,ogr.m It p.riodic intlmll 	 _2.• ... ___ 3. _ I. 
1 	 Upcm stud.nt d._d L I, ___ 4. _ 	 /,\.ft"'4;
4. Imllltdiltlly blforl colllpiltina Pfllll'l1II 	 'T; 0- r ..... 

P,T\t)"5. Allar lIudut hll I.ft Pfoorolll 	 _5._ I 
E. WHICH ONE Of Tilt FOLLOWING PERIOI. IS I'flIlllARlL., REsrOISlILE 'OR JOI 'UCEMEm IIIAR. O.EJ 	 L' MARK QljE 

1. 	 Vocttiollli instructO, ___ I. _'cIQC.t'l'(JII4,'Ni:l~t'III't:" 


____ 2. _ .1:
~.,"".2. fllaatmant offiCII' 
3. G_II coun.... 	 ___ 1 ... -co......... '1. r.,:-.---------- 0\ 

4. Voution. coullalo, 	 _'- ~ \IDCA.,....ClUlKLOIl::O ~~:'!L:~ ~~!' .po 
5. Work study ceordillltor ---- l. :- ~.:::..'"t. ,... ,-J:" :r~ ~, 

_ 	 c'7. ;:;;p = ,
F. Mork" ••""", II ...._.,. G....... V_d........ VllCltI.... I"I_1 OflicM.....,.. Ie ........ 
 1. ,l 


IF MORE TIIAI fOUR. SlY ... '" .. liar. 4 .... 2. - ':t:' ':1' 


~ ~ -G. =G. Marlt1lta .........f 1I'I.,••d ........ .,.cI_lIIId.."',.... .. " ..., .......... ....,.............. -FEMAU! ·oj; U !it

R....~ III, .......... ,1..l1li10 j.1Is Its! ,Mr. T......plIII1ItiIhti.lllll'lltINt ItO....... _idII .... tINt ... ,.,.....,..... .. 
MALE 

a Il• 	 '. •• ".It, ..... SIX. E_plt: If 41 ""'.... _,..,... yo -w.... 32.'. 4 .... 1. 	 -........, 
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VT£2,,471,.,. 
LEA: 	 leA:MARYLAND STAll OfPAJfIJe£NT OF EDUCAnOi SCHOOL: 	 SCHOOL;

WCAnONAL·TEClWlCAl EDUCAnON PROGRAM EVALUAnON 1lIJESI10NNAlRE 9 	 9PROGRAM: 	 PROGRAM: 
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM PLANNINO AIIO MANAIIEMEIT 

TO ANSWER THE ITEMS: "'- rltl !!air yOUr . ::;:)o==o= 00 0The purpoll of this questionNlir. is to gatller information ,bout tIM _tional-ttdlnk:a! progrllll using the following _It.
quality of • vocational education prOOrlm', IocII labor marklt "':'CO=== 00 = 
needl'ISwssment pillnning .nd management IYltom. Sud! Inf«. ==00=0 00 = ~ 3. SATISFACTORY: tht prOQlllm "'"" tIM specilltd ItI_.mation will ,nlbl. vocation.1 educatDn to offer programs in .r_ '""I'=ca=oo 0= = 
with high labor marktl needl .nd liso will enabl. mot••ffective 2. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: the progrllll"*"" part 0' thelC*ified S1atMllnt. 1iIIII-=> c:: ;:::; 0 ::-::: 0 0 0 = 
pllnnino .nd mlNlem.nt of vocational programs. The relulu of thil 1. MAJOR IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: tile progr.m does not -.t tIM IC*ifIed ~"*'t. ;",,/:::' -:::;: -= =-= coo 0 
questionnaire will be us«! to ev.luat. _tioN' edllGltiol! pro 0. NOT APPROPRIATE: thl specified 1ItI_ il not IppllcabIl to thlll jIrOfrIIII. '~ ~ ~ '= ~ ~ ~ = ::;:) ~ IJlms. not individual,. 

