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ABSTRACT

The problem of this study was that no validated instrument
for evaiuating consumer and homemaking programs could be found. Parallel
studies by Harrison and Buero in 1979 identified and verified criteria
that are essential for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs. The
purposes of the present study were 1) to develop an instrument based on
the valid criteria established by the Harrison and Buero studies for
evaluating programs in consumer and homemaking education; and 2) to
validate the instrument for use in evaluating consumer and homemaking
programs. In order to delineate the problem, the foliowing questions
were answered:

1. How well does the instrument accurately and comprehensively
measure the vé]id criteria established by Buero and Harrisen?

2. Does the evaluation instrument elicit similar responses
among different population groups (the teacher of a consumer and
homemaking program, a home economics teacher educator, a regional
supervisor of home economics, and another consumer and homemaking
teacher)?

An evaluation instrument% consisting of 25 categories with
145 criterion statements was constructed based on the criteria verified
as essential for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs by Buero
and Harrison. Each criterion statement was to be rated on a scale of
5-Superior, 4-Very Good, 3-Good, 2-Fair, and 1-Weak. An "Unable to
Judge" rating was 2lsc included for situations in which not enough
information was available or the criterion statement was not applicable

to the program being evaluated. The instrument was checked for content



coverage and clarity by a panel of experts. Vocational-Technical

Education graduate students in a seminar at The University of Tennessee,
Knoxville, read the instrument and made suggestions to improve its
clarity and usefulness.

A pilot study was conducted to determine the usability and
reliability of the evaluation instrument through the test-retest method.
The evaluation instrument was administered twice to ten consumer and
homemaking teachers in East Tennessee with a two- to three-week intervai
between each administration. Total scores for the tests and total
scores for the retests were compared using Spearman Rho Rank Order
Correlation.

For 29 programs in five southeastern states, the teacher of the
consumer and homemaking program, another consumer and homemaking teacher,
the home economics regional supervisor, and a home economics teacher
educator were asked to rate the consumer and homemaking program using
the evaluation in%trument. The ratings for each criterion statement
for each consumer and homemaking program from the four raters were
compared using Friedman's Analysis of Variance. Programs in which the
raters did not show a significant difference were classified as
showing agreement among the raters. A binomial test was used to
determine if the number of programs showing agreement among the raters‘

was significant.
Selected findings of the study were as follows:
1. The panel of experts concurred that the evaluation instrument
accurately and comprehensively measured the Harriscn and Buero valid

criteria for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs.
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2. The Spearman Rho Rank Order Correlation for the test-retest
reliability check for the ten programs included in the pilot study was
0.9030. This correlation was significant at the .05 level.

3. Of the 145 criterion statements used in the evaluation
instrument, 110 criterion statements had z values for the number of
programs showing agreement among the evaluators that were significant
at the .05 level. Thirty criterion statements had more than 50 per
cent of the programs showing agreement among the evaluators. Only
five of the 145 criterion statements had less than 50 per cent of the
programs showing agreement among the evaluators. |

Based on the findings of this study, the following conclusion
was made:

The evaluation instrument developed in this study is basically
a valid and reliable instrument for evaluating consumer and homemaking
programs.

The primary recommendation derived from this study is that the
evaluation instrument should be considered for use by states in evalu-
ating their consumer and homemaking programs through self-evaluation
by the teachers, and on-site evaluation by other consumer and homemaking
teachers, home economics teacher educators, and home economics regional

supervisors.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

[. STATEMENT OF PROBLEM

In the midst of the continuing controversy concerning the role,
adequacy and objectives of vocational education, the need for improved
evaluation of vocational education programs has become increasingly
clear. Much of the controversy and questioning concerning vocational
education arises from changes in society and the need for vocational
educators to define responses to these changes. An efficient and
effective system for program evaluation is one important aspect of
identifying these needed changes and planning for future changes and
improvement. In a manual developed for locally directed evaluation
of vocational education programs, Byram (1971, p. I:1) makes the
following statements about the reasons vocational education programs
should be evaluated:

From many quarters have come questions as to the degree

to which such programs are as available and effective as

they should be in meeting the needs of those who support

them, of those who benefit from them and of employers.

This is a partial answer to the question of why evaluate.

Another consideration is that vocational and techncial

education require considerable investment in facilities

and staff. It is natural that the evaluation of voca-

tional education programs at all levels has been given

a high priority by the United States Office of Education

and most state departments of education.

Beginning with the passage of the 1963 Vocational Education Act,
evaluation of vocational education programs was advocated as essential
to the development of quality programs. The 1976 Education Amendments

went one step further to mandate that states evaluate the effectiveness



of each program receiving federal funds during the five-year period of
the state plan. As a result, the need for development and validation
of effective systems of eva]uafion for all vocational-technical
programs has been reé]ized as a priority for research.

The evaluation of occupational programs of vocational education
has received the primary emphasis of recent research. In 1973, Ray
conducted a study in which he developed a "Self-Evaluation for
Vocational-Technical Programs" instrument to be used for evaluating
vocational-technical educaticn programs in Tennessee; however, the
consumer and homemaking aspect of vocational education was not included
in his study. In a review of evaluation research in vocational educa-
tion, Lecht (1974, p. 2) also omitted homemaking proarams because
"these programs are not set up to impart vocational training."

Ralatively 1ittle research has been done in evaluation for
consumer and homemaking education programs. In her dissertation,
Harrison (1979, p. 2) suggested the need for appropriate criteria and
methodology for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs when she
stated: |

Much of the evaluation of vocational education programs

has been job oriented and most of the evaluation forms

contain criteria that relate to world of work situa-

tions. . . . Consequently, consumer and homemaking

programs have not generally been evaluated comprehen-

sively due to the lack of appropriate criteria and

methodology for evaluating the programs.

The need for effective evaluation tools coupled with the lack
of research in the consumer and homemaking area created the idea for -
parallel studies by Harrison (1979) and Buero (1979) to identify and

verify criteria that are essential for evaluating consumer and home-

making programs. These two studies represent the first step toward



providing an effective means of evaluating consumer and homemaking
programs. The criteria validated as essential for evaluating consumer
and homemaking programs by Harrison and Buero need to be utilized in

an effective instrument that can be used to evaluate consumer and
homemaking programs. The present study will attempt to execute the
second step in the process of providing an effective means of evaluation
by developing and validating an instrument for evaluating consumer and
homaking programs based on the essential criteria Harrison and Buero
identified and verified. No such valid instrument is currently

available.
II. PURPQSES OF THE STUDY

The purposes of this study were 1) to develop an instrument
based on the valid criteria established by the Harrison and Buero
studies for evaluating programs in consumer and homemaking education;
and 2) to validate the instrument for use in evaluating consumer and
homemaking programs.

In order to delineate the problem, the following questions were
answered:

1. How well does the instrument accurately and comprehensively
measure the valid criteria established by Buero and Harrison?

2. Does the evaluation instrument elicit similar responses
among different population groups (the teacher of a program, a home
economics teacher educator, a regional supervisor of home economics, and

another consumer and homemaking teacher)?



IIT. IMPCRTANCE CF THE STUDY

Vocational education has three aspects: orientation and
exploration, occupational preparation, and consumer and homemaking
education (Elson, 1974). Since the beginning of federal funding for
vocational education with the Smith-Hughes Act (1917), legislators
have recognized the importance of homemaking education as a part of
vocational education. The Education Amendments of 1976 include grants
to states for instructional programs for the occupations of homemakers
including consumer education, food and nutrition, family living and
parenthood education, child development and guidance, housing and
home management, and clothing and textiles which prepare for combining
the roles of homemakers and wage earners.

Enrollment in home economics classes has grown from 48,938 in
fiscal year 1920 to 3,505,042 in fiscal year 1976. This was nearly
one-fourth of the enrollment in all federally aided vocational education
classes (14,878,574) in 1976 (23.6 per cent). Enrollment in secondary
"home economics classes was 2,703,469; over one-fourth of the 8,740,148
yocational students enrolled in secondary classes (30.9 per cent).
(Grant, 1978).

In Tennessee, the 1976 enrollment in consumer and homemaking
classes was 52,653, or 20.3 per cent, of the 258,969 total vocational
enrollment. The enrollment in secondarv consumer and homemaking classes
was 44,806, or 28.3 per cent, of the 158,798 total secondary enrollment
(Tennessee Advisory Council for Vocational Education, 1977).

The 1976 Education Amendments (p. 125) placed priority on the

evaluation of consumer and homemaking programs as one of the "means of



assuring quality in all homemaking education programs." The Amendments
(p. 115) also mandated that:

(A) each State shall, during the five-year period of the

State plan, evaluate the effectiveness of each program

within the State being assisted with funds available under

this Act; and the results of these evaluations shall be

used to revise the State's programs, and shall be made

readily available to the State advisory council. . . .

Evaluation of each program necessitates the development of
effective and efficient evaluation procedures to assess consumer and
homemaking programs. A conference report on consumer and homemaking
education listed the identification of the relative effectiveness of
consumer and homemaking education at various educational levels as
one of the priorities for research areas (Gorman, 1970). A review of
literature revealed relatively little research in the area of evalua-
tion of consumer and homemaking programs. Buero and Harrison indicated
that responses to letters sent to the fifty state supervisors of home
economics in August 1977 requesting information about the evaluation
of consumer and. homemaking programs revealed that there was a concern
for defining the criteria for evaluating consumer and homemaking
programs. In the justification of their studies, both stated that:

If such criteria can be validated by professionals in

consumer and homemaking, the criteria will be useful in

developing a process for evaluating the effectiveness of

consumer and homemaking programs. (Buero, 1979, p. 10) and

(Harrison, 1979, p. 9)

At present there is no validated instrument for evaluating the
effectiveness of consumer and homemaking programs. This deficiency
hampers the efforts of those who are charged with the responsibility

of upgrading and improving the quality of consumer and homemaking

programs. Construction and validation of an instrument that can be



used by teachers, members of the state department, or on-site

evaluators should be a valuable tool for a clanned, thorough, and

continuous evaluation system for home economics.
IV. ASSUMPTIONS

For purposes of this study, the following assumptions were
made:

1. The criteria identified and verified as essential for
evaluating consumer and homemaking programs by Harrison and Buero
are valid for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs.

2. High school teachers of consumer and homemaking programs
are qualified to provide an evaluation of their programs or other
teachers' programs using the evaluation instrument.

3. Regional supervisors of home economics and teacher educators
in home econbmics education are qualified to provide an evaluation of

consumer and homemaking programs using the evaluation instrument.
V. SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

The evaluation instrument developed and validated in the study
is useful for measuring the quality of consumer and homemaking programs
only. The instrument was limited to those criteria verified as essential
by the Buero and Harrison studies which received a 5.0 or higher mean
rating by any four of the five groups of raters (state home economics
supervisors, state directors of vocational education, home economics
teacher educators, consumer and homemaking teachers in Tennessee, and

local vocational directors in Tennessee).
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The pilot testing of the instrument was limited to East Tennessee,
and was completed during June and July 1979. The use of the evaluation
instrument by different population groups was limited to five states |
in the southeastern region of the United States (Florida, Kentucky,
Mississippi, North Carolina, and Tennessee), and was conducted in
September and October of 1979. The population ngups using the evalua-
tion instrument were limited to teachers of consumer and homemaking
programs, regional home economics supervisors, énd home economics

teacher educators.
VI. DEFINITION OF TERMS

The following terms were used in this study:

Consumer and Homemaking Education refers to that aspect of voca-

tional home economics which gives greater consideration to (a) meeting
social and cultural conditions and needs especially in economically
depressed areas, (b) preparing youths and adults for the dual role of
homemakers and wage earners, and (c) providing consumer education
programs (Good, 1973).

Home Economics Related Occupations refers to that aspect of

vocational home economics which emphasizes the acquisition of knowledge
and development of understanding attitudes and skills in the field of
home economics necessary for gainful employment. Learning activities
and experiences are oriented toward the development of competencies
essential for entry into a chosen occupation or for acquiring new or
additional competencies for upgrading occupational proficiency (Good,

1973).



Validity is the extent to which the results of an evaluation
procedure serve the particular uses for which they are intended (Gronlund,
1976), or fulfills the purpose for which it is used (Good, 1973).

Content Validity is the extent to which an evaluation instrument

samples the subject matter content and behavioral changes about which
conclusions are to be drawn (Gronlund, 1976).

Criterion-related Validity is the extent to which an evaluation

instrument is related to one or more external variables considered to
provide a direct measure of the characteristics in question (Good, 1973).

Construct Validity is the extent to which scores from an

evaluation instrument permit inferences about underlying traits or
constructs (Anderson, 1975).

Face Validity is a term which indicates what an evaluation instru-

ment appears, on the basis of a subjective evaluation, to measure (Good,
1973).
Reliability is the degree to which an evaluation instrument

measures consistently whatever it does in fact measure (Good, 1973).
VII. ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

Chapter I includes the introduction, purposes of the study,
importance of the study, assumptions, .scope and limitations, and defi-
nition of terms used in the study.

Chapter II includes a review of related literature.

Chapter III includes the procedures followed in construction of
the evaluation instrument, pilot testing of the instrument, and use of
the instrument by different population groups to evaluate consumer and

homemaking programs.



Chapter IV includes the analysis of the data collected in the
study.
Chapter V includes findings, conclusion, recommendations, and

implications made as a result of the study.



CHAPTER I1I

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The review of related literature for this study covered the
following areas: Evaluation of Vocational Education Programs;
Instrument Cohstruction; and Validity and Reliability. Each is
discussed in the following pages.

A computer assisted search of Educational Resources Information
Center (ERIC) and a manual search through Dissertation Abstracts from
1970 to 1978 revealed that very little research has been done in the
area of evaluation of vocational programs, and even less in evaluating
consumer and homemaking programs. However, a great amount of material
was identified and reviewed in the areas of instrument construction,

validity and reliability.
I. EVALUATION OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Calhoun and Finch (1976) define evaluation in vocational educa-
tion as a systematic process of obtaining information for judging the
effectiveness of programs in relation to acceptablie criteria and
objectives. Evaluation is an integral part of any decision-making
process, and as such plays an important role in vocational education.
There are many ways to approach the evaluation of vocational education
programs, but no single evaluation procedure can be followed in all
cases. This section reviews the current concepts of evaluation in
vocational education, suggests the need for better evaluative instru-
ments and reviews four studies aimed at improving evaluation in

vocational programs.
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In 1973, Ray (p. 14) completed an extensive and thorough review of
literature relating to quality and evaluation of vocational-technical
programs. He listed the following general points as recurring through-
out the literature:

There is a need to improve vocational education evaluation.

Vocatiohé]-technica] programs must be evaluated to improve

programs and to ensure the highest possible quality for

programs.

Evaluation must be planned, thorough and continuous.

Evluation results provide much needed imput for program

planning, decision making, answering "accountability"

questions, and keeping goals and objectives current.

Wentling and Lawson (1975) acknowledged several emerging concepts
concerning vocational program evaluation. The four concepts were as
follows:

1. Program evaluation is a process rather than a procedure;
there are many ways to approach vocational education program evaluation,
no single procedure can be followed in all cases.

2. Program evaluation is more than examining the achievement of
objectives. A distinction must be made between a description of the
results of a program and an evaluation of those results.

3. Program evaluation is more than instructional evaluation.
Instructional evaluation is focused essentially on a specific course
whereas program evaluation is concerned with the cumulative influence
of a sequence of instructional components. .

4. Program evaluation is more than evaluating the results of

a program. Traditionally evaluation has been considered as a terminal

endeavor, but with formative evaluation attracting more attention,
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primary activities such as planning, organizing, and managing are now
being evaluated.

According to Kilt (1970), the objectives of an evaluation system
are basically threefold:

1. to promote and assist with development of quality occupationai
education programs at the local level;

2. to provide the state division of vocational-technical educa-
tion with necessary data upon which state planning of vocational programs
can be based; and

3. to assure accountability of federal and state funds allocated

to local programs of occupational education.

Norton's Guide to Improving Vocational Education Evaluation (1970,

p. 1) provided the following definition of program evaluation:

Program evaluation is the continuous process of collecting
valid and reliable data for the purpose of comparing program
outcomes with program objectives. The process is conducted
to provide useful information for making sound educational
decisions.

This definition points out the need for a valid instrument to collect
and report evaluative data. Norton documents the need for the develop-
ment and implementation of evaluation methods when he pointed out:

Before existing programs can be "improved,” and before
access to programs of "high quality" can be insured,
adequate systems and techniques of evaluation must be
developed and implemented. The use of quick and often
highly subjective devices for appraising the quantity,
quality, and cost-effectiveness of vocational programs
will not suffice. Educators are gradually recognizing
the importance and complexity of the evaluation process
but have not yet taken the necessary steps to fully
develop and operationalize effective evaluation
programs.
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Wentling and Lawson (1975) also substantiated this need for better
evaluative instruments. They suggested that the lack of specified tech-
niques for collecting and utilizing evaluative information in educational
organizations has been a primary weakness of most theoretical evaluation
models. Moss (1968) reviewed what had been done in programs evaluation
for occupational education. He asserts that program evaluation is essen-
tial to systematic improvement in educational efficiengy and effectiveness,
and that an intensification of evaluation activity is highly desirable.
But he concluded that much of what had been called program evaluation was
of questionable usefulness because of the lack of appropriate criteria
and methodology.

Several studies have been undertaken in order to improve vocational
education program evaluation in the last several years. The studies of
Ray (1972), Wallace (1973), Buero (1979), and Harrison (1979) are reviewed

below.

The Ray Study

The basic purpose of the Ray study was to establish a model for
the evaluation of the quality of vocational-technical education programs
in Tennessee. A draft definition of "quality" secondary vocational-
technical education program wés defined and twenty components of a
quality program identified from a review of literature and a survey of
teacher educators and supervisors.

Regional supervisors of vocational education were asked to
identify four programs considered to have "quality" characteristics.
Principals, vocational guidance counselors and teachers of these quality

programs were asked to react to the tentative consensus definition
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and to indicate the importance they placsd on each of the twenty
components. In addition, regional vocational education supervisors
and members of the State Advisory Council were also asked to react to
the definition and rate the components. Responses from the 54 selected
programs were compiled to establish criteria based on local programs.

A 60-item instrument with three items to measure each component
was developed to evaluate vocational-technical programs. A five-point

scale ranging from "excellent" to "no effort made," and a "0" for

“not applicable™ was used. The instrument was administered to teachers
and students in field tests in East Tennessee to determine the
instrument's content validity.

From the 54 quality programs, one program from each of the six
vocational areas from each region was selected (18 programs) to partic-
ipate 1in Phase II. Research team members visited each school, admin-
istering the 60-item questionnaire to the principal, guidance
counselor(s), and senior-level students in the program.

The study resulted in agreement on a consensus definition of
"quality" and the 20 most important components for quality vocational-
technical programs. Ray concluded that among vocational-technical
program areas there is general agreement as to what consitutes
components of a quality program. He recommended that the model utilized
in the study be used in evaluating vocational-technical programs in
Tennessee. He further recommended that the "self-evaluation" instrument
developed in the study be expanded to include sections of items specif-
ically designed for each program area.

It should be reemphasized that in developing an instrument to

evaluate vocaticonal programs, Ray made the clarification that the

O
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materials apply to all vocational-technical programs except consumer and
homemaking programs. The present study is being undertaken to alleviate
this deficiency and to provide an instrument for evaluating consumer

and homemaking programs.

The Wallace Study

The primary purpose of the Wallace study was to determine whether
a checklist system of evaluation obtains comparable results as a system
using team visits for evaluating vocational programs. The two methods
compared were the method used by the State Department of Vocational
Technical Education in Tennessee, and a self-evaluation methods using
Ray's "Self-Checklist of Quality Vocational-Technical Programs. "

Summary evaluation forms of thirteen county and one city school
systems which had been evaluated by state evaluation teams during
1972-73 were obtained from the State Division of Vocational-Technical
Education. A panel of six experts converted the summary data from the
on-site evaluation forms to the Ray Self-Checklist instrument. The data
from the four panel members with the greatest degree of agreement as
determined by Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance "W" were used in
the comparison of data. The data converted by the panel were compared
to ratings by Tocal school professionals using Ray's Self-Checklist.
Mean ratings were compared graphically to determine similarities and
t-values were computed to determine the differences on each element.

The major finding was that the local school professionals using
Ray's Self-Checklist and tﬁe panel members conversion of summary data
from on-site evaluation forms indicated basic agreement on only three
of the 60 elements included in the Self-Checklist. The mean scores

of the professionals on each element were consistently higher, and in
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most cases considerably nigher, than mean scores converted by the panel
members. Wallace concluded that information obtained from currently
used instruments for on-site evaluations was not adequate to be able
to determine relative quality of vocational-technical programs; and
recommended that instruments for team visit evaluations "should be
revised to include more quality indicators, such as those included in
the Ray Self-Checklist and should be more objective in nature.” In
addition to specific recommendations to improve the Ray Self-Checklist,
Wallace recommended that Ray's instrument should be further validated.

The Wallace study gives direction to the present study both
through an excellent review of literature and the basic techniques
used. In the present study, comparisons were made between teachers'
ratings and the ratings of persons who represent typical on-site evalu-
ators, i.e., regional supervisors, home economics teacher educators,

and other consumer and homemaking teachers.

The Buero and Harrison Studies

In 1978-79, parallel studies were completed by Harrison and
Buero to identify, validate and verify basic criteria for the evaluation
of consumer and homemaking programs. Harrison determined the importance
of the identified criteria for evaluating consumer and homemaking
programs as perceived by state supervisors of home economics, state
directors for secondary vocational programs, and home economics teacher
educators, while Buero determined the importance of the criteria as
perceived by local vocational directors and consumer and homemaking
teachers in secondary vocational programs in Tennessee.

Buero and Harrison worked together to compile a list of proposed

criteria for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs from related
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literature. The list contained 181 criterion statements organized into
thirteen categories: Program Organization and Planning, Curriculum,
Administration and Supervision, Facilities and Equipment, Financial
Resources, Instructional Staff, Instructional Process, Management and
Housekeeping, Students, Future Homemakers of America, Advisory Committee,
Public Relations, and Evaluation. A modified Delphi Technigue was used
to validate the criteria for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs.
A panel of experts in consumer and homemaking education were provided a
1ist of the criterion statements, and asked to rate each statement as
"Essential," "Desirable but not Essential," or “Unimportant” for a
consumer and homemaking program to be effective. Panel members could
revise any of the criterion statements and/or add other points to
consider in evaluating consumer and homemaking programs. After three
such probes of the panel, a survey instrument was developed including
thé 147 criterion statements rated "Essential" by 80 per cent of the
panel. The thirteen categories remained the same.

The survey instrument was mailed to the separate populations
identified above to determine their perceptions regarding the importance
of the criteria for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs. Each
respondent was asked to indicate the importance of the evaluative
criteria by rating each criterion statement on a six-point Likert scale:
b-strongly agree, 5-moderately agree, 4-mildly agree, 3-mildly disagree,
2-moderately disagree, and 1-strongly disagree. A mean rating of 5.0
was established as indicating agreement with the panel of experts.

State supervisors of home economics verified 146 of the 147 criterion

statements as being important for evaluating consumer and homemaking
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programs. State directors of vocational programs and home economics
teacher educators also verified 146 of the criterion statements as
important. Tennessee local vocational directors verified 113 of the
criterion statements, while Tennessee consumer and homemaking teachers
verified 102 of the criterion statements.

From the studies, Harrison and Buero concluded that recognized
leaders in home economics education agree as to what constitutes criteria
for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs at the secondary level.
State supervisors of home economics, state directors for secondary voca-
tional programs, home economics teacher educators, local vocational
directors in Tennessee, and secondary consumer and homemaking teachers
in Tennessee generally agree with the panel of experts regarding the
importance of the validated criteria for evaluating consumer and
homemaking programs.

Both Harrison and Buero recommended that the criterion statements
should be used for the development of an evaluation process pertaining
to secondary consumer and homemaking programs. The Harrison and Buero
studies provide the validated criteria upon which the present study based
the development of an instrument for evaluating consumer and homemaking
programs.

Evaluation in vocational education is a systematic process of
obtaining information and making decisions in order to improve vocational
education programs. This section has suggested the need for adequate
evaluation instruments and procedures and has reviewed studies under-
taken to improve vocational education program evaluation. The following

two sections review instrument construction and validation.




IT. TINSTRUMENT CONSTRUCTION

A review of relevant Titerature reveaied considerable material
concerning the construction of indexes, scales, surveys, and question-
naires. Ideas from these various types of instruments relevant to the
evaluation instrument to be developed in this study are summarized in
this section. First types of rating scales are discussed; then the
typés of errors that may arise and the problems of constructing rating
scales are reviewed. Ten Brink's five steps for constructing a rating
scale are presented, followed by a review of other suggestions to aid
in instrument construction and final reviewing of the instrument.

The instrument used in this study was a numerical rating scale.
Ten Brink (1974) described a rating scale as consisting of a set of
characteristics or behaviors to be judged and some type of scale for
indicating the degree to which each attribute is present. The observer
uses the scale to indicate the quality, quantity, or level of perfor-
mance observed. A rating scale helps the observer to focus on
specific, observable aspects of the trait being judged. Gronlund (1976)
emphasized that a rating scale served several important evaluative
functions: 1) it directs observation toward specific and clearly
defined aspects under consideration; 2) it provides a common frame of
reference for comparing programs on the same set of characteristics;
and 3) it provides a convenient method for recording judgments of
the observers.

Gronlund describes three types of rating scales. In a numerical
rating scale, which was used in the present study, the rater checks or

circles a number to indicate the degree to which a characteristic is



present. Typically, each of a series of numbers is given a verbal

description which remains constant from one characteristic to another.
In a graphic rating scale, the second type of rating scales described
by Gronlund, each characteristic is followed by a horizental line, on
which the rater places a check. Typically, a set of categories iden-
tifies specific positions along the line, but the rater is free to check
between these points if he/she desires. Although the 1ine makes it
possible to rate at intermediate points, the use of single words to
identify the categories has no great advantage over the use of numbers.
The third type of rating scale, a descriptive graphic rating scale,
uses descriptive phrases to identify the points on a graphic scale. 1In
some cases, only the center and end positions are described; in others,
a descriptive phrase is placed beneath each designated point.

According to Helmstadter (1964), all rating methods are classi-
fied under the psychometric scaling technique called successive intervals.
Each of the stimuli under consideration is placed into one of a limited
number of intervals or categories ordered along some continuum; thus
creating an ordinal measurement. The practical advantages of such
scales are that they take less time, can be used with a large number of
subjects, and seem to work well with untrained raters.

Helmstadter defined several special types of errors which arise
when using rating scales. The most widely observed error is that of
leniency, a tendency of almost all raters to be overly generous in
their descriptions. The halo effect error is a tendency on the part of
raters to allow an overall impression of the subject to influence their

descriptions. A tendency to describe behaviors which appear close
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together on the rating sheet mor2 nearly alike than behaviors which are
separated by some distance is a p%oximity error. A logical error is

a tendency to rate a person similarly on characteristics that the rater
feels should go together. A tendency of raters to see others as oppo-
site to themselves in a trait is a contrast error. The final error
that Helmstadter defined was central tendency error in which raters
seem to avoid using the extreme positions on a rating scale.

In spite of the many errors that can arise with rating scales,
Helmstadter stated that ratings can be obtained which are reliable and
highly useful. He suggested that careful preparation of the rating
scale is the most dependable means for assuring adequate ratings. The
major objective in instrument construction is to be able to develop
the right kind of scale for the particular condition of rater sophisti-
cation, time, information available, and ultimate use.

Many authors agree that construction of instruments is not a

simple task. As Good (1972, p. 266) suggested in Essentials of Educa-

tional Research, “a carefully devised questionnaire technique is not

a simple, quick method of investigation, but requires time, patience,

ingenuity and skill." 1In Principles of Psychological Measurement,

Helmstadter (1964, p. 190) asserted that "a great many of the faults

of rating scales can be attributed to the illusion that such devices
are simple to construct." Ten Brink (1974) warned that unless care is
taken in constructing checklists and rating scales, a great deal of
insfrument error can occur. The biases of the observer are less likely
to affect the results of observation when well-constructed tools are

used.
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Fox (1969, p. 55) supported the need for more research to
develop and validate new data-gathering instruments. He stated that
"Instrument development is such a difficuit and time-consuming process
that researchers prefer to avoid it whenever possible." This has resuited

| in "1ittle advance in instrumentation in the social disciplines in the

last decades." Fox suggested that if universities were willing to
support doctoral projects to develop instruments, there would be less
research for a while, but significant research ultimately.

Ten Brink (1974) listed five steps to follow when constructing a
rating scale in order to insure a well-constructed instrument:

1. Specify appropriate learning outcome.

2. List important characteristics of each outcome.

3. Define a scale for each characteristic.

4. Arrange the scales.

5. Write the instructions.
These five steps were followed in constructing the evaluation instrument
used in this study to insure careful preparation of the rating scale.

The first of the five steps identified by Ten Brink was to
select the criteria to be used in the evaluation instrument. In Survey

| Research Methods, Babbie (1973) stated that the criteria for selecting

items to be included in a rating scale is face validity. The items
logically appear to give some indication of the variable being measured.
The evaluation instrument in this study was based on criteria validated
as essential for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs by Buero
and Harrison.

Ten Brink's second step in instrument development concerns the

writing of basic characteristics to be included. Babbie (1973) provided
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both general and specific guidelines for writing questions or
statements in a research instrument:

1. Questionnaire items should be clear and unambiguous.

2. Items should be precise.

3. The respondent should be able to read an item quickly, and
select or provide an answer without difficulty.

4. A negation in an item should be avoided.
These four guidelines were carefully followed in developing the items
included in the evaluation instrument designed for this study. Efforts
were made to make each item as clear, precise and short as possible,
with each concept being stated in a positive rather than negative

manner. After the items were written, each was re-checked by a panel |

of experts and a panel of vocational education graduate students for
these four guidelines.

The third step in instrument construction concerns the develop-
ment of the scale. Ten Brink divided this step into two subparts:
1) establish the extremes of the continuum by describing the worst and
best the characteristics could possibly be, and 2) describe the points
between the extremes. He suggested that it is best to divide the scale
into an odd number of points so that there is a neutral or clear-cut
midpoint between the two extremes. Helmstadter (1964) declared that
one of the most important aspects of scale development is the selection
of behavior labels which are short enough to fit on the scale yet
sufficiently unambiguous to result in general uniformity of meaning
for all potential raters. It is desirable to include a concise
definition, and a few examples along with each label. The most

popularly used scales have between five and eleven steps on the
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continuum. According to Helmstadter, the use of general terms like
"average,' "excellent," and "very poor" should be avoided because they
mean different things to different raters. More specific cues are
better. Extreme words such as "always" and "never" should be avoided
because they contribute to the central tendency error. The scale for
the evaluation instrument in this study ranged from "superior" to
"weak." These extremes were divided into five points: "Superior,"

} "Very Good," "Good," "Fair," and "Weak."

Ten Brink's fourth step for instrument development concerns the
arrangement of the scale. Babbie (1973) emphasized that the format

| of the instrument can be just as important as the nature and working

of the questions asked. An improper format can confuse respondents

| and lead to their not completing and returning the instrument. The

i questionnaire should be spread out and uncluttered, with maximum

1 white space. Each question shculd be on a separate line, with no
abbreviations. Helmstadter (1964) asserted that the way in which
scales are organized can also be helpful in reducing rating errors.
Proximity errors can be reduced by placing behaviors which are judged
to go together logically as far from one another as possible in the
physical make-up of the scale. Halo errors can be reduced by alter-
nating the direction of the high end of the scale. Although such a
format may be so confusing that clerical errors offset any advantage.
When using untrained raters, Helmstadter recommends that all scales
be set up with the high end of the scale at the top or toward the
left. The evaluation instrument in this study was designed so that it
was uncluttered and presented maximum white space, The scale was

arranged with the high end of the scale on the left. The researcher



decided against physically separating items which logically went

together and alternating high ends of the scale. Such a format would
have made the criterion statements, and thus the entire instrument,
Tonger, and may have led to confusion since untrained raters were
being used in the study.

Ten Brink's fifth and final step is the all important step of
writing the instructions for the scale. Every instrument, whether to
be self-administered by the respondent or administered by an inter-
viewer, should contain clear instructions. Ten Brink suggested that
instructions accompanying any rating scale should contain the following
information: 1) a statement naming or describing the overall charac-
teristic being rated, 2) directions on how to mark the scales, and
3) any special instructions, such as to add any comments at the end,
or to omit any characteristics the rater does not feel qualified to
judge. The instructions for the evaluation instrument in this study
were written following the guidelines suggested by Ten Brink.