NOTE: Some Items may nlQUira IdlHwtnt r~."- mll'k II .~. ,~ ._. ':::> ___ ,_ = = ' 
:':':Cc::;~·:::::;c:.:; Oel C 

PLEASE USE A PENCIL ONLY. NO INK. ... '-:; 0 =' '::-' = c ::;:) <:::> _ 
DARKEN Responll Ala, Compllttlv, and RECORD YOUR RESPONSE lWlCE•. 
Complltely Era.. Incorrect An_I. 

a/ PI_ M.rK Her. ~ j.. }.=-\ 
and 	 -- If If .... 

LAST FIRST bl A.-d YOloI' NumbIr l I I ~ 
NAME OF PERSON WHO COMPLETED THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. Response Hera • llllto --/0 911'-----_ 

\. ~ I:' 0".·:'" PLEASE .....RICl.<.t i' 
A. 	HAS ASYSTEM lEEN DEVELOPED ANO IMPLEMENTED fOR ASSESS.NG THE LOCAL LAIDR-llARIlET NUDS Of EMPLOYERS1 A.' ~ 0(11 ~/I I TWE tUM WW'CW 


1 • .Aaaer:mIIftt of lIbor-markll "Mdt of .lIIploytn in n ..tId wocatiollll ptogrIIIII __conducted witIIIII die 1M _ y--. ___ 1. ...~ CD CD CD e~R~~~:~~S 

2. Aat.mtllt dltl includll IlIIor·mar".1 nttdt in n ..tId occuplliOIll for whldllllldtlnllll pnparIng. 	 ___ 2. _'.;D CD CD CD 
3. Wrimn proetdu .. dllCfibint III. _n.. ln whidllll...bor-marllll ....._t It condllCtld ... .......... 	 ___ 3. _(%I CD OJ 
 =..-. 

I. TO WHAT EXTENT ARE LAIOR·MARIIET NEEDS-ASSESSMENT DATA USED fDR PROGRAM PLANN.N" 	 .. ' 
ClT_1. NttdI_mtnt dltl ... UIId to m.k, dtcisioftllllout e.pondlnt, Ihnllllll. or tIrIIIiMIIIIt WCIIIioNI pr.-. 	 ___ 1. "'::D CD CO CD 

2. N..dt·.....m.nl dltl er. UIId to id.ntify n ... end 'IIIIItint ,ccupatiOllt ..... ted to _Ii.... propllll. 	 ___ 2. _ D CD eLI W 
3. Nuds·llSIam.nl dill art UIId 10 idtntify 'OIl"tiII employn in Itte _liona! PflIII'IIII-	 ___ 3. •.,x) CD CD .:D ="illcl.... 

C. TO WHAT EXTENT ARE UBOR-MARKET NUDs-ASSESSMEn DATA RELATED TO ,.STRUCTlDN AND CURRICULUm 	 ~ 
1. Int1nICIiollll obitctiwet ......lIed to pnpantion of IIUHIII for employment in _pllion'" .f hIP ..b"'.....et --. 	 ___ 1. _':0 CD CD CD o VIol""",,... 
2. Slud.nll .... inlorftlld .nnu.lly lIIout l,bor'mll'kltlHlllds in ... occuplliOftla) for whldl IIIIIY III pnpIIint. 	 ___ 2. -,Xl CD CD ,:I: 
3. Guidancll plleemant Itlllllll nHdt-_ment dill to Idtntl"fy elllploytn willi grII1IISIlIIbor IIIirbt ...... 	 ___ :L ..:0 cr::: CD CD <:::>t..."'".: 

D. FIVE YEAR ANO ANNUAL PLANS HAVE IUN PREPARED THAT INCLUDES EACH OF THE fOLLOWING ITEMS: 	 D. 
1. FI", YIII pI.n h.. btln p",••d th., d,moMtratll mlliolllhip 1ItIWIIII....nd pr...,.1Idivi1ilL 	 ___ 1. -.D cr::: CO CD C CtR.... OII... 
2. Ann.... plln hn bun pnpartd that demoftltrlln "",Iicelioll 01 Mlullion ...... a otltlr IlIIorftIIIiaIIIII lIIOdilyitlt ...... 	 ___ 2. _.'1:> -:1: 0;: '1: 