In addition to the suggestions to aid in instrument construction,
Babbie (1973) made several comments concerning effective use of the
instrument. The method of reproducing the questionnaire is important
to the overall success of the study, as a neatly reproduced instrument
will encourage a higher response rate. The basic method for mail
distribution and return is the transmission of the instrument, letter
of explanation and return envelope.

Babbie goes on to say that an invaluable tool is the return
rate graph, on which the number of returned questionnaires is logged
each day, either individually or cumulatively. The graph is a quide

to how the data collection is going and when follow-up mailings should
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be launched. As completed questionnaires are returned, each should

be opened, perused, and assigned an identification number. Follow-up
mailings are an effective method for increasing return rates in mail
surveys. Properly timed follow-up mailings (i.e., two to three weeks)
provide additional stimuli for responding. A new copy of the question-
naire should be sent with the follow-up Tetter. A response rate of at
least 50 per cent is adequate for analysis and reporting, a 60 per cent
rate is good, and a 70 per centor more is very good. For this study,
a neatly reproduced instrument was mailed to each participant along
with a cover Tletter and return envelope. The return rate graph was
used to log returned instruments. A follow-up letter and new copy of
the evaluation instrument were mailed three weeks after the first
mailing.

According to Gronlund, after the instrument has been constructed,
it should be rechecked to insure a quality instrument. The improvement
of ratings requires careful attention to selection of the characteristics
to be rated, design of the rating form and conditions under which the
ratings are obtained. Gronlund (1976, p. 445) advanced six principles
of effective rating scales that summarize the most important consider-
ations in the construction and use of numeric rating scales:

) Characteristics should be educationally significant.

) Characteristics should be directly observable.

) Characteristics and points on the scale should be

clearly defined.

4) Between three and seven rating positions should be
provided and raters should be permitted to mark at
intermediate points.

5) Raters should be instructed to omit ratings where they
feel unqualified to judge.

6) Ratings from several observers should be combined,
whenever possible.

W N —



In Essentials of Educational Research, Good (1972, p. 231)

provided a standard summary of criteria for construction of question-
naires including nine items:

1) It must be short encugh so as not to take too much
time and so that the respondent will not reject it
completely.

2) It must be of sufficient interest and have enough
face appeal so that the respondent will be inclined
to respond to it and to complete it.

3) The questionnaire should obtain some depth to the
response in order to avoid superficial replies.

4) The ideal questionnaire must not be too suggestive
or too unstimulating, particularly with reference
to choices.

5) The questionnaire should elicit responses that are
definite, but not mechanically forces.

6) Questions must be asked in such a way that the responses
will not be embarassing to the individual.

7) Questions must be asked in such a manner as to allay
suspicion on the part of the respondent concerning
hidden purposes in the questionnaire.

8) The questionnaire must not be too narrow,
restrictive, or limited in its scope or philosophy.

9) The response to the questionnaire must be valid,
and the entire body of data taken as a whole must
answer the basic question for which the questionnaire
was designed.

The criteria suggested by Gronlund and Good were used as a final review
of the evaluation instrument developed in this study to insure that the
best possible instrument had been constructed.

Developing a well-designed evaluation instrument is not an easy
task, but a well-designed instrument can be expected to have fewer
rater errors and to have more useful and reliable ratings. The
numerical rating scale developed for this study was designed following
Ten Brink's five steps for constructing a rating scale. These five
steps cover all areas of construction from selecting the criteria, to
 writing the individual items, to defining and arranging the scale,

and finally to writing the instructions. Suggestions by other authors
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also were incorporated into this review of literature and design of the

evaluation instrument for this study.

IIT. VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

In this final section of the review of related literature, the
concepts of validity and reliability and four studies that have developed
and validated instruments are reviewed. Gronlund (1976) maintained that
validity is the most important quality to consider when selecting or
constructing and evaluation instrument and that reliability is the second
most important characteristic.

Validity refers to the extent to which the results of an evaluation
procedure serve the particular uses for which the results are intended.
Validity is always concerned with the specific use to be made of eval-
uation results and with the soundness of proposed interpretations.
Validity pertains to the interpretation to be made from the results of
a test or instrument, and not to the instrument itself. Validity is a
matter of degree, and does not exist on an ali-or-none basis. Validity
is always specific to some particular use. Gronlund (1976) described
three basic types of validity: content validity, criterion-related
validity, and construct validity. Each is discussed below.

Content vaiidity is the extent to which a test measures a

representative sample of the subject matter content and behavioral
changes under consideration. A test that appears to be a relevant
measure, based on superficial examination, is said to have face validity,
but this is not a substitute fdr content validity (Gronlund, 1976).

Content validity is a built-in process where test items are developed




or carefully selected during test construction. Developing a test

with built-in validity usually does not require significantly more
time or effort (Spool, 1975). The basic procedure for determining
validity of an instrument is to compare the test content to a 1ist of
content and behaviors to be measured and judge the degree to which
the content and behaviors are included (Gronlund, 1976).

Criterion-related validity is the extent to which test perfor-

mance is related to some other valued measure of performance. This
includes both predictive and concurrent validity. In the new Standards

for Educational and Psychological Tests of the American Psychological

Association (1974), the designations of predictive and concurrent
validity have been subsumed under the more general category--
criterion-related validity. The procedure to determine criterion-
related validity is to compare test scores obtained using the instru-
ment with another measure of performance obtained at a later date
(predictive) or obtained concurrently (concurrent), and determine the
correlation coefficient. However, for most instruments that are being
validated, there is no known valid criterion. Gronlund (1976, p. 92-93)
pointed out this difficulty when he stated:

The selection of a satisfactory criterion is one of the

most difficult problems in validating a test. For most

educational purposes, no adequate criterion of success

exists. Those which are used tend to be lacking in

comprehensiveness and in most cases provide results

that are less stable than those of the test being

validated.

According to Oppenheim (1966), in principle, criterion-related

validity is not a difficult problem if a criterion can be obtained.

A criterion is an independent measure of the same variable, to which



the results of the test or questionnaire can be compared. However,

many criteria that might be suggested are themselves unreliable and

of doubtful validity. In a great many instances criteria are not
available. Attempts at direct validation against a criterion have
included essay-type questions, experts' judgments, interviews and

case studies, judments by co-workers and self-ratings. Helmstadter (1964,
p. 181) also approached the problem of determining criterion-related
validity and suggested that:

Empirical evidence as to the general efficacy of rating
scales is difficult, if not impossible, to obtain. In
the first place, rating scales are often constructed
and used in those situations where other measurement
approaches are exceedingly difficult to apply. Thus
criterion data against which to compare the results of
rating scales are often not readily available. In the
second place, whether or not a particular rating scale
will be valid depends on the particular behavior observed,
on the opportunity the raters have had to make the
observations, and on the care with which the scale has
been constructed.

Construct validity is the extent to which test performance can

be interpreted in terms of certain psychological constructs. The
psychological theory underlying the instrument is being validated.
According to Erickson (1976), the process to determine construct
validity involves synthesis of observation, reasoning and experimentation
and rarely reaches 100 per cent completion. The procedure is to logically
study the instrument to identify the psychological constructs under-
lying it, and to formulate hypotheses to test these constructs
experimentally.

Anderson (1975, p. 459) defined construct validity as the
"degree to which scores on a measure permit inferences about under-

lying traits." Construct validity is usually estimated from patterns
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of correlation of the measure in question with other measures. Two
subcategories of contruct validity of special concern to those
evaluating educational programs are population and ecological validity.
Anderson (1975, p. 459) indicated that the researcher is concerned with
the questions: "Does a measure have the same meaning - measure the
same processes or traits - in different population groups?" and "Does
a measure have the same meaning in different environmental settings -
can we generalize the results to different situations?"

Selltiz (1976) declared that the most significant problem in the
use of rating scales has to do with their validity. Examination of
relevant Titerature reveals that whereas evaluation of the reliability
of rating scales is common, measures of validity are rarely reported.
The reason being the lack of available external criteria against which
ratings can be compared. Selltiz (1976, p. 411) concluded that
investigators have assumed that their scales were valid when the
following conditions were met:

1) the attributes being measured were relatively

"objective" so that their meaning would be
uniformly understood by raters using the scales; and

2) the ratings were obtained under optimal conditions

including carefully constructed scales, trained
judges, and specified common frames of reference.

Fox (1969, p. 371) stated that all the procedures to produce a
statistical estimate of validity require the researcher to have avail-
able some other criterion measure as indicated below:

This necessity to have an already existing criterion or

alternative measure available before validity can be

estimated statistically is the reason we see the statis-

tical estimates of validity in the literature relatively

seldom. The simple and unhappy truth is that in the

social disciplines we do not have very many existing
measures or criteria of sufficient relevance, reliability,
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and validity in their own right for researchers to be

willing to use them as the basis for estimating the

validity of a new instrument.

Without a meaningful criterion measure, content or face validity are
preferable to a statistical estimate of validity based on a concocted
criteria.

No valid instrument could be found to evaluate consumer and
homemaking programs. This fact created the need for the present study,
but at the same time makes validation of the evaluation instrument
developed in this study a difficult problem. The criteria upon which
the instrument is based were validated by Buero and Harrison who obtained
the data for verifying the criteria from the people actually involved
with consumer and homemaking programs--the persons who should know
best what criteria are necessary for evaluating consumer and homekaing
programs. Therefore, the instrument was determined to have content
va1idity by the process of the researcher's committee members checking
to determine if each essential criteria were appropriately included.
Since no valid criterion against which to compare the evaluation instru-
ment could be found, it was deemed impossible to determine the criterion-
related validity of the instrument developed in this study. Using
Anderson's definition of construct validity, it was possible to determine
the construct validity of the evaluation instrument. Four different
populations used the instrument to evaluate consumer and homemaking
programs and the four ratings for each criterion statement were correlated.

After validity has been considered, the second most important
quality to consider when constructing an evaluation instrument is
reliability. Reliability provides the consistency which makes validity

possible and indicates how much confidence can be placed in the results.
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Reliability refers to the consistency of evaiuation results from one
measurement to another. A reiiable measure is not necessarily valid.
Reliability is primarily a statistical concept, reported in terms of
a reliability coefficient or the standard error measurement
(Grontund, 1976).

Reliability coefficients are determined by several different
methods and each method provides a different estimate of consistency.
The methods are similar in that all of them involve correlating two
sets of data, obtained either from the same evaluation instrument or

from equivalent forms of the same procedure. Coefficients of stability

are correlations between scores obtained from test and retest of the

same individuals with some significant time period between. Coefficients

of equivalence are correlations between scores from two equivalent forms

of the test administered to the same individuals. Coefficients of

internal consistency are quantitative estimates of the accuracy of

the test itself based on internal analysis of scores obtained on a
single administration of the instrument. This analysis may be made by
correlating the scores on two halves of the test or by applying the
Kuder-Richardson formula (Erickson, 1976).

In the present study, reliability of the evaluation instrument
was determined using a test-retest procedure. Consumer and homemaking
teachers in East Tennessee used the evaluation instrument to rate their
programs and two weeks later they again evaluated their programs.
Correlation coefficients were determined for the test-retest ratings
on each criterion statement.

Numerous studies that developed and validated an instrument

were identified in the literature. Most of these instruments were to
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test skills or knowledge that could easily provide a criterion
measure, such as arithmetic ability, stencgraphic skills, and physical
education skills. Studies by Watanabe (1976}, Wilder (1977), Hirst
(1974), and Dale (1977) have implications for the present study and

are reviewed in this section.

The Watanabe Study

The basic purpose of the Watanabe study was to determine the
extent of identified teaching/coordination qualities of teacher-
coordinators of secondary cooperative vocational education programs
in Tennessee and Virginia. A secondary purpose was to develop rating
sheets for teacher-coordinators and student-learners to collect data.

Watanabe utilized the 385 pedagogical performance requirements
for teacher-coordinators that were identified by Cotrell in 1972. The
385 performance requirements had been divided into ten categories and
further divided by factor analysis into 127 module titles within the
categories. These 385 requirements were only identified with no evalua-
tive procedure to determine their existence in the classroom.

For Watanabe's study, a panel of eight consultants reviewed the
module titles and narrowed the performance requirements to those which
could be directly identifiable by student-learners as either relating
to classroom instruction or correlating classrcom instruction with the
students' learning activities on the job. The remaining module titles
weré reworded for clarity, understanding and readability, and comprised
the preliminary rating instrument consisting of 58 items divided into
four categories. A five-point scale ranging from “excellent," "above

average," "average," "below average," and "poor" was established.
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The rating sheet developed by Watanabe was field tested at South
High School, Knoxville, Tennessee, in three cooperative education classes.
Teacher-ccoordinators and student-learners reacted to the rating sheet
and rated the teacher-cqordinator; one week later the instrument was
readministered. The results of teacher rating sheets and student
rating sheets were correlated using Pearson Product Moment Correlation
to establish reliability of the instrument.

The Watanabe study is similar to the present study in that a
previous study provides a large number of characteristics that must be
reduced into a managable number for an evaluation instrument. The
procedures in the Watanabe study using a panel to validate the content
of the instrument and to determine reliability through test-retest

were used in the present study.

The Wilder Study

Wilder's study was concerned with the development and validation
of a survey instrument which could be easily adapted by vocational
education information systems across the country for the purpose of
determining user information needs. Through a review of literature,
content areas commonly used in information needs surveys were identi-
fied; and sample items were compiled into Draft I of the Information

Needs Inventory for Vocational Educators. A jury of experts reacted

to Draft I, judging whether or not the questions were essential for
an information needs survey.

Draft Il of the instrument was compiled from the essential
questions, and the same jury judged the clarity of the questions,

instructions page and overall appropriateness of the content of the
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instrument. Draft III was sent to a validation panel with instructions
for judging whether or not its contents were representative of its
intended use. Draft IV was returned to the original jury of experts to
verify approval of changes suggested by the validation panel.

A pretest of Draft IV (the final draft of the instrument) was
conducted, and the sampie selection, mail-out procedures, and analysis
tried out. Wilder recommends a test-retest reliability study to
determine whether the questionnaire consistently yields the same data,
and additional testing of the instrument through simultaneous inter-
viewing and comparing results.

The Wilder study has several implications for the present study.
Whereas the Wilder study was directed toward developing and validating
a survey instrument for vocational education information systems to
determine user information needs, this study involved the development
and validation of an instrument to evaluate consumer and homemaking
programs. The techniques of the Wilder study gave direction for the
present study. Two groups also reacted to the evaluation instrument
developed in the present study. Members of the researcher's committee
reviewed the instrument for content coverage and clarity. A panel of
vocational education graduate students, who represented the actual
persons who would be using the evaluation instrument, reacted to the
final draft of the instrument for clarity and usefulness. As
recommended by Wilder for her instrument, a test-retest reliability study

was done in the present study.

The Hirst Study

One of the purposes of the Hirst study was to develop and

validate a set of activities which could be utilized by occupational
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education institutions during the self-study phase of the accreditation
process. During Phase 1 of the study, a preliminary listing of 96
self-study activities was developed from the literature. A jury of
22 experts in occupational education was used to further develop, refine
and validate the list. Two probes of the jury resulted in 130 activities
divided into five sections receiving greater than 80 per cent concurrence
of the jurors. These 130 activities were retained for the final
instrument. A seven-point scale ranging from "not useful" to "extremely
useful"” was developed.

During Phase II, the survey instrument was administered to 240
randomly selected administrators, instructors, counselors, and
supervisors in 72 occupational education institutions in seven southern
states. A mean utility rating and percent of respondents performing
figure was calculated for each activity. Chi-square was used to
determine whether there were differences in perception of utility by
administrators, instructors, counselors, and supervisors. Reliability
of the instrument was determined by use of Alpha Coefficient.

The Hirst study was directed toward developing and validating a
set of activities for the self-study phase of accredidation, rather
than an evaluation instrument. The use of four groups of users, and
comparison between the differences in perception in Hirst's study
suggested the use of four groups of potential users and comparing their

ratings used in the present study.

The Dale Study

The purposes of the Dale study were to design and validate an

evaluation system for the Vocational Training Adult Education (VTAE)
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Field/Community Services programs in Wisconsin. The system was to
include self-evaluation and visitation evaluation procedures and
instrumentation.

Project activities included: 1) reviewing evaluation literature
pertaining to adult continuing education activities; 2) identifying
state-wide goals and objectives and major functions of the VTAE Field/
Community Services; 3) designing a comprehensive evaluation model which
included instrumentation and procedures for program self-evaluation
and on-site team evaluation; 4) pilot testing all phases of the evaluation
procedure at one of the VTAE centers; 5) revising the final evaluation
model from the pilot test; and 6) conducting a second pilot test at
another VTAE center. Early in the project an advisory committee of
VTAE instructors and supervisors was identified to react to and provide
input for the evaluation model procedures and instrumentation. This
committee served as a "validating sounding board" for the self-evaiuation
instrument and procedures.

The Dale study suggested the idea of using two groups to evaluate
the same program and compare the evaluation ratings that was used in
the present study. The advisory committee used in the Dale study was
also carried over to the present study with the researcher's committee
members being used to check the content validity of the instrument

against the validated criteria.
IV. SUMMARY

Program evaluation in vocational education is a systematic and

continuous process of cbtaining valid and reliable data for judging the
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effectiveness of programs in relation to acceptable criteria and
objectives. In order for effective evaluation of consumer and
homemaking programs to take place, better evaluation methodology and
instruments are needed. Recent research in evaluation of vocational
education programs was reviewed in this chapter, cumulating in the
studies by Buero and Harrison that validated the criteria for evaluating
consumer and homemaking programs. The research review provided a basis
for the evaluation instrument developed in the present study.

Instrument construction is not an easy task. But a well-
constructed instrument can be expected to produce fewer rater errors
and more useful and reliable ratings. The steps for constructing a
numerical rating scale were discussed in the second section of this
chapter, along with the guidelines and suggestions that were followed
to construct the evaluation instrument used in the study.

Validity and reliability are the most important qualities to
consider when constructing an evaluation instrument. Validity refers
to the extent to which an evaluation instrument measures what it is
supposed tomeasure; while reliability refers to the consistency of
evaluation results from one measurement to another. Types of validity
and reliability were reviewed in the third section of this chapter,
along with the methodology for determining each type. This chapter
also included selected studies having implications and giving direction
to the present study.

Chapter IIT includes the methods and procedures utilized to

conduct the present research study.
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CHAPTER ITI

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The purposes of this study were to develop and to validate an
instrument for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs, This
chapter describes the methodology involved in conducting the study.
The study, which was classified as descriptive, was conducted in
three phrases: construction of the instrument, pilot testing of the
instrument, and use of the instrument by different population groups
to evaluate consumer and homemaking programs. Each phase is explained

below.
I. CONSTRUCTION OF THE INSTRUMENT

A comprehensive review of related literature was conducted to
identify the type of instrument to be used and the methodology for
constructing an instrument for evaluating consumer and homemaking
programs. A wide variety of evaluation forms were collected and
reviewed to aid in determining the format for the instrument.

An evaluation instrument was constructed based on the criteria
verified as essential for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs
by Buero (1979) and Harrison (1979). In the Buero and Harrison
studies, home economics supervisors, vocational directors and teacher
educators in each of the fifty states and home economics teachers and
Tocal vocational directors in Tennessee were asked to indicate the
importance of 207 criterion statements on a six-point Likert scale

(6-strongly agree, 5-moderately agree, 4-mildly agree, 3-mildly
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disagree, 2-moderately disagree, and 1-strongly disagree).

For the present study, the 175 criterion statements which received
a 5.0 or higher mean rating by any four of the five groups of raters
were included (see Table A-1, Appendix A, for the 207 criterion state-
ments and mean ratings). These 175 criterion statements were grouped
into 25 categories or concept areas by the researcher. The grouping
of the criteria into concept areas was confirmed by the home economics
teacher educator on the researcher's committee. Recommended changes
were made and the concept categories revised. The categories were:

Development of Program, Written Philosophy, Scope and Sequence,

Curriculum, Objectives and Goals, Content, Free of Sex Bjas and Dis-

crimination, Future Homemakers of America, Program Qutcomes, Instructional

Methods, Instructional Materials and Supplies, Administration of Local

Program, Teacher Background and Qualifications, Teacher Professional

Growth and Development, Teacher Personal Qualities, Meeting Individual

Differences, Advisory Committee, Public Relations, Evaluation,

Facilities, Equipment, Safety, Storage, Financial Resources, and

Department Housekeeping.

The instrument format for the present study (See Appendix B for
copy of evaluation instrument) was based upon the "Career Competency
Evaluation Form" developed by Purcell (1976), and the "Student Teacher
Competencies" form developed by the University of Montevallo, Depart-
ment of Home Economics (1975). A concept was given, and the criterion
statements that supported the concept were listed. FEach criterion
statement was to be rated on a scale of 5-Superior, 4-Very Good, 3-Good,

2-Fair, and 1-Weak. An "Unable to Judge" rating was also included for
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situations in which not enough informaticn was available or the criterion
statement was not applicable toc the program sceing evaluated. The program
evaluator was instructed to judge each criteria and place a check mark
in the appropriate box representing his/her rating of the concept.

The instrument designed in the current study was a numerical
rating scale. A rating scale consists of a set of characteristics or
behaviors to be judged and some type of scale for indicating the
degree to which each attribute is present. According to Helmstadter
(1964), all rating methods are classified under the psychometric scaling
technique called successive intervals. Each of the stimuli under
consideration is placed into one of a limited number of intervals or
categories ordered along some continuum; thus creating an ordinal
measurement. The practical advantages of such a scale are that it
takes less time, can be used with a Targe number of subjects, and
seems to work well with untrained raters. All of these characteristics
are applicabie for the users of the evaluation instrument that was
developed. In order to relieve common rater errors, the instrument
was construcfed with the high end on the left and did not change

direction.

The instrument was checked for content coverage and clarity by
a panel of experts. Each was given a list of the criteria which were
to have pbeen included and a copy of the instrument; and each committee
member was asked to determine if each criteria were appropriately
included. The instrument was revised as suggested by the panel of
experts and rechecked. This process of judging that the instrument
adequately and appropriately included the criteria validated by

Harrison and Buero determined the content validity of the instrument.
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Vocational-technical education graduate students in a seminar at
The University of Tennessee, Knoxville, read the instrument and made
suggestions to improve its clarity and usefulness during the spring
quarter, 1979. These graduate students represented a cross-section of
persons who would actually be using the instrument. Five were full-
time graduate students in Home Economics Education who had taught or
soon would be teaching consumer and homemaking programs; three were
presently teaching consumer and homemaking courses; one was a Tennessee
state specialist for business education; and one was a physical educa-
tion teacher majoring in Educational Administration and Sﬁpervision.
The instrument was revised as the graduate students suggested. The

final revised instrument is presented in Appendix B.
IT. PILOT TEST OF THE INSTRUMENT

The evaluation instrument was pilot tested to determine its
usability and reliability. The test-retest method was used for
establishing the reliability. Fifteen teachers in East Tennessee were
selected to participate in the pilot study. The teachers were sent a
letter explaining the purposes of the study and asking them to partic-
ipate in the study (for letter see Apoendix C). By returning an
enclosed postcard, the teachers indicated their willingness to evaluate
their program using the evaluation instrument; ten teachers indicated
a willingness to participate.

The evaluation instrument along with cover letter, informed
consent form, and return envelope were mailed to the ten participants

(see Appendix D for cover letter). Partitipants were asked to
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evaluate their consumer and hcmemaking program using the evaluation
instrument and to return it along with the informed consent form. Each
participant returned the first copy of the evaluation instrument and
informed consent form.

Two weeks following the initial mail-out of the evaluation
instrument, the ten teachers were asked to evaluate their programs again
to determine the reliability of the instrument using the test-retest
method. The teachers were sent a cover letter, evaluation instrument
and return envelope (see Appendix E for cover letter). Eight teachers
returned the second evaluation instrument within two weeks. The other
two teachers were telephoned to encourage them to return the second
evaluation instrument; these two instruments were returned by the end
of the third week.

Each criterion statement was rated on a scale of 5-Superior,
4-Very Good, 3-Good, 2-Fair, and 1-Weak. An "Unable to Judge" (UJ)
rating was also included for situations in which not enough information
was available or the criterion statement was not applicable to the
program being evaluated. Since a meaningful number could not be
assigned to the UJ ratings, they were omitted from the calculations.

Both sets of evaluation instruments had been coded prior to being
mailed out. The reponses to each criterion statement for the first and
second mail-outs were recorded on a chart so that responses could be
compared. Data obtained from the 10 programs is reported in Table A-2,
Appendix F. For each program a total score for the test and a total
score for the retest were determined by adding the Eatings for that
program. The total scores for the tests for the ten programs were

ranked, as were the total scores for the retests.
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Correlation coefficients were determined by using Spearman

Rho Rank Order Correlation (rs) for the difference (d) in test-retest
ranks on the total scores. Spearman Rho Rénk Order Correlation can
be used to test for a significant relationship when there is ordinal
data, only two groups, and less than 30 cases to be compared. Siegel
(195€) provides a formula for calculating the Spearman Rho Rank Order
Correlation:
_6(zd?

NN

, where d = the difference in ranks, and

N

the number of programs rated.
This formula was used to calculate the ro for the total scores of the
ten programs. A1l calculations were made on a Texas Instruments
Programmable 59 calculator. The level of significance was set at .05.
Siegel states that for a N of 10, the critical value of rs for the .05
level of significance (one-tailed test) is 0.564.

Data on reliability of the instrument is analyzed and reported
in Chapter IV. The usability of the evaluation instrument is reported

in Chapter V.
ITI. USE OF EVALUATION INSTRUMENT BY DIFFERENT GROUPS

Anderson (1975) indicated that construct validity has two
subcategories: population and ecological validity. For population
and ecological validity, the researcher is concerned with answering
the question, "Does the measure have the same meaning or measure
the same process or traits in different population groups, or in
different environmental settings?". To ascertain the construct

validity of the evaluation instrument in this study, different



populations used the instrument to evaluate consumer and homemaking
programs.

A convenience sample of five states in the southeastern region
of the United States was selected (Florida, Kentucky, Mississippi,
North Carolina, and Tennessee). The state supervisor for home
economics in each of these five states was asked to submit the names
and addresses of six consumer and homemaking programs to be evaluated.
They were also asked to supply the names and addresses of a regional
home economics supervisor, a home economics teacher educator, and
another consumer and homemaking teacher who were familiar with the
program and would be able to evaluate it (See Appendix G for Tletter
and Appendix H for form to suggest names).

Each of the state supervisors responded by returning the
requested names and addresses. The Occupational Program Director for
Home Economics Education for the State of Florida requested that the
district superintendent of each teacher be contacted for permission
to ask the teachers to participate. She also suggested informing
the district home economics supervisor that the study was being
conducted. The six district superintendents were sent letters
requesting their permission for the consumer and homemaking teachers
to participate in the study. They were to indicate their permission
by returning an enclosed postcard (see Appendix I for cover letter).
Copies of these letters were sent to thg district home economics
supervisor and the Occupational Program Director, five of the six

district superintendents returned the postcard gfving permission for
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their consumer and homemaking teachers to participate in the study. The
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sixth district superintendent indicated that the request had been
referred to the district's Educational Research committee. Permission
for the consumer and homemaking teachers from this district to partic-
ipate in the study was not received in time for the first mailout.

The teachers of the six consumer and homemaking programs to be
evaluated from Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina and Tennessee,
and the five from Florida were mailed evaluation instruments, informed
consent forms, return envelopes and a cover letter explaining the
purpose of the study (see Appendix J for cover letter). The regional
supervisors, teacher educators, and the other consumer and homemaking
teachers were mailed evaluation instruments, informed consent forms,
return envelopes and a cover letter explaining the purpose of the
study (see Appendix K for cover letter). Each participant was notified
that she had been identified by her state supervisor to participate in
the study. The teachers, regional supervisors, and teacher educators
were asked to rate the consumer and homemaking program and return the
evaluation instruments to the researcher along with the informed consent
form.

At the end of three weeks, 81 of the 116 evaluation instruments
had been returned. Non-respondents were followed up by a second letter
three and a half weeks after the first mailing. Non-respondents were
important to this study because they could have represented a different
quality program which would have affected the representativeness of
the sample. After the follow-up letter, an additional 25 persons
responded. These later respondents were tabulated separately to
determine if a difference existed between early respondents and later

respondents who could be expected to be similar to non-respondents.
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Mann-Whitney U was used to determine if there was a significant
difference between respondents and non-respondents. Mann-Whitney U
is a non-parametric procedure for testing whether two independent
groups have been drawn from the same population.
Siegel (1956) provides a formula for determining Mann-Whitney U:

n](n] + 1)
U= n1n2-+————7T————— - R], where ny = the number of cases in

the smaller group,
n, = the number of cases in the
larger group, and
Ry = sum of ranks assigned to the
group whose samp]é size is ny-
With an n, larger than 20 (as was the case in this study), the

significance of an observed value of U is determined by using the formula:

u- Hy nyn, n]nz(n] i, + 1)
Z = 5% , where Hy = and o, = .

U 12
Siegel (1956) indicates that when a considerable number of ties are
present in the data (as was the case in this study), a correction
factor must be incorporated into the computation of z. The correction
factor is T:
3

T = E_T:_E“ where t = the number of observations tied at a given

rank.

With the correction for ties, z (Siegel) is:

_ M

2

MM N - N
\[N(n-l) (Fz— - 2T)

z (Siegel) =

, where N = n] + n,.
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These formulae were used to talculate the U and z (Siegel) for each
criterion statement. The level of significance was set at .05.
Siegel presents tables for dgtermining the probability of z (Siegel)

|
for a one-tailed test. Data on the U's and their significance is

analyzed and reported in Chapter IV.

A total of 106, or 91v37 per cent, of the evaluation instruments
were returned. The group classification of the evaluation instruments
returned by the four groups of raters were as follows: 27 teachers of
consumer and homemaking programs, 24 other consumer and homemaking
teachers; 29 home economics regional supervisors; and 26 home economics
teacher educators. Sixteen persons who returned the evaluation
instrument stated they were unable to rate the program as requested,
resulting in 90, or 84.9] pér cent, of the returned instruments being
usable for the study. These‘usab1e instruments provided by the four
groups of raters were as follows: 26 teachers of consumer and home-
making programs, 22 other consumer and homemaking teachers; 24 home
economics regional supervisqrs; and 18 home economics teacher educators.

The evaluation instryments had been coded prior to being mailed
out. The responses to each icriterion statement were recorded on charts
so that responses could be dompared and ranked. No evaluation instru-
ments were returned for one Iprogram, one evaluation instrument was
returned for two programs, two evaluation instruments were returned for

one program, three evaluation instruments were returned for fourteen

| N .
programs, and all four evaluation instruments were returned for eleven

programs. The one program with no evaluation forms returned, and the
\
two programs with one evaluation form returned were omitted from the
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data, resulting in 26 of the‘29 programs being included in the study.
Each criterion statement was, rated on a scaie of 5-Superior, 4-Very
Good, 3-Good, 2-Fair, and 1-Weak. An "unable to judge" (UJ) rating
was also included for situations in which not enough information was
available or the criterion statement was not applicable to the program
being evaluated. Since a meaningful number could not be assigned to
the UJ ratings, they were omitted from the calculations. This resulted
in some criterion statements‘having fewer than 26 programs to be compared.

The ratings for each criterion statement for each consumer and
|
homemaking program from the teacher, regional supervisor, home economics
|
teacher educator and another‘consumer and homemaking teacher were
compared using Friedman's Analysis of Variance (sz). Friedman's
Analysis of Variance is used to test for significant difference among

k matched groups, when there is at least ordinal data. Siegel (1956)

provides a formula for Friedman's Analysis of Variance:

e = T 1Ry

- 3N(k + 1), where k = number of raters,
N = number of statements, and
Rj = sum of ranks.
Xr2 is distributed approx’?maltely as chi square with df - k - 1, when
N and/or k are not too small. Siegel provides exact probability tables
for k's and n's smaller thaA k. =4, N‘= 4, and chi square tables for
k's and N's larger than fou;.

|
The above formula was used to calculate the Xr2 for each
\
criterion statement for each program to determine if there was a signif-
|
icant difference between raFings by the different evaluvaters. The

level of significance was set at .05. Programs in which the raters




did not show a significant difference were classified as showing
agreement among the raters, while programs in which raters showed a
significant difference were E?assified as showing disagreement among
the raters. The number of programs showing agreement among the raters,
the number of programs inc]uged in the calculations, and the number of
persons who were unable to judge the program wera tabulated for each
criterion statement. Criter%on statements showing a significant
difference among raters for any of the 26 programs are reported in
Table A-3, Appendix M.

In order to determine‘if the number of programs showing
agreement among the raters is significant, a bincmial test should be
applied. Hays (1972) providgs the formula for a binomial test:

K-y
z_
9y

, where My = N(.5), oy = N(.25),
X = number of programs showing
agreement, and

N = total number of programs.
When N is larger than 20, standard z tables may be used to interpret
the z scores. Hays provides tables of exact binomial probabilities for
N's less than 20, and stand;rd z tables.