CI,"3. VOClitionl1 prOQlllll is in .no of YGClllionti nttdlo' ttui8nlL 	 ___ :L -:0 a: CD .':1:' =c-"""..4. FiVl y.ar and .nnutl pl... hi", bun dMiopad In COOptAtion with (IfOtIriIWy........ jlllllChlli ""ooIs. 	 ___ 4. ...L~ 2l a; :.r.: 

5. FiW y • ., ....d Innutl pltIII hi", bun .pprO\'td IIy IoaIldvilor¥ co_11. VOCItioMI tduadOII. 	 ___ .. ",x) '..I) CD CD o Odttt 
6. i'rot"m II.. bun coordinated with.1I pr;III' 1110_ of CElA progtllM. 	 ___ I. .1:l a: {T- ~ 

7. Proonm it OPlrlting In compli,nar with Inllnt of I"WtIion. rvItI, r....lltI.,.. tIIII sua policy. 	 _ 1. _'::D oo CD ac L'____________~ 

B. lIotll pl.ns includ. budtnl tht! demonltrot. Ipproprjatt _ of funds willlin rtquir_1ItI of ftdtnlllltltllti.II. ___ I. _..I) :z:.' cr:. x 
Eo TO WHAT EXTENT IS PROGRAM OPERATION CONSISTENT WITH PRDORAM'S PRDPOSAL.N EACH of THE FOLlOWINO AREAl! L 

1. Numb.. ollludlnl1 ItMd. 	 ___ 1. _ 1~ ,I -::I. ca" THIS FORM is 
a.:: IEI/ljG COMPLE fED2. Number 01 inlltucton .mployed. 	 ___ 2. _-V Cl.l en IY.,3. Program tim. cyell. 	 ___ 3. _ 1.' "1..: -.

C. Numblr of stud.nts pltCId In occupati_ or funll"Id_Io.. 	 ___ 4. _.J) co CC :::a::: 
__ 1.0«:..

S. Ittmi'td oPl"ting IIPlIIttI. 	 _ 5. _ J' '.r:- m .:c, - .............,

6. Annu.1 progr.m Mlultion. 	 ___ L -.J.: a; cc x 

F. WHICH OF THE fOllOWING SOURCES OF INfORMATION ARE USED FOR ESTIMAT.NG LAlOR MARIlET lEED" IMARK ALL THAT APPLY) f. ~...!l..L_THA' APPLY 
"tI.hlll 

-:;:)T.....1. LOClI ttchniulldviwry or craft committ" m.mblll'L 	 ___ 1. - 'D 
2. P,no.,1 contlct with lou! ,mploylf1. 	 ___ 2. - .. "fld" 
3. "'.ryl••d's Stili D.pltt"".t of VOCltionl'·TtChnical EdUCllloft. 	 ___ 3. .. ::XJ 
4. T .I.phon. sU"'.y of sel.cled local .mploylf1. 	 ___ C. .. ..,. 
5. Mlil'"MY .Inl.ct.d IOul .mploy_ 	 _ __ S. .. X 0\ 

Vi6. I\IIryllnd'l St.t. Employm,.t Services Agtrlcy. 	 ___ L - .' .:; 
7: Stili AdlIisory Council on Vo..t;o••1 EduClti.ft. 	 ___ 1. _ :L 
8. Stili Occupatio.11 Inlormalion Coordinating Commin .., 	 ___ .. ... :1: 
9. Woman's llurtlu. ___ I. .. cr:: 


TO. U.s. D.ptttm,nt oll.bor. ___ lit... ::I[:, 


11. EquII Employm.nl Opportunity Ollicn. 	 ___ 1I.1. m:: 
C. DOES THE VOCATIONAL PROGRAM I'IIOVIOE DCCtJ'ATlOIIAL PR!PARATlON FOR EfmrH.£WL DIPUI\'MQT lIMED OM CIlIIII8fT LAIIOR MMIIIf IlUIII1 (IIARII DIlEI G. ~ 