The above formula was used to calculate the z scores for each
criterion statement. The ]qve] of significance was set at .05. Data
on the number of raters showing agreement and z scores are analyzed

and reported in Chapter IV.i Chapter V summarizes the usability of the

evaluation instrument.
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* CHAPTER 1V

ANALYSIS OF DATA

The purposes of this $tudy were to develop and to validate an
evatuation instrument for consumer and homemaking programs. The
instrument was constructed following the methodology discussed in
Chapter III. Validating theiinstrument involved two phases as were
outlined in Chapter II and Chapter III: 1) determining the instrument's
reliability and 2) determining its construct validity. These two

phases are discussed in this chapter.

\
I. ANALYZING DATA FOR RELIABILITY

|

A pilot study was conducted as described in Chapter III to
determine the reliability of‘the evaluation instrument through a test-
retest procedure. The evaluation instrument consisting of 25 categories
with 145 criterion statement? was administered twice to ten consumer
and homemaking teachers in East Tennessee with a two- to three-week
interval between each admini%tration. Spearman Rho Rank Order Correlation
(r_) was chosen as the appropriate statistical tool for use with the

S
ordinal data colliected from two groups of less than 30 cases. Since

a meaningful number could not be assigned to the "UJ" (Unable to Judge)
ratings, they were omitted from the calculations.

For each program a toFa] score for the test and a total score
for the retest were calculated. Total scores for the test, and then

total scores for the retest were ranked, and the rs value for total

scores calculated. The formula that was used to make the re calculations
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was discussed in Chapter III (p. 45). Calculations were made by
entering the data into a Texas Instruments Programmable 59 calculator
into which the Spearman Rho hank Crder Correlation formula had been
programmed. The level of significance was set at .05. Siegel (1956)
provides tables indicating that for an N of 10, the critical value of
rs for the .05 level of signfficance (one-tailed test) is 0.564.

The Spearman Rho Rank Order Correlation for the test-retest
total scores for the ten programs included in this pilot study was
0.9030.. This rs value is significant at the .05 level, indicating
that the evaluation instrume;t has a significant level of reliability
as determined by the test-retest method. Table 1'presents the total
scores for the test and total scores for the retest for each of the
ten programs and their respective ranks. (The reliability data
obtained by the test-retest;method from the ten programs is reported
in Table A-2, Appendix F.) |

Twenty-five of the 1%5 criterion statements included in the
evaluation instrument recei?ed "unable to judge" (UJ) ratings from
one or more of the ten teachers in the pilot study. For ten of the
25 criterion statements recqiving an "UJ" rating, the corresponding
test or retest rating was the lowest rating, "1-Weak." This finding
suggests that the rater maylhave consted the "UJ" column with the
lowest rating column which was adjacent to the "UJ" column, indicating
that the "UJ" column shou]dibe physically separated from the rating
columns. Table 2 Tists the 25 criterion statements that received

"UJ" ratings, and their test-retest ratings. None of the criterion

statements received more than three "UJ" ratings from the 10 programs;

cnly seven criterion statements received two or more "UJ" ratings.




TABLE 1. Test-Retest Reliability Rank Order Correlation !

Test Test Retest Retest

Program2 Total Score Rank Total Score Rank
A 563 4 563 6
B 477 10 445 10
C 661 1 661 1
D 552 6 545 7
E 655 2 638 2
F 547 7 590 4
G 588 3 624 3
H 530 ! 9 529 8
I 558 5 565 5

J 541 8 495 9

]rs = 0.9030 (Significant at the .05 level).

2Consumer and homemaking program
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TABLE 2. Criterion Statements Receiving "Unable to Judge" (UJ) Ratings1
in the Pilot Study

Criterion Statements T-R?
2. Written Philosophy !
a. Conforms with school's philosophy and
- objectives and is an integral part of the 3
total school curricilum Uud-ud
3. Scope and Sequence |
a. Developed for grades 7 through 12 Ud-ud
Ud-ud
Ud-4
9. Program Outcomes
b. Contribute to employability of youth and
adults in the dual role of homemaker and
wage earner i ud-3
12. Administration of Local Program
e. Provides for coordination of total district
program by home economics educator ud-4
f. Involives advisory committee in program
evaluation and improvement ud-4
g. Utilizes advisory committee recommendations
and suggestions ud-4

i. Provides reimbursemEnt for teachers to attend UJ-UJ
professional meetings Ud-5

\
14. Teacher Professional Growth and Development
d. Utilizes regularly scheduled meetings of
district home economics staff for program
improvement Ud->5

15. Teacher Personal Qualities
i. Demonstrates responsiveness to supervision
by implementing recpmmended modifications
to improve program Ud-ud




TABLE 2. (continued)
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Criterion Statements T-R
%
16. Meeting Individual Differences
c. Handicapped students are mainstreamed when Ud-ud
mutually beneficial 3-uJ
d. Individualized educational plans are on file ud-ud
for each handicapped student Ud-ud
1-Ud
17. Advisory Committee
a. Includes:
1. Parents Ud-1
2. Administrators | ud-ud
Ud-1
3. Community members with consumer and
homemaking interests Ud-1
b. Assists in improving and expanding home
economics program Ud-1
c. Meets at least twice a year UJd-1
d. Maintains records of planned agenda for
each meeting Ud-1
e. Assists in interpreting homemaking program
to community Ud-1
f. Staggers membership! appointments for
continuity Ud-1
g. Maintains Tiasion with homemaking teacher Ud-1
19. Evaluation ‘
d. Satisfactory provision for:
3. Heating Ud-5
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TABLE 2. (continued)

i

Criterion Statements T-R2
22. Safety
a. Fire extinguishers are:
1. Located in department Ud-ud
2. Inspected regularly Ud-5
3-Ud
3. Usable by students and teachers UJ-ud
3-UJ
24. Financial Resources
c. Adequate funds provided for:
2. Experimental activities Ud-5

]For each criterion statement, one set of ratings indicates that
only one of the ten programs had an "Unable to Judge® rating; two sets
of ratings indicate that two of the ten programs had an "Unable to Judge"
rating; three sets of ratings indicate that three of the ten programs
had an "Unable to Judge" rating.
) 2First rating labeled "#est" (T): second rating labeled “"Retest"
R).

3Rating scale used was S-Superior, 4-Very Good, 3-Good, 2-Fair,

1-Weak, and UJ-Unable to Judge.
|
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This finding suggests that there is a need for an "Unable to Judge"
rating, because some criterion statements are viewed as not applicable
to the program being rated, jor not enough information is available
to judge the criterion statement. However, the "UJ" rating was not
used to excess by the rater; in the pilot study; therefore reliability
of the instrument was not greatly affected.

The findings, conclusions, and recommendations based on the

data collected in the pilot study are presented in Chapter V.
|

IT. ANALYZING DATA FOR CONSTRUCT VALIDITY

The study was conducted as described in Chapter III to determine
the usability and validity o% the evaluation instrument. The evaluation
instrument consisting of 25 categories with 145 criterion statements
was mailed to the 116 personP who were to evaluate the 29 consumer and
homemaking programs included in the study. The 116 evaluators included
58 consumer and homemaking tgachers, 29 home economics regional super-
visors, and 29 home economics teacher educators in five southeastern

states. In the following seFtions, representativeness of the sample

and use of the evaluation instrument by different groups are discussed.

Representativeness of Sample

Responses from early Fespondents and later respondents who could
be expected to be similar to non-respondents were compared to determine
the representativeness of the sample. Non-respondents were important
to this study because they could have represented a different quality
program. Of the 116 evaluation instruments mailed, a total of 106, or

91.37 per cent, were returned. Eighty-one evaluation instruments were

returned in response to the first mail-out; an additional 25 instruments
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were returned after the second mail-out. Responses for each criterion
statement from the 81 participants who returned the instrument after
the first mail-out and the 2? participants who returned it after the
second mail-out were compared.

Mann Whitney U was uséd to determine if there was a significant
differenée between early respondents and later respondents because it
is a non-parametric procedure for testing whether two independent
groups have been drawn from %he same population. The formulae used to
make the Mann Whitney U calculations were discussed in Chapter III,
page 48. Calculations were made by entering the data into a Texas
Instruments Programmable 59 calculator into which the formulae had been
programmed. The level of siénificance was set at .05 and Siegel's
z tables used for determining the critical values of z (Siegel).

The results show simi}arities in early and later respondents.

Of the 145 criterion statemeﬁts, 140 did not show a significant differ-
ence between early responden%s and later respondents. Table 3 presents
the five criterion statemeht$ which showed a significant difference
between early respondents and later respondents. The non-respondents
in this study can be conside;ed to be similar to the respondents
included in the study. Therefore, the representativeness of the

sample was not adversely affected by non-respondents.

Use of Evaluation Instrumentiby Different Groups

Responses for each criterion statement for each consumer and
|

homemaking program from the teacher of the program, home economics
regional supervisor, home economics teacher educator, and another
consumer and homemaking teacper were compared to determine if there was

a significant difference in ratings among the different evaluators for
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each program. .No evaluation instruments were returned for one program,
one evaluation instrument was returned for two programs, two evaluation
instruments were returned fqr one program, three evaluation instruments
were returned for fourteen brograms, and all four evaluation instruments
were returned for eleven prégrams. The one program with no evaluation
instruments returned and the two programs with one evaluation instrument
returned were omitted from the data, resulting in 26 of the 29 programs
being inc]uded in the following analysis of the results. Since the
data from the 26 programs was very lengthy, only the criterion state-
ments with a significant difference among raters as demonstrated by
XrZ are listed in Table A-3, Appendix M.

Each criterion statement was rated on a scale of 5-Superior,
4-Very Good, 3-Good, 2-Fair, and 1-Weak. An “Unable to Judge" (UJ)
rating was also included for situations in which not enough information
was available or the criterion statement was not applicable to the
program being evaluated. S%nce a meaningful number could not be
assigned to the "UJ" ratings, they were omitted from the calculations.
This resulted in some critewion statements having fewer than 26 programs
to be compared.

The responses were rénked and Friedman's Analysis of Variance (sz)
values calculated for each statement for each program. Friedman's Analysis
of Variance was chosen to t?st for a significant difference in ratings
among the different evaluators for each program because it can be used
to test for significant difference among k matched groups when there is

at least ordinal data. Theiformu1a used to make the sz calculations

was discussed in Chapter III, page 50. Calculations were made by entering

the data into a Texas Instruments Programmable 59 calculator into which
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the formula had been programmed. The level of significance was set at
.05. Siegel (1956) indicates that sz is distributed approximately as
chi square with df = k-1, when N and/or k are not tco small. Siegel's
chi square tables, and exact probability tables for sz were used for
determining the critical values of Xr2. Programs in which the raters
did not show a significant difference were classified as showing agree-
ment among the raters, whi]& programs in which the raters showed a
significant difference were classified as showing disagreement amoné
the raters. The programs sWowing a significant difference among
ratings for individual criterion statements are presented in Table A-2,
Appendix M.

In order to determinq if the number of programs classified as
showing agreement among the raters for each criterion statement was
significant, a binomial test was applied. The formuia used to make a
binomial test described by Hays (1972) was presented in Chapter III,
page 51. The z values were calculated using the formula. The level
of significance was set at .05, and z tables and exact binomial
probabilities tables providéd by Hays were used for determining the
critical values of z. Tables 4 through 29 present the data derived
from the use of the evaluation instrument by the four groups of raters,
grouped according to the 251categories of the evaluation instrument. In
each table, the category, all the criterion statements in the category,
the number of programs showﬂng agreement among the raters as assessed
by Xr2, the number of progréms included in the calculations, the z

value indicating the degree of agreement based on the number of programs

showing agreement among the raters, and the number of raters who were
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unable to judge the program from the 90 raters included in the study
are given. An asterisk (*) following the z value indicates significance
at the .05 level.

The evaluation instrument demonstrates a high level of construct
validity as reflected by the large number of consumer and homemaking
prograhs showing agreement among the evaluators using the evaluation
instrument. The z values for 110 of the 145 criterion statements were
significant at the .05 level of significance, indicating that the number
of programs showing agreement among the evaluators was significant.

For an additional 30 criterion statements, even though the number of
programs showing agreement among the evaluators was not significant, the
number of programs showing agreement among the raters was more than

50 per cent. For 50 of the 145 criterion statements, 10 or more of the
90 raters responded that fhey were unable to judge the program for that
statement. The reasons for these "UJ" ratings as suggested by the
raters' written comments are summarized in the discussion of the tables.
The description of the data collected for the criterion statements in

each of the 25 categories is given below.

Development of Program category. Table 4 includes the four

criterion statements grouped under the Development of Program category.

The number of programs showing agreement among the raters was signi-
ficant for all four of the criterion statements. The results indicate

that the criterion statements in the Development of Program category

demonstrate a significant degree of agreement among raters, and

therefore exhibit a high level of construct validity.
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Written Philosophy category. Table 5 includes the two criterion

statements grouped under the Written Phiicsophy category. The number

of programs showing agreement among the raters was significant for both

of the criterion statements.} The results indicate that the criterion
|

statements in the Written Philosophy category demonstrate a significant

degree of agreement among thp raters, and therefore exhibit a high
level of construct va]idity.% A1l eleven of the raters using the "Unable
to Judge" rating for criterion statement 2.a. were from outside of the
program, indicating that it is hard for persons not closely connected

‘

with the program to evaluatel the program for this criterion statement.

Scope and Séquence category. Table 6 includes the four criterion
I

statements grouped under theiScope and Sequence category. The number
of programs showing agreement among the raters was significant for three
of the four criterion stateants. Even though the number of programs
showing agreement among the Laters for criterion statement 3.a, was not
significant at the .05 level, 15 of 24 programs shows a high level of
agreement. The results 1ndiFate that the criterion statements in the

Scope and Sequence category demonstrate a high degree of agreement

among the raters, and therefore exhibit a high level of construct
validity. The 17 raters usipg the "Unable to Judge" rating for
criterion statement 3.a. may have affected the results for this
criterion statement. The 17 raters were equally distributed over the
four groups of raters. Writ£en comments from raters using the "UJ"
rating suggested that they did not believe the criterion statement
was applicable to the program if the school did not include grades

7 through 12.
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Curriculum category. Table 7 includes the four criterion state-

ments grouped under the Curriculum category. The number of programs
showing agreement among the raters was significant for three of the
four criterion statements. Even though the number of programs showing
agreement among the raters for criterion statement 4.d. was not
significant at the .05 level, 15 of 26 programs shows a high level of
agreement. The results indicate that the criterion statements in the
Curriculum category demonstrate a high degree of agreement among the
raters, and therefore exhibit a high level of construct validity. No
reasons were discernible for criterion statement 4.d. not being

significant.

Objectives and Goals category. Table 8 includes the four

criterion statements grouped under the Objectives and Goals category.

The number of programs showing agreement among the raters was significant
for all four of the criterion statements. The results indicate that

the criterion statements in the Objectives and Goals category demonstrate

a significant degree of agreement among the raters, and therefore

exhibit a high level of construct validity.

Content category. Table 9 includes the ten criterion statements

grouped under the Content category. The number of programs showing
agreement among the raters was significant for nine of the ten criterion
statements. Even though the number of programs showing agreement among
the raters for criterion statement 6.b.2. was not significant at the

.05 level, 17 of 26 programs shows a high level of agreement. The

results indicate that the criterion statements in the Content éategory
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demonstrate a high degree of agreement among the raters, and therefore
exhibit a high level of construct validity. No reasons were discern-

ible for criterion statement 6.b.2. not being significant.

Free of Sex Bias and Discrimination category. Table 10 includes

the six criterion statements grouped under the Free of Sex Bias and

Discrimination category. The number of programs showing agreement

among the raters was significant for five of the six criterion state-
ments. Even though the number of programs showing agreement among the
raters for criterion statement 7.e. was not significant at the .05 level,
16 of 26 programs shows a high level of agreement. The results indicate

that the criterion statements in the Free of Sex Bias and Discrimination

category demonstrate a high degree of agreement among the raters, and
therefore exhibit a high level of construct validity. No reasons were
discernible for criterion statement 7.e. not being significant. Written
comments from raters for criterion statement 7.f. indicated that three
consumer and homemaking programs did not sponsor an FHA chapter. These
three programs account for eight of the 29.”UJ" ratings, the other

12 "UJ" ratings were all from raters outside of the program, indicating
that it is hard for persons not closely connected with the program to

evaluate the program for this criterion statement.