I. VOtltientl prov,.m i, in In .ftl of hiGh I.bor·_kll nIIdI. 	 ___ 1. - CD 
2. Votltionll progtlm i, in In ."1 01 mod"t Ilbor·mark" ntld.. 	 _ 2. - X 
3. Vetll;on.1 program i, in In .... of low I.bor·mark.t ntldL 	 ___ 3. _ CD 

http:Employm.nl
http:Occupatio.11
http:EduClti.ft
http:ESTIMAT.NG
http:ftdtnlllltltllti.II
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http:ASSESS.NG
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MARYLAND $fAn: DEPARlWENT OF EOUCAnON 
WtATIONAL·-:-ICHNICAl EOUtAnON PROGRAM EVALUAnON OIJEST!ONNAIRE 

YOCATIONAL fOUCATION "ROGRAM fACILITIES AIO EOUIPMENT 
The purpOse of Il'Ii, Quts,ionn.ire i. 10 0111'1., intormalion .boull'" 
qu.litY 01 , vocalional edUCIlion progr.m', f.cililies <lind equipmenl. 
Thi. informal ion ",ill 1'I.lp wulioNI .dUCIlon improve Il'Ieir pro· 
gr.m•• The rtsullS of Ihis Questionn.ire ",ill be used 10 , ••Iutle 
progr.m I.cililits .nd equipm.nl, nol individu.ls. 

PLEASE USE A PENCIL ONLY. NO INK. 
DARKEN RtspOtIJI Area Comple'ely, .nd 
ComPl.I.ly Erast Incorrtcl Amwerl. 

LAST FIRST -=:-:=-~==:-::-__~-::-_____ 
NAME OF PERSON WHO COMPLETEO THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. 

A. HOW AOEOUATE ARE THE SAfETY ASPECTS OF THE PROGRAM'S FACILITIES. TOOLS Ala EQUIPMUT? 

1. SefIlY ..,1«1...1'ftIfIIMY cul-1lllllWitchft.1III ollw .'IIY f..__ art 10",", Oil III Operali.. III"ip.....t. 
2. SotltlY 11_•.,,0111, inNI.ted 110*_ ellw pttIIDlllliIIIfIt¥ I.......mdily ....... to iliff ..... ........ 
1 EIllIf9II1Cy ..iu Iftd proc.... ,or • ..."...cy ••It;" ... wtII_klMl IIId colMlliIII' lor IIIItVd111I1, indudi.. lIIMiapptl!. 
4. firle.tinouilll.,. and 08.111y lIIui,_.II WIN -'1d.ecCIIIiIIII.nd MiIIIIIe .....-..ncy fn COlltnll. 
S. S11.1Y .quip.....1 is IIIbitct to .....Iar inspHl/ool. 

.. Sotlt _ ... for lUIIfIIift Iftd lIIuiplllllll it Jll'llvidttI. 

7. III"ntory liII of IlIdmiIIy purchltld lIIuip_1, IUjIpIIIt IIId _l1li .. _, Ind IIwiIaIIIa. 
•. Equiptllllftt \NtdIIIId willi I... I...... WIIItlfIM IIId 1ItIW. 

I. HOW AOEQUATE ARE THE YOc:AT'OUL FACILITIES FOR ACHIIY'"I PROIIIAII OIJECTfYEIt 
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Vl'1 21' 47 1171 LEA: LEA: 
SCHOOt.: SCHOOL: 

MARYtMOSTATE OEI'MI1EIIII'OF EDUCAnGI 11 	 11'ROGRAM: 	 PROGRAM: 
VOCATIONAL·TECRICAI. EDUCATION PIIOGIWIEVALUATIOI OUEm....RE 

TO Al!!§WER THE !IEMlli ..- rete.bollll yoar -10 0 0 0 0 0 00 <=>
VOCATIOIAL ITUDED OlllAlIUnOI _tIoMl·tec:hnlcal proaramUIII", thI followl"'..... ~-=::> 0 <=> 0 <=> 0 00 

The purpow of this Q_tionnaire Is UI PtNr InfOl'l'llatIon tbout ..,J,.:;:, i:=l ,::;:) 0 <=> 0 00 -0 
_tiollli Studlflt Organizations tNt 'Nt. to • specific _tioNl 3. SATISFACTORY: thlprogramtMlbthlspeclfltdtfl-. 	 ~'::-;) = .;::) COO 00 0
progrlm .r... ThI r...ms will .id In improvlnl thlltudlnt otpnlza. 2. SOME IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: the progr__pwt of thI.,.;tIed..~. ' =..:.=> = =.;::) <=> 