Future Homemakers of America category. Table 11 includes the

eight criterion statements grouped under the Future Homemakers of America

category. The number of programs showing agreement among the raters
was significant for six of the eight criterion statements. Even though

the number of programs showing agreement among the raters for criterion
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statement 8.f. was not significant at the .05 level, 15 of 23 programs
shows a high level of agreement. The results indicate that the

criterion statements in the;Future Homemakers of America category,

except for criterion statem%nt 8.h., demonstrate a high degree of
agreement among the raters, gnd therefore exhibit a high level of
construct validity. Written comments from raters indicated that three
consumer and homemaking progkams did not sponsor an FHA chapter. These
three programs account for six of the "UJ" ratings for criterion state-
ments 8.a., 8.b., 8.c., 8.d., 8.e., and 8.g., and for seven of the "UJ"
ratings for criterion stateﬂents 8.f. and 8.h. The remaining 15 "UJ"
ratings for criterion statement 8.f. and the remaining 17 "UJ" ratings
for criterion statement 8.h.§were from raters outside of the program,
indicating that it is hard fbr persons not closely connected with the
program to evaluate the program for these criterion statements. The

22 raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 8.f. and the

24 raters using the "UJ" rat%ng for criterion statement 8.h. may have

affected the results for these criterion statements.
|

Program Qutcomes cateLory. Table 12 includes the three criterion

statements grouped under the Program Outcomes category. The number of

programs showing agreement aFong the raters was significant for all three

of the criterion statements. The results indicate that the criterion

statements in the Program Qutcomes category demonstrate a significant
degree of agreement among thk raters, and therefore exhibit a high level

of construct validity.

Instructional Methods| category. Table 13 includes the seven
|
criterion statements grouped under the Instructional Methods category.
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The number of programs showing agreement among the raters was signif-
icant for all seven of the criterion statements. The results indicate

that the criterion statements in the Instructional Methods category

demonstrate a significant degree of agreement among the raters, and

therefore exhibit a high level of construct validity.

Instructinonal Materials and Supplies category. Table 14 includes

the four criterion statements grouped under the Instructional Materials

and Supplies category. Tne number of programs showing agreement among

the raters was significant for three of the four criterion statements.
Even though the number of pﬁograms showing agreement among the raters
for criterion statement 11.?.1. was not significant at the .05 level,
17 of 26 programs shows a h{gh level of agreement. The results indicate

that the criterion statements in the Instructional Materials and Supplies

category demonstrate a high degree of agreement among the raters, and
therefore exhibit a high level of construct validity. No reasons were

discernible for criterion sﬁatement 11.a.1. not being significant.
Administration of Loéa] Program category. Table 15 includes the

ten criterion statements grouped under the Administration of Local

Program category. The number of programs showing agreement among the
raters was significant for six of the ten criterion statements. Even
though the number of prograﬁs showing agreement among the raters for
criterion statements 12.a.,}12.f., and 12.g. were not significant at
the .05 level, 15 of 26 programs for criterion statement 12.a., 17 of

26 programs for criterion statement 12.f., and 17 of 26 programs for

criterion statement 12.g. show a high level of agreement. The results
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indicate that the criterion statements in the Administration of Local

Program category, except for criterion statament 12.i., demonstrate

a high degree of agreement amonj the raters, and therefore exhibit a

high Tevel of construct validity. Sixteen of the 18 raters using the

"UJ" rating for criterion statement 12.c., all 15 of the raters using

the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 12.d., all 17 of the raters

using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 12.e., 21 of the 23 raters
using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 12.f., 22 of the 24 raters
using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 12.g., and 23 of the 26
raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 12.i. were from
outside of the program, indicating that it is hard for persons not . |
closely connected with the program to evaluate the program for these
criterion statements. No reasons were discernible for criterion statement
12.a. not being significant. The 23 raters using the "UJ" rating for
criterion statement 12.f., the 24 raters using the "UJ" rating for
criterion statement 12.g., and the 26 raters using the "UJ" rating for
criterion statement 12.%. may have affected the results for these

criterion statements.

Teacher Background and Qualifications category. Table 16 includes

the four criterion statements grouped under the Teacher Background and

Qualifications category. The number of programs showing agreement among

the raters was significant for all four of the criterion statements.
The results indicate that the criterion statements in the Teacher

Background and Qualifications category demonstrate a significant degree

of agreement among the raters, and therefore exhibit a high level of

construct validity.
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Teacher Professional Growth and Development category. Table 17

includes the five criterion statements grouped under the Teacher Pro-

fessional Growth and Development category. The number of programs

showing agreement among the raters was significant for all five of the
criterion statements. The results indicate that the criterion statements

in the Teacher Professional Growth and Development category demonstrate

a significant degree of agreement among the raters, and therefore exhibit
a high level of construct validity. A1l 13 of the raters using the

"UJ" rating for criterion statement 14.a., and all 18 of the raters
using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 14.e. were from outside

of the program, indicating that it is hard for persons not closely
connected with the program to evaluate the program for these criterion

statements.

Teacher Personal Qualities category. Table 18 includes the nine

criterion statements grouped under the Teacher Personal Qualities

category. The number of programs showing agreement among the raters
was significant for all nine:of the criterion statements. The results

indicate that the criterion étatements in the Teacher Personal Qualities

category demonstrate a significant degree of agreement among the raters,

1
and therefore exhibit a highileve] of construct validity.

Meeting Individual Differences category. Table 19 includes the

four criterion statements grouped under the Meeting Individual Differences

category. The number of programs showing agreement among the raters
was significant for one of the four criterion statements. Even though

the number of programs showing agreement among the raters for criterion
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statements 16.a. and 16.b. were not significant at the .05 level, 17 of
26 programs for criterion statement 16.a., and 14 of 24 programs for
criterion statement 16.b. show a high Tevel of agreement. The results

indicate that the criterion statements in the Meeting Individual

Differences category, except for criterion statement 16.d., demonstrate
a satisfactory degree of agreement among the raters, and therefore
exhibit a satisfactory level of construct validity. No reasons were
discernible for criterion statement 16.a. not being significant. The
14 raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 16.b., and the
46 raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 16.d. may have
affected the results for this criterion statement. The raters using
the "UJ" rating were equally distributed over the four groups of raters.
Written comments from raters using the "UJ" rating suggested that
criterion statement 16.d. was not applicable to the program because

there were no handicapped students enrolled in the program this year.

Advisory Committee category. Table 20 includes the nine

criterion statements grouped under the Advisory Committee category.

The number of programs showing agreement among the raters was signif-
icant for one of the nine criterion statements. Even though the
number of programs showing agreement among the raters for criterion
statements 17.a.2., 17.a.3., 17.b., 17.c., 17.d., 17.e., and 17.f. were
not significant at the .05 level, 15 of 26 programs for criterion
statement 17.a.2., 16 of 25 programs for criterion statement 17.a.3.,
15 of 26 programs for criterion statement 17.b., 12 of 21 programs for
criterion statement 17.c., 13 of 22 programs for criterion statement

17.d., 14 of 24 programs for criterion statement 17.e., and 13 of 22
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programs for criterion statement 17.f. show a high level of agreement.
The results indicate that the criterion statement in the Advisory
Committee category, except for criterion statement 17.g., demonstrate
a satisfactory degree of agreement among the raters, and therefore
exhibit a satisfactory level of construct validity. The large number
of raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statements 17.a.2.,
17.a.3., 17.b., 17.c., 17.d., 17.e., 17.f., and 17.g. may have affected
the results for these criterion statements. Thirteen of the 15 raters
using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 17.a.2., 16 of the 17
raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 17.a.3., 17 of the
18 raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 17.b., 23 of the
25 raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 17.c., 25 of the
27 raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 17.d., 22 of the
24 raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 17.e., 26 of the
29 raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 17.f,, and 22 of
the 23 raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 17.9, were
from outside of the program, indicating that it is hard for persons not
closely connected with the program to evaluate the program for these
criterion statements. Written comments from several raters using the
"UJ" rating for this category indicated that there was no separate
advisory committee for the program. Therefore, the criterion statements

were felt to be "not applicable" to the program.

Public Relations category. Table 21 includes the six criterion

statements grouped under the Public Relations category. The number of

programs showing agreement among the raters was significant for one of

the six criterion statements. Even though the number of programs showing
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agreement among the raters for criterion statements 18.a., 18.c., 18.d.,
18.e., and 18.f. were not significant at the .05 level, 17 of 26 programs
for criterion statement 18.a., 14 of 26 programs for criterion statement
18.c., 17 of 26 programs for criterion statement 18.d., 17 of 26 programs
for criterion statement 18.e., and 14 of 25 programs for criterion
statement 18.f. show a high level of agreement. The results indicate

that the criterion statements in the Public Relations category demonstrate

a satisfactory degree of agreement among the raters, and therefore
exhibit a satisfactory level of construct validity. No reasons were
discernible for criterion statements 18.a., 18.c., 18.d., and 18.e.

not being significant. A1l 14 of the raters using the "UJ" rating for
criterion statement 18.f. were from outside of the program, indicating
that it is hard for persons not closely connected with the program to
evaluate the program for this criterion statement. The 14 raters using
the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 18.f. may hve affected the

results for this criterion statement.

Evaluation category. Table 22 includes the nine criterion

statements grouped under the Evaluation category. The number of programs
showing agreement among the raters was significant for all nine of the
criterion statements. The results indicate that the criterion statements
in the Evaluation category demonstrate a significant degree of agreement
among the raters, and therefore exhibit a high level of construct validity.
A11 ten of the raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 19.c.,
11 of the 12 raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 19.d.1.,
all 14 of the raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement

19.d.2., all 13 of the raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion
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statement 19.d.3., 15 of the 17 raters using the "UJ" rating for
criterion statement 19.d.4., all 12 of the raters using the "UJ" rating
for criterion statement 19.e., and all 15 of the raters using the "UJ"
rating for criterion statement 19.f. were from outside of the program,
indicating that it is hard for persons not closely connected with the

program to evaluate the program for these criterion statements.

Facilities category. Table 23 includes the eleven criterion

statements grouped under the Facilities category. The number of programs
showing agreement among the raters was significant for eight of the
eleven criterion statements. Even though the number of programs showing
agreement among the raters for criterion statements 20.a., 20.b., and
20.d.1. were not significant at the .05 level, 16 of 26 programs for
criterion statement 20.a., 17 of 26 programs for criterion statement
20.b., and 17 of 26 programs for criterion statement 20.d.1. show a

high level of agreement. The results indicate that the criterion
statements in the Facilities category demonstrate a high degree of
agreement among the raters, and therefore exhibit a high level of

construct validity.

Equipment category. Table 24 includes the five criterion state-

ments grouped under the Equipment category. The number of programs
showing agreement among the raters was significant for three of the
five criterion statements. Even though the number of programs showing
agreement among the raters for criterion statement 21.c. was not
significant at the .05 level, 15 of 26 programs shows a high level of

agreement. The results indicate that the criterion statements in the



96

18Ad] GO° 243 e JuedLpiubLg,

. Su3304 06 = z—
L x LEL'E 92/12 popiAoad spaeoq up3a||nq pue paeogyleyd> 2171ssad0e Alise] 6
2 « 19671 92/81 Juswabuesse
¢ pue 3duedeadde Aq paoueyud SILWOUOID Bwoy jo abewy -j
{ x £68°¢ 9z/61 Papiaoad SuoL3jpucd Buiyaom JuapdLyya pue afqixaly -2
t » €5£°2 92/61 $4030L4 |@ILISNOIDY  °G
2 » 196°1 92/81 HOLIR|LIUBN
2 » £6€°2 9z/61l bupzesy ¢
4 » 19671 92/81 Guiaybyyl -2
] 74 | 9z2/L1 $3313n0 |RILIIO91T |
140} uotstaoad Au0joeisSiies p
] x 62G°E 92/22 paziuebuo pue ‘ueaj|d “sAtjoedlly ‘0
L 69G° L 92711 Aouatd144o pue £313jes “aDULUBAUOD 40} paburaay  °q
1 74 | 9z2/9t uoL3oNAIsuL dnouab
abue| ‘eade adusdagucd 4oy paptaoad adeds ajenbapy e
S2ilLLLoey "2
Bupjey ca  seniep 2z sueuboaqd SIUBWATLS UOLABYLA)
a?_m: s4ajey 40 aaquny
30 Jaquny / juswaasby
YIIM sweaboagd
10 udquny

SJUBWBILIS UOLUBILL) SATLITIJVY 40} suajey buowy juawsduby -g2 319vi



97

L®ASL GO* U3 3e Juedtytubisy

sJd93ed 06 = N

L

L 9L L~ 9z/01 suotjenits
Alluey pue s3s0d JO A39LJBA B PIJRUAISN[|L 03 PoIJILdS °d
¢ x» £69€°¢ 9z/61 suoy
abeuaae ug pasn juswdinba pue sjuswdo|aAsp Jusaund S3091434 °'p
il 9/ 1 9¢2/91 J48p40 HuLy40M poOb UL 40 SARIA DALY SB[ ULYJLM paseydand -2
2l x» G¥L°¢ 9¢/02 aiqe]teae
SletJajew |RUOLIINAYSUL s|eLdajew “juswdinbs jo AuojusAul °q
2 ¥ £€G€°¢ 92/61 UoL3ONASUL JO 'Seaue [|e uL
butuaes| wnuixew ajowoud 03 papiaoad juswdinba juatdLging ‘e
. juawdinbl -2z
_m:_a@m §1 son|ep z sweabouad SJUBWDRIS UOLUDYLA)
puLsn s4ajey 40 Jaqunp
JO Jaquny / uswaduby

Y3LM sweuboud

40 Jaquny

STUBWS]RIS UOLUDILA) INIWINDI 404 Sadrey Huowy uswasuby

v 318Vl




98
Equipment category, except for criterion statement 21.e., demonstrate
a high degree of agreement among the raters, and therefore exhibit a
high level of construct validity. A1l 12 of the raters using the "UJ"
rating for criterion statement 21.b., and all 14 of the raters using
the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 21.c. were from outside of the
program, indicating that it is hard for persons not closely connected
with the program to evaluate the program for these criterion statements.
The 14 raters using the unable to judge rating for criterion statement
21.c. may have affected the results for this criterion statement. No
reasons were discernible for criterion statement 21.e. not being

significant.

Safety category. Table 25 includes the four criterion statements

grouped undgr the Safety category. The number of programs showing
agreement among the raters was significgnt for all four of the criterion
statements. The results indicate that the criterion statements in the
Safety category demonstrate a significant degree of agreement among
the raters, and therefore exhibit a high level of construct validity.
A1l 24 of the raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement
22.a.1., 33 of the 34 raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion
statement 22.a.2., 33 of the 34 raters using the "UJ" rating for
criterion statement 22.a.3., and all 21 of the raters using the "UJ"
rating for criterion statement 22.b. were from outside of the program,
indicating that it is hard for persons not closely connected with the

program to evaluate the program for these criterion statements.

Storage category. Table 26 includes the three criterion

statements grouped under the Storage category. The number of programs




99

L9A3L G0° 8Y3 1° JURDLSLUBLSy

Sudle4 06 = zP
Le x* 8G8°¢ ve/6l uoL3dnalsut ut pspnjoui
aJ4e juawdinba pue sarjL[Loes O 9sn uL sadijoeud A3ajes °q
2 ¥ LOV°¢ Le/91l s4ayoesl pue sjuapnis Aq slqesn ¢
129 x 82L°¢€ £2/61 Alaeinbas pajoadsur -z
ve ¥ 8¢L°¢E €z/6l juswiaedsp uL pajedo] |
1340 SAdYSLNbULIXd dUL4 e
A3aj4es 22
(Butaey pp  seniep z sweuaboud SJUBWSIR]S UOLUDY LAY
bursn saazey 40 Jaqunp
40 Jdquny / Juswaluby

Y LM sweuaboud
40 JaqunN

SIUBWAIRYS UOLUDILA) ALIAVS 404 Suo1ey Buowy Juswasuby °gz 378yl



100

L9A3] G0° 3yl 1e JuedLylubLs

Sd9led Q6 = zF

VA 9/ L 9z2/91 SpLe pue sjeruajew [euoL3ldnijsur *sapiddns

buryoeaz juswdinbs uoy 9b6eU03S JUBLILLANS SapLAOUd °D
2 69G°1 9z/L1 S3uUspnls 4oy suaamedp dbeuols pue adeds 395012 SIPLAOUd °q
81 x £6£°2 92/61 9beu03S 3| qLSSaT0R A[LSEd D13ewd}sAs 404 SMO| |y ‘e

abeu03s ¢z
burgey pn sanpep z sweab04d SIUBWIJRIS UOLUDILAY)
m?wm: sdaey 40 43quny
/ Jusuwaduby

40 aaquny

YILM sweuaboud
30 J8qunp

SJUBWIRIS UOLUBILUD I9YYOLS 404 Sua3ey buowy juswaauby 9z I7gylL




101
showing agreement among the raters was significant for one of the
three criterion statements. Even though the number of programs showing
agreement among the raters for criterion statements 23.b. and 23.c.
were not significant at the .05 level, 17 of 26 programs for criterion
statement 23.b., and 16 of 26 programs for criterion statement 23.c.
show a high level of agreement. The results indicate that the criterion
statements in the Storage category demonstrate a satisfactory degree of
agreement among the raters, and therefore exhibit a satisfactory level
of construct validity. A1l 18 of the raters using the "UJ" rating
for criterion statement 23.a. were from outside of the program, indicating
that it is hard for persons not closely connectad with the program to
evaluate the program for this criterion statement. No reasons were

discernible for criterion statements 23.b. and 23.c. not being signif-

icant.