00 c'tionlsl II .n Int....1I*t of thI_lonal program. Only ~ I. MAJOR IMPROVEMENT NEEDED: thllII'OIfam does not """ thI tpldfled....-. :.: '.-:=- =- =' = c::J1f1is quntionlllirt if • nudlflt organization Is lIIOCiaMd with the 	 c::J== O. NOTAPPROPRIATE: 1hespeclfltd .......... iI .....lclblelDdlilprogr_. ....= '-:::-: = =' c 6
_tlonal programlil. c'= 
NOTE: &om. hMM mIY ,...,.,.. IIIffwll'lt ,..".......1MI1t "'PPIOIIriete. .., ':=; ::.:., =- ':= .::., .::::; .;::) := c: 

.. := ,". .:= .-=.'" == C) 0''':'':
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Q)mpIe1l1y Er•• Incornc't AnMws.(I 	 =-\., PI_ Mlrk .... 
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VT'E 21' 47 8171 LEA: LEA: 
PMRVCAND STATE OEPARn.ENT OF EDUCAnolC SCHOOL: SCHOOL: 
WCAnONAl·TECHNICAl EOUCAnON PROGRAM EVALUAnON QIJES110MWRE PROGRAM: 12' PROGRAM: 12 

STUOENTS' VIEWS OF THE INSTITUTION'S 
VOCATIONAL EOUCATION 'ROGRAM 

The purpose of this questionnaire il to !urn mot. .bout til. 
_tion.1 tducatlon proer.m In which YOU If. currently _olltd. 
Such infomvtion will .nabl. your institution 10 understand .nd 
improve the ll'OOfam. The questionnaire il not • lest. It will 1101 be 
used to "".Iuall individu.ls. PIe... do IIOt silln your nam, or identify 
yourself in .ny way. 

PLEASE USE A PENCIL ONLY. NO INK, 
DARKEN R"IIOII" ArM Compllt.Iy, and 
Compl.t.ly Era.. IncOffict ArIMtr.. 

TO ANSWER THE ITEMS: PI.... r.ta !!:In!!.Ix your 
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NOTE: Somt Ittml may ntquire • dlffer.nt J'ftpOMIt. PI.... rn.srII It appropriat., 
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wII/dI pIltIin to _. ,_ 8l1li .,..:I. "-:_ RECORD YOUR RESPONSE twiCE. 
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MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL·TECHNICAl EDUCATION 


P. O. BOX 8717 BALTO.• - WASH. INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT BALTIMORE. MD. 21240 

EMPLOYER FOLLOW·UP QUESTIONNAIRE 

EMPLOYEENAME: ____________________________ 

SUPERVISOR NAME: ____________________ 

Dear Fellow Employer: 

As you attempt to increase production and improve the quality of your 
products, I too am attempting to improve upon the skills and attitudes 
of the graduates from our vocational programs. To assist me in this 
effort, I need you, an employer of our graduates,to tell me how well 
the graduates are performing on the job. 

Your responses to the following questions will be analyzed and used 

both at the State and local levels to improve programs of vocational

technical education. 


I wish you and your company success and hope that together we can help 

to develop productive citizens in Maryland. 


Sincerely, 

~,U/ 
David W. Hornbeck 
State Superintendent of Schools 

PLEASE ANSWER EACH APPROPRIATE QUESTION AND RETURN THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE PRE·ADDRESSED 

AND POSTAGE PAID ENVELOPE PROVIDED. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION 

- PLEASE INDICATE PRESENT JOB TITLE OF EMPLOYEE:.,.....________________________-,--___"..,.
@ 	 @ 

A. 	COMPARED TO THE TYPICAL ENTERING EMPLOYEE. HOW QUALIFIED WAS THIS STUDENT IN THE FOLLOWING 

AREAS AT THE TIME OF EMPLOYMENT? 

Exceeded ,Job Met Minimum Did Not Meet Did Not Meet 
ExCMdedJob RequirlllTl8fltt Job Some Job Any Job 
Requirements in Some ArNI Requirementt Requirements Requirements 

5 	 4 3 2 1 
"r1: Abtlity to U18 tools end equ~t " D D-..... 
"';'1.: D D o ® 

2. Knowledge of job duties 	 0 0 0 0 o ® 
3. Technical job inforn'llnion ~ D D D 0 o ® 
4. Productivity 	 0 0 0 0 o ® 
5. Accurecy and quality of work D 0 D 0 o ® 
6. Safe work practices 0 0 0 0 o ® 

B. COMPARED TO THE TYPICAL ENTERING EMPLOYEE, HOW QUICKLY DID THIS STUDENT LEARN NEW JOB SKILLS? 

Learned Rapidty 	 RequiresL_ Requires Avarage Unable to 
with Than Average Amount AcquiresN_ Acquiren_ 

Little Instruction Instruction of Instruction Skill,Slowly Job Skills 
5 4 3 2 1 

1. Ability to use tool, and equipment 0 0 '0 0 o 
2. Knowledge of job duties 	 0 0 0 0 
3. Technical job information ~ D 0 0 0 o 
4. Productivity 	 0 0 0 0 [J 
5. Accuracy and quality of work D 0 0 0 o 
6. Safe work practices 	 0 0 0 0 o 

PLEASE COMPLETE ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS ON REVERSF. SIDE. 
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C. COMPARED TO THE TYPICAL ENTERING EMPLOYEE, HOW PREPARED WAS THIS STUDENT FOR NONTECHNICAL JOB SKILLS? 

Exceeded Job Met Maximum Did Not Meet Did Not Meet 
Exceeded Job Requirements Job Some Job Any Job 
Requirements in Some Areas Requirements Requirements Requirements 

5 4 3 2 1 

1. Attendance and punctuality 	 0 0 0 0 0 ® 
2. Ability to get along with fellOW workers 	 0 0 0 0 0 ® 
3. Ability to get along with sUpefVison 	 .. , @)0 0 0 0 0 
4. Ability to complete assignments on time 	 0 0 0 0 0 ® 
5. Ability to complete assignments with minlmat Il.lpefVision 0 0 0 0 '.;'. 0 ~-@'.',. 

6. Ability to adapt to new job situatiom 0 0 0 0 0 ® 

D. OVERALL, HOW WELL PREPARED WAS THIS YOCATIONAL EDUCATION STUDENT? 
1. Exceptionally _" prepared; education do_Iv metched enttY-iob requirements 0 ....... 	 ®
~ " 

2. Well prepared; education covered mOlt entry-job requiremenJl, but missed some 0 ® 
3_ Poorly prepared; eduClltion did not ctNfIf' most entry job requirements 0 "'" ~ 	 ® 

E. BASED UPON YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH THIS AND/OR OTHER VOCATIONAL GRADUATES; 

m ~ 
1. Would you consider employing additional vocational education graduates? 0 o 	 ® 
2. Would you recommend that other employers hire vocational education Graduates? 0 o 	 ® 

F. 	 HOW KNOWLEDGEABLE ARE YOU ABOUT THE VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM THAT YOUR EMPLOYEE 

(FORMER VOCATIONAL EDUCATION STUDENT) COMPLETED? 

Very Knowledgeable Know a Great Deal Somewhat limlhld Knowledge Know Nothing 
about the Program about the Program Knowledgeable 8bout the Program about the Program 

. 16 4 3 	 2 

o o o 	 o 



Appendix B Survey Instruments for Study II 
MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

71200 WEST BALTIMORE STREET 
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21201 

DAVID W HOANBECI( 

$TAT[ su.. ' ...... r[IItOI. ...... 

WORKER OPINION SURVEY 

Hello. We need your opinions to help us find out what kind of job 
training works best for what kind of person. Please put a ~in front of 
the answer you choose or, if necessary, write out your answer. Your answers 
will be completely private and confidential. We just want your honest 
opinions so we can help other people like yourselfw 

1. How 	 are you feeling today? ----Breat ____average ____terrible 

2. 	 If you could have any job, what job would it be? 

3. 	 \~at is your present job? 