Financial Resources category. Table 27 includes the six criterion

statements grouped under the Financial Resources category. The number

of programs showing agreement among the raters was significant for

four of the six criterion statements. Even though the number of
programs showing agreement among the raters for criterion statements
24.a. and 24.c.1. were not significant at the .05 level, 16 of 26
programs for criterion statement 24.a. and 16 of 26 programs for
criterion statement 24.c.1. show a high level of agreement. The results

indicate that the criterion statements in the Financial Resources

category demonstrate a high degree of agreement among the raters, and
therefore exhibit a high level of construct validity. A1l 18 of the

raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 24.a., all 13 of
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the raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 24.b., and
all 17 of the raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement
24.d. were from outside of the program, indicating that it is hard for
persons not closely connected with the program to evaluate the program
for these criterion statements. The 18 raters using the "UJ" rating
for criterion statement 24.a. may have affected the results for this
criterion statement. No reasons were discernible for criterion

statement 24.c.1. not being significant.

Department Housekeeping category. Table 28 includes the four

criterion statements grouped under the Department Housekeeping category.

The number of programs showing agreement among the raters was signif-
cant  for all four of the criterion statements. The results indicate

that the criterion statements in the Department Housekeeping category

demonstrate a significant degree of agreement among the raters, and
therefore exnibit a high level of construct va]idity. A1l 15 of the
raters using the "UJ" rating for criterion statement 25.d. were from
outside of the program, indicating that it is hard for persons not
closely connected with the program to evaluate the program for this
criterion statement.

Chapter V presents the findings, conclusion, recommendations,

and implications based on the data collected in this study.
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CHAPTER V

FINDINGS, CONCLUSION, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

The problem of the study was that no validated instrument was
currently available for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs.

The purposes of the study were 1) to develop an instrument based on the
valid criteria established by the Harrison and Buero studies for evalu-
ating programs in consumer and homemaking education; and 2) to validate
the instrument for use in evaluating consumer and homemaking programs.
In order to delineate the problem, the following questions were
answered:

1. How well does the instrument accurately and comprehensively
measure the valid criteria established by Buero and Harrison?

2. Does the evaluation instrument elicit similar responses among
different population groups (the teacher of a consumer and homemaking
program, a home economics teacher educator, a regional supervisor of
home economics, and another consumer and homemaking teacher)?

The findings, conclusion, recommendations, and implications that resulted

from the study are presented in the following sections.
I. FINDINGS

The major findings of the study were as follows:

1. The evaluation instrument developed in this study included
145 criterion statements grouped into 25 categories.

2. The panel of experts concurred that the evaluation instrument
accurately and comprehensively measured the Harrison and Buero valid

criteria for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs.
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3. The Spearman Rho Rank Order Corre]ation.(rs) for the test-
retest reliability check for the ten programs included in the pilot
study was 0.9030. This correlation was significant at the .05 level.

4. Of the 145 criterion statements used in the evaluation
instrument, 25 criterion statements received "UJ" (Unable to Judge)
ratings by the ten teachers participating in the pilot study.

5. For 10 of the 25 criterion statements which received "UJ"
ratings in the pilot study, the corresponding test or retest rating
was "1-Weak." The "1-Weak" rating was adjacent to the "UJ" rating on
the evaluation instrument.

6. Of the 145 criterion statements used in the evaluation
instrument, 140 criterion statements did not show a significant
difference between early respondents and later respondents in the study.
The five statements showing a significant difference were 16.d., |
17.a.2., 17.f., 20.d.5., and 22.a.1.

7. Of the 145 criterion statements used in the evaluation
instrument, 110 had z values for the number of programs showing
agreement among the evaluators that were significant at the .05 level;
35 criterion statements had z values for the number of programs
showing agreement among the evaluators that were not significant at
the .05 level.

8. Of the 35 criterion statements that had z values for the
number of programs showing agreement among the evaluators that were
not significant at the .05 level, 30 criterion statements had more
than 50 per cent of the programs showing agreement among the evaluators. |

|

Only five of the 145 criterion statements {(8.h., 12.1., 16.d.; 17.9.,
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and 21.e.) had less than 50 per cent of the programs showing agreement
among the evaluators.

9. For 11 of the 25 categories included in the instrument

(Development of Program, Written Philosophy, Objectives and Goals,

Program Outcomes, Instructional Methods, Teacher Background and

Qualifications, Teacher Professional Growth and Development, Teacher

Personal Qualities, Evaluation, Safety, and Department Housekeeping),

all of the criterion statements had z values for the number of programs
showing agreement among the evaluators that were significant at the
.05 Tevel.

10.  For 50 of the 145 criterion statements, 10 or more of the
raters responded "Unable to Judge."

11. For three of the 25 categories included in the instrument

(Future Homemakers of America, Advisory Committee, and Safety), all of

the criterion statements had 10 or more raters responding "Unable to

Judge," and for two of the categories (Administration of Local Program,

and Meeting Individual Differences), half of the criterion statements

had 10 or more raters responding "Unable to Judge." Most of the raters
using the "UJ" rating were from outside of the program indicating that
it is hard for persons not closely connected with the program to

evaluate the program for some categories and criterion statements.
II. CONCLUSION

Based on the findings of this study, the following conclusion
is made:

The evaluation instrument developed in this study is basically
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a valid and reliable instrument for evaluating consumer and homemaking
programs.

This conclusion is based upon the following summary statements:

1. The evaluation instrument developed in this study established
content validity by adequately and comprehensively including the criteria
validated as essential for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs
by Harrison and Buero (Findings 1 and 2).

2. The evaluation displayed a significant level of reliability
as determined by the test-retest method (Finding 3).

3. The evaluation instrument developed in this studh had a
high degree of construct validity since different population groups
(the teacher of a consumer and homemaking program, a home economics
teacher educator, a regional supervisor of home economics, and another
consumer and homemaking teacher) gave similar responses when evaluating

consumer and homemaking programs (Findings 7, 8, and 9).
III. RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations derived from this study were as follows:
1. Slight modifications need to be made to improve the evaluation
instrument:
a. Criterion statements 8.h., 12.i., 16.d., 17.g., and
12.e. need to be reviewed, rewritten, and/or retested to improve
construct validity.
b. The "Unable to Judge" rating should be physically
separated from the end of the rating scale so that it is not confused

with the Towest rating.
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2. The modified evaluation instrument should be further tested
by having on-site evaluators use the instrument and comparing the
results with those of teachers or other on-site evaluators.

3. To adequately evaluate a program with the instrument, outside
evaluators need to visit the program.

4. The evaluation instrument should be considered for use by
states in evaluating their consumer and homemaking programs through
self-evaluation by the teacher and on-site evaluation by other consumer
and homemaking teachers, home economics teacher educators, and home
economics regional supervisors.

5. Additional studies should be undertaken to develop and validate

evaluation instruments for other areas of vocational education.
IV. IMPLICATIONS

The evaluation instrument developed and validated in this study
completes the second step in the process of providing an effective
means of evaluating consumer and homemaking programs--the first step
was the identification of valid criteria established by Buero and
Harrison. The third step is to develop and implement a planned, thorough,
and continuous evaluation system for consumer and homemaking education
incorporating the evaluation instrument. Prospective users of the
evaluation instrument are reminded that validity and reliability were
determined based on the instrument as a whole. Individual criterion
statements and/or categories should not be separated and used by
themselves.

The evaluation instrument should provide a valuable tool for

collecting valid and reliable data to be used in making sound educational
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decisions about consumer and homemaking programs by educators. By
using the evaluation instrument in a planned, periodic evaluation

system, educators could identify problem areas for improving consumer

and homemaking programs.
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CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING PROGRAM EVALUATION FORM

a. Based on student needs, interests, and aptitudes
b. Based on community needs and interests

c. Allows for flexibility and innovation
d

Varie

Comments:

1. d{riteria
Joyce Har

Directions: The following classifications and criteria have been identified through research1 as
essential characteristics of consumer and homemaking programs and can therefore be
used as criteria for evaluating such programs. Using the scale: 5-Superior, 4-Very
Good, 3-Good, 2-Fair, and 1-Weak, indicate your rating of the consumer and homemaking
program for each criterion statement by placing a check in the appropriate box at the
end of each statement. If unable to judge because not enough information is available,
or the category is not applicable, check the “unable to judge" box. Comments may be
made in the area below each category.

] (=}
] O -
2 8 =)
1 5 - — T
AR R
S|l o] ©1 w} o | £
nmt > O wil = |

1. Development of Program 504l 3] 21 11 W

a. Based on assessment of social and cultural conditions and needs
of community
b. Designed to strengthen family 1iving and human relations
c. Designed to develop improved consumer competence
d. Designed to develop homemaking skiils and managerial ability
for the dual role of homemaker/wage earner
Comments:
2. MWritten Philosophy 5141 31 21 11 W
a. Conforms with school's philosophy and objectives and is an
integral part of the total school curriculum
b. Serves as reference for program planning
Comments:
3. Scope and Sequence 5141 312111 W
a. Developed for grades 7 through 12
b. State guidelines followed
¢. Introductory and advanced courses articulated
d. Outline for each course available
Corments:
4. Curriculum : S1 4 312411 11U

ty of cultural groups portrayed in positive and
non-stereotyped ways

for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs were developed by Sherrel Buerc and
rison, 1979, Used by permission of authors.



Consumer and Homemaking Program Evaluation Form

E. Objectives and Goals
a. Written objecfives available

b. Reviewed annually for needed changes
C. Realistic and obtainable objectives included
d. Used to give direction to program and student evaluatien

Comments:

6. Content

a. Includes comprehensive instruction including but not limited
to: housing and home management, consumer education and
resource management, child development and guidance,
family living and parenthood education, foods and nutri-
tion, textiles and clothing, human relationships and
citizenship, and energy conservation.

b. Emphasizes in each area:
1. Daily life problems

2. Management of time and resources
3. Consumer education
4. Occupational opportunities in home economics

¢. Provides for:
’ 1. Creativity

2. Flexibility
3. Respect for human values
d. Based on state and local curriculum guides

e. Reflects chances in society by being revised within past three
years

Comments:

7. Free of Sex Bias and Discrimination

a. Eliminates sex bias and discrimination implications in course
titles and descriptions

b. Opens all classes tc both sexes

c. Objectives focus on shared needs and interests of maie and
femaie homemakars

d. Facilities and equipment accommodate male and female students

e. Evidence exists of effort to recruit maies

f. FHA includes male and female members

Comments:
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Consumer and Homemaking Program Evaluation Form

8.

10.

1.

Future Homemakers of America

a. Teacher sponsors an FHA chapter

b. Affiliates with state and national organization

€. Members actively participate in local and district activities

d. Includes FHA experiences in home economics program at all
levels

e. Program of work contributes to instructional program

f. Keeps FHA financial reports on file

g. Student committees contribute to improvement of FHA, school,
and community

h. Uses ENCOUNTER and IMPACT processes

Comments:

Program Qutcomes
a. Reflect students' ability to be self-directing

b. Contribute to employability of youth and adults in the dual
role of homemaker and wage earner

¢. Help students develop skills, attitudes and values for working
cooperatively with family members and employers

Comments:

Instructional Methods

a. Replicate occupation of the homemaker
Use variety of methods daily
Demonstrate ingenuity and initiative

Conform to maturity level of students

® a o o
o v e e

Provide individualized instruction for varying abilities of
students

f. Selécted in relation to behavioral outcomes desired
g. Provide opportunities for individual and group participation

Comments:

Instructional Materials and Supplies

a. Sufficient quantity of:
1. Materials and supplies

2. Up-to-date textbooks and reference materials
b. Readily accessible to students and teacher
¢. Multi-media materials available for all areas

Comments:
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Consumer and Homemaking Program Evaluation Form

13.

14.

Administration of Local Program

a. Cooperates with teacher in development of total program
b. Encourages and supports in-service training for teachers

c. Discusses general operational procedures of department with
teachers

d. Defines and utilizes lines of authority, communication and
responsibility

e. Provides for coordination of total district program by home
economics educator

f. Involves advisory committee in program evaluation and
improvement

g. Utilizes advisory committee recommendations and suggestions
h. Allows teachers to attend professional meetings
i. Provides reimbursement for teachers to attend professional

meetings

. Schedules at least one planning period per day for each
teacher

Comments:

Teacher Background and Qualifications

Holds B.S. degrre in Home Economics Education
b. Holds valid vocational homemaking education certificate

c. Recognizes scope of total district and state home economics
education program

. d. Teacher's qualifications, experiences and interests determine

teaching assignments

Comments:

Teacher Professional Growth and Development
a. Regularly attends faculty meetings
b. Participates in available in-servicz programs

¢. Demonstrates professionalism by being active member of profes-
sional organizations, such as AHEA, AVA, State home
economics and vocational asscciation, and local profes-
sionzl and educational groups

d. Utilizes regularly scheduled meetings of district home
economics staff for program improvement

e. Continuously reviews professional materials

Comments:

Page 4
< (=]
&~ | O -~
(= el [:F]
w— D o O
S ~ T
-} > 1T S X | .o 3
[T o - ] (- B
3 3} [=) < [«f] o
wv 1> 1o [F8 = 1>
S 14 1312111 W
5 (4 1312111 W
5 |4 3 12 1 UJ




Consumer and Homemaking Program Evaluation Form

15.

16.

17.

Teacher Personal Qualities

a. Demonstrates sensitivity to individual student needs

b. ODemonstrates leadership qualities

¢. Possesses skills in the organization of subject matter and the
teaching-learning process

d. Utilizes daily lesson plans developed from objectives

Understands differences among varying social, economic and

cultural backgrounds and applies to program

f. Demonstrates organizational ability by effective classroom
management

g. Respects and works well with students

h. Works productively, cooperatively and professionally with
other academic staff and guidance staff

i. Demonstrates responsiveness to supervision by implementing
recommended modifications to improve program

Comments:

Meeting Individual Differences

a. Individual differences among students are provided for through
objectives, goals, curriculum, and instructional methods

b. Disadvantaged and handicapped students are identified

c. Handicapped students are mainstreamed when mutually beneficial

d. Individualized educational plans are on file for each handi-
capped student

Comments:

Advisory Committee

a.

W@ “h ® o O O
« e v e e e

Includes:
1. Parents

2. Administrators

3. Community members with consumer and homemaking
interests

Assists in improving and expanding home economics program
Meets at least twice a year

Maintains records of planned agenda for each meeting
Assists in interpreting homemaking program to community
Staggers membership appointments for continuity

Maintains Tiasion with homemaking teacher

Comments:
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Consumer and Homemaking Program Evaluation Form

18. Public Relations
a. Maintains cooperation and coordination with community

b. Creates favorable image of home economics through regular
information dissemination through media

c. Plans activities promoting awareness of program to adminis-
trators, students, teachers, parents, and community

d. Enriches curriculum with guest speakers and related resources

e. Becomes familiar with community through personal contacts and
community invoivement

f. Involves parents in program

Comments:

19. Evaluation
a. Conductad on continuing basis

b. Used to make current and long-range plans for program
development

¢. Utilized to modify and improve home economics program

d. Involves qualified personnel and committees including:
State staff

2. Local administrators
3. Home economics teachers
4, Studeuts
e. Includes teacher self-evaluation in program
f. Includes student evaluation based on course objectives

Comments:

20. Facilities

a. Adequate space provided for conference area, large group
instruction

b. Arranged for convenience, safety, and efficiency
€. Attractive, clean, and organized

Satisfactory provision for:
1. Electrical outlets

2. Lighting

3. Heating

4, Ventilation

5. Accoustical factors
e. Flexible and eFficient working conditions provided
f. Image of home economics ennanced by zppearance and arrangement
g. Easily accessible chalkboard and bulletin beards provided

Comments:

Page 6
e |3 3
2 |8 v 8
} ,—g
21218 =|%|83
-3 O 1 I I P
5 14 1312111 W
5 14 1312 111w
5 14 1312111 W




Consumer and Homemaking Program Evaluation Form

21.