4. 	 What kind of education and training have you had? Check all that apply to you. 

Grade school ____Apprenticeship program Other (Describe) 

__High School ____CETA program 

Vocational School ____Industrial Training program 


__College ____Co-op program 


5. 	 How satisfied were you uith your most recent training program? 


__Very Happy __Happy __Not Real Happy __Very Unhappy 


6. 	 Would you ever go back to this program for more training? 


____yes, definitely _____Maybe ____Probably not ____No way 


7. 	 Look at the six activities below. 
Place a "3" next to the ones you enjoy doing, a n2n next to the ones you 
don't care about, and a "1" next to those you don't like to do. 

____Operating Machines ____Helping People 


____Doing Science ____Being in Charge 


____Creating Art ____Being Organized 


* 8. 	 What does your father do for a living? 

9. What 	 does your mother do? * 

10. How 	 old are you? __________ 

o V E R 
*If 	either parent is deceased or retired, write in former job. If either parent 
has held several jobs, put down job held longest. 
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11. I am male female. 

12. 	 I am Black ____Spanish Asian White ____Other

13. 	 As a child, how much did you like school? 

____A lot Some Not much Not at all 

14. 	 How often did you get into trouble when you were growing up? 

All the time Sometimes Not much ____Not at all 

15. 	 Do you have any special problems or handicaps? ____yes No 

If so, what? 

16. Is there anything else you would like to say about yourself or your job 
training that might help us? 

Date: 	_______________________17. 	 Your name: 

Thank you very much for your help. 



MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
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BALTIMORE. MARYLAND !lao1 
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0","'0 
STATE 

W HORNBECK 
SUfI'r.IIUNT£.HO[NT 

SUPERVISOR RATING FORM 

Dear Supervisor: 

The information you give us on this form fill help us determine what 
kind of person benefits most from what kind of job training program. We 
greatly appreciate your help in this project. 

________________ Program Name:Supervisor Name: 

Trainee Name: 

A. Compared to the typical trainee how qualified is this trainee in 
knowledge of job duties? 

ExCHdedJob 
Requirements 

5 

0 

Exceeded ,Job 
Requirements 
in Some Areas 

4 

0 

Met Minimum 
Job 

Requirements 
3 

0 

Did Not Meet 
Some Job 

Requirements 
2 

0 

Did Not Meet 
Any Job 

Requirements 
1 

o 
B. Compared to the typical trainee, how quicklX does this trainee learn new 

job skills? 

Learned Rapidly 
with 

Little Instruction 
5 

o 

Requires Less 
ThanA_age 

Instruction 
4 

o 

Requires Awr. 
Amount 

of Instruction 
3 

o 

Acquires New 
Skills Slowly 

2 

o 

Unabla to 
Acqulr. new 
Job Skills 

1 

o 
c. Compared to the typical trainee, how would 

attitude, attendance, and dependabilitx? 
you rate this trainee's work 

ExcMdICl Job 
Requirements 

5 

ElIOIIded Job 
Requirements 
in Som.Arees 

4 

MetM.ximum 
Job 

Requirements 
3 

Did Not M ..t 
SomtJob 

Requir.ments 
2 

Did Not Meet 
Any Job 

Requirements 
1 

0 0 0 0 0 
D. Compared to the typical trainee, how would you rate 

ability to ill along with other people? 
this trainee's 

Exceeded Job 
Requirem.nts 

5 

bceededJob 
Requirements 
in Som. Areas 

4 

Met Maximum 
Job 

Requirements 
3 

Did Not M ••t 
Som. Job 

Requirements 
2 

Did Not Meet 
Any Job 

Requiremenu 
1 

0 ~O 0 0 0 
E. Overall, how well prepared for work i ,C; this trainee? 

- , 

3 [] Exceptionally well prepared; education closely matches entry-job 
requirements 

2 [] Well prepared; education covers most entry-job requirements, but 
misses some 

1 (] Poorly prepared; education does not cover most entry-job requirements 
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