22.

23.

24,

Equipment
a. Sufficient equipment provided to promote maximum learning in
all areas of instruction

b. Inventory of equipment, materials, instructional materials
available

¢. Purchased within last five years or in good working order

Reflects current developments and equipment used in average
home

e. Selected to illustrate a variety of costs and family situations

Comments:

Safety

a. Fire extinguishers are:
1. Located in department

2. Inspected regularly
3. Usable by students and teachers

b. Safety practices in use of facilities and equipment are included
in instruction

Comments:

Storage

a. Allows for systematic, easily accessible storage

b. Provides closet space and storage drawers for students

c. Provides sufficient storage for equipment, teaching supplies,
instructional materials and aids

Comments:

Financial Resources

a. Formal itemized budget established prior to the school year
and on file

b. Funds used with maximum efficiency

¢. Adequate funds provided for:
1. Consumable supplies

2. Experimental activities
3. Immediate repairs of equipment
d. Records kept for expanditures

Comments:

—_—
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Consumer and Homemaking Program Evaluation Form

25. Department Housekeeping

Provides an example of good housekeeping
Students assume responsibility for housekeeping chores

¢. Reflects attractive, home-like atmosphere, desirabie 1living
standards

d. Includes adequate care and maintenance by custodial staff

Comments:
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APPENDIX C
LETTER ASKING TEACHERS TO PARTICIPATE IN PILOT STUDY



153
THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE

Knoxville 37916
College of Education

Department of May 29, 1979
VYocational-Technical Education

As a part of my doctoral work at the University of Tennessee,
Knoxville, I am conducting a study under the direction of Drs. Ray Smith
and Jackie McInnis to develop and validate an instrument for evaluating
consumer and homemaking programs. I am asking ten consumer and home-
making teachers to participate in a pilot study to determine the reli-
ability of the evaluation instrument that has been developed. The final
product of this study will be an evaluation instrument that you could
use for evaluating and improving your own program.

Your participation in this pilot study would involve using the
instrument to evaluate your consumer and homemaking program, and return-
ing the instrument by mail. The instrument should take Tess than one
hour to complete. Two weeks later you will be asked to evaluate your
program again using the same instrument, and returning it to me. The
data from the instrument will be coded for analysis purposes to insure
confidentiality. No personal identification will appear in written
reports or summaries of the project.

Please indicate whether or not you will be willing to participate
in this pilot study by checking the enclosed postcard and returning it
by June 5, 1979. I will be happy to answer any questions or inquiries
you have concerning the research project. Your help in conducting this
study should aid in developing a useful, and practical instrument for
evaluating consumer and homemaking programs.

Sincerely,

Cathy A. Lassiter
Graduate Student

Enclosure: Reply Postcard



APPENDIX D

FIRST LETTER TO TEACHERS PARTICIPATING IN PILOT STUDY




THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE 155

Knoxville 37916
College of Education

Department of June 8, 1979
Vocational-Technical Education

I want to express my gratitude for your willingness to partici-
pate in the pilot study. Determining the reliability of the evaluation
instrument is a very important part of the overall study.

Please evaluate your consumer and homemaking program using the
enclosed evaluation instrument. Using the scale: 5-Superior, 4-Very
Good, 3-Good, 2-Fair, and 1-Weak, indicate your rating of the program
for each criterion statement by placing a check in the appropriate box
at the end of each statement. As was indicated in the first Tetter to
you, the data will be coded for analysis purposes to insure confidenti-
ality, and no personal identification will appear in written reports or
summaries of the project.

When you have completed the evaluation instrument, please sign
the enclosed informed consent form and return it with the evaluation
instrument before June 25, 1979. A stamped, addressed envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. The informed consent form will be filed
separately from the evaluation instrument to insure confidentiality.

Thank you again for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Cathy A. Lassiter
Graduate Student

Enclosures: Informed Consent Form
Evaluation Form (8 pages)
Return envelope
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE

Knoxville 37916
College of Education

Department of
Vocational-Technical Education

Thank you for completing the evaluation instrument and returning
it earlier this month. Your response certainly adds to the future
usability of the evaluation form. I really do appreciate your profes-
sional commitment to home economics.

In order to determine the reliability of the evaluation
instrument, I now need you to evaluate your consumer and homemaking
program again using the same instrument. Do not try to recall how you
rated the program during the first evaluation. Respond to each
criterion statement as if it were the first time you had seen the
statement.

For your convenience in returning the form promptly, use the
enclosed stamped, addressed envelope. It is extremely important that
the form be returned as soon as possible in order to proceed with the
study.

Thank you again for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Cathy A. Lassiter
Graduate Student

Enclosure: Evaluation Form
Return envelope




APPENDIX F
TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY DATA ON TEN EAST TENNESSEE
CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING PROGRAMS
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APPENDIX G
LETTER TO STATE SUPERVISORS OF HOME ECONOMICS
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Knoxville 37916
College of Education
Department of May 24, 1979
Vocational-Technical Education

I need your help to identify six consumer and homemaking programs
in your state to participate in a validation study. As you may recall
Tast year you were contacted by Joyce Harrison who was conducting a study
to identify and verify criteria essential for the evaluation of consumer
and homemaking programs. Using the criteria validated by Harrison's
study, I am conducting a study to develop and validate an instrument for
evaluating consumer and homemaking programs. The study is being con-
ducted under the direction of Drs. Ray Smith and Jackie McInnis, Depart-
ment of Vocational-Technical Education, The University of Tennessee.

The final product of this study should provide a reliable, validated
instrument for evaluating and improving consumer and homemaking programs.

In order to validate the evaluation instrument that has been
developed, it appears appropriate to ask the same group of persons to
respond to the instrument as will be using the instrument. Four groups
of persons who will be using the instrument have been identified: the
teacher of the program being evaluated, other consumer and homemaking
teachers, regional home economics supervisors or state specialists, and
home economics teacher educators.

Your state has been selected as one of five in the southeastern
region of the United States to be represented in this study. I need you
to identify on the enclosed forms six consumer and homemaking programs
and the following four persons to evaluate each program:

1. The teacher of the consumer and homemaking program to be
evaluated.

2. Another consumer and homemaking teacher who is familiar with
the program.

3. A home economics regional supervisor (or state specialist)
who is familiar with the program.

4. A home economics teacher educator who is familiar with the
program.

These six programs should represent a cross section of programs in your
state, not just the strong ones.
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I will contact the persons you identify and ask them to evaluate
the consumer and homemaking program using the evaluation instrument that
has been developed. The amount of agreement among the four raters will
be calculated. All data from the evaluation instrument will be coded for
analysis purposes to insure confidentiality. No personal or state identi-
fication will appear in written reports or summaries of the project.

Will you please suggest six consumer and homemaking programs and
four persons to evaluate each program on the enclosed forms. Please
return these forms before June 15, 1979. A stamped, addressed envelope
is enclosed for your convenience. I will be happy to answer any questions
or inquiries you have concerning the research project. Your help in
conducting this study should aid in developing a useful and practical
instrument for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs that could be
used in your state.

Sincerely,

Cathy A. Lassiter
Graduate Student

Enclosures: 6 forms
Return envelope



APPENDIX H
FORM FOR IDENTIFYING PERSONS TO EVALUATE A CONSUMER
AND HOMEMAKING PROGRAM FOR INSTRUMENT VALIDATION STUDY
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PERSONS TO EVALUATE A CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING PROGRAM
FOR INSTRUMENT VALIDATION STUDY

Teacher of consumer and homemaking program to be evaluated:

Name

Address

Another consumer and homemaking teacher who is familiar with the program:

Name

Address

Home economics regional supervisor (or state specialist) who is familiar
with the program:

Name

Address

Home economics teacher educator who is familiar with the program:

Name

Address




APPENDIX I
LETTER TO FLORIDA SUPERINTENDENTS
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Knoxville 37916
College of Education

Department of
Vocational-Technical Education July 20, 1979

As a part of my doctoral work at the University of Tennessee,
Knoxville, I am conducting a study under the direction of Drs. Ray Smith
and Jackie McInnis to develop and validate an instrument for evaluating

consumer and homemaking programs. » Occupational
Program Director, Home Economics Education, Florida State Department of
Education, has asked that I contact you before asking and

digh School, to participate in a study to
determine the va11d1ty of the eva]uatwon instrument that has been developed
(Letter from attached). The final product of this study will
be an evaluation instrument that could be used for evaluating and improving
consumer and homemaking programs in your county.

and participation in the study would
involve using the enclosed instrument to evaluate consumer
and homemaking program, and returning the instrument by mail. The instru-
ment should take less than one hour to complete. The data from the instru-
ment will be coded for analysis purposes to insure confidentiality. No
personal identification will appear in written reports or summaries of
the project.

Please indicate whether or not you will be willing for
and to participate in this study by checking the enclosed
postcard and returning it by July 30, 1979. I will be happy to answer
any questions or inquiries you have concerning the research project.
and help in conducting this study should aid
in developing a useful, and practical instrument for evaluating consumer
and homemaking programs.

Sincerely,

Cathy A. Lassiter
Graduate Student

cc:
Enclosures: letter

Evaluation instrument
Return postcard



APPENDIX J

. LETTER TO TEACHERS PARTICIPATING IN VALIDATION STUDY
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Knoxville 37916
College of Education

Department of :
Vocational-Technical Education September 1, 197¢

As a part of my doctoral work at the University of Tennessee,
Knoxville, I am conducting a study to develop and validate an instrument
for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs. The final product of
this study will be an evaluation instrument that you could use for evalu-
ating and improving your own program. State
Supervisor, Home Economics Education, has identified your consumer and
homemaking program to participate in this study. Will you please evalu-
ate your consumer and homemaking program using the enclosed evaluation
instrument. Using the scale: 5-Superior, 4-Very Good, 3-Good, 2-Fair,
and 1-Weak, indicate your rating of the program for each criterion state-
ment by placing a check in the appropriate box at the end of each statement.

Consumer and homemaking programs in your state and in four other
southeastern states are included in the study. In each case, the teacher
of the consumer and homemaking program, another consumer and homemaking
teacher, a home economics regional supervisor and a home economics teacher
educator who are familiar with the consumer and homemaking program will
be evaluating the same program. The amount of agreement among the four
raters will be calculated to determine the validity of the evaluation
instrument. A1l data from the evaluation instrument will be coded for
analysis purposes to insure confidentiality. No personal or state identi-
fication will appear in written reports or summaries of the project.

When you have completed the evaluation instrument, please sign the
enclosed informed consent form and return it with the evaluation instru-
ment before September 21, 1979. A stamped, addressed envelope is enclosed
for your convenience. Your help in conducting this study should aid in
developing a useful and practical instrument for evaluating consumer and
homemaking programs that could be used in your state. Thank you very much
for your cooperation in this very important part of the research project.

Sincerely,

Cathy A. Lassiter
Graduate Student

Enclosures: Evaluation instrument
Informed consent form
Return envelope



APPENDIX K
LETTER TO EVALUATORS PARTICIPATING IN VALIDATION STUDY
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE

Knoxville 37916
College of Education

Department of
Vocational-Technical Education September 1, 1979

As a part of my doctoral work at the University of Tennessee,
Knoxville, I am conducting a study to develop and validate an instrument
for evaluating consumer and homemaking programs. The final product of
this study will be an evaluation instrument that could be used for evalu-
ating and improving consumer and homemaking programs. >
State Supervisor, Home Economics Education, has identified you to parti-
cipate in the study. Will you please evaluate the following consumer
and homemaking program using the enclosed evaluation instrument:

Teacher of Program

School

Address

Using the scale: 5-Superior, 4-Very Good, 3-Good, 2-Fair, and 1-Weak,
indicate your rating of the program for each criterion statement by
placing a check in the appropriate box at the end of each statement.

Consumer and homemaking programs in your state and in four other
southeastern states are included in the study. In each case, the teacher
of the consumer and homemaking program, another consumer and homemaking
teacher, a home economics regional supervisor and a home economics teacher
educator who are familiar with the consumer and homemaking program will
be evaluating the same program. The amount of agreement among the four
raters will be calculated to determine the validity of the evaluation
instrument. A1l data from the evaluation instrument will be coded for
analysis purposes to insure confidentiality. No personal or state
identification will appear in written reports or summaries of the project.

When you have completed the evaluation instrument, please sign
the enclosed informed consent form and return it with the evaluation
instrument before September 21, 1979. A stamped, addressed envelope is
enclosed for your convenience. '
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Your help in conducting this study should aid in developing a
useful and practical instrument for evaluating consumer and homemaking
programs that could be used in your state. Thank you very much for your
cooperation in this very important part of the research project.

Sincerely,

Cathy A. Lassiter
Graduate Student

Enclosures: Evaluation instrument
Informed consent form
Return envelope



APPENDIX L
FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO NONRESPONDENTS
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Knoxville 37916
College of Education

Department of
Vocational-Technical Education September 26, 1979

On September 1, 1979, you were sent an evaluation instrument as
part of a research study to determine the validity of an instrument for
evaluating consumer and homemaking programs. s
Head State Specialist, Home Economics Education, selected you as a
person who could rate the consumer and homemaking program listed below:

Teacher

School

Address

Your evaluation instrument has not been received. If you have
not as yet completed the evaluation instrument, would you please do so
and return it in the enclosed stamped envelope before October 5, 1979.
Your response is essential to the development of an instrument that you
could use for assessing the adequacy of consumer and homemaking programs.

Since it is possible that the evaluation instrument could have
been misplaced, I am enclosing an additional copy. Thank you for your
cooperation in this very important part of a research project which is
important to all home economics teachers and supervisory personnel.

Sincerely,

Cathy A. Lassiter
Graduate Student

Enclosures: Evaluation instrument
Informed consent form
Return envelope



APPENDIX M
PROGRAMS SHOWING A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE IN EVALUATORS' RATINGS
GROUPED ACCORDING TO CRITERION STATEMENTS
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Programs Showing a Significant Difference in Evaluators'

Ratings Grouped According to Criterion Statements
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Criterion Ratings] 22
Statement Program TP CHT RSHE HETE Xr

25.3. B 3 4 5 2.C *
F 3 4 5 2.0 *

G 4 5 3 2.0 *

25.b. B 3 4 5 2.0 *
D 5 3 4 5 2.7 *

E 5 4 3 3 2.7 *

G 3 5 2 2.0 *

X 4 5 4 2 2.7 *

25.c. E 5 4 3 4 2.7 *
G 4 5 2 2.0 *

R 5 5 3 1.5 *

X 4 5 4 3 2.7 *

25.d A 4 2 1.0 *
F 3 4 5 2.0 *

G 3 5 1 2.0 *

H 2 4 3 2.0 *

0 5 Ud 3 1.0 *

T 3 4 2 2.0 *

X 4 5 uJ 2 2.0 *

]Ratings by Teacher of the Program (TP), another Consumer and
Homaking Teacher {CHT), Regional Supervisor for Home Economics (RSHE),
and Home Economics Teacher Educator (HETE).

2Friedman Analysis of Variance.

3Rating Scale used was 5-Superior, 4-Very Good, 3-Good, 2-Fair,
1-Weak, and UJ-Unable to Judge.
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VITA

Cathy Arendall Lassiter was born in Jackson, Tennessee, on
June 27, 1949. She graduated from Hopkinsville High School in May
1967. The following September she entered Murray State University,
and received the Bachelor of Science degree in Home Economics in
May 1971. In the fall of 1971, she accepted a graduate assistantship
at Murray State University and began study toward a Master's degree
in Home Economics. This degree was awarded in August 1973.

The author taught vocational home economics at Hopkinsville
High School, Hopkinsville, Kentucky, from 1972 to 1976. In September
1976, she entered the Graduate School of the University of Tennessee
at Knoxville. 1In 1978, she was awarded a Hilton A. Smith Fellowship.
She received the Doctor of Education degree with a major in Vocational
Technical Education in March 1980. The author is a member of Alpha Chi,
Kappa Omicron Phi, Omicron Tau Theta, Phi Delta Kappa, and the American
Vocational Association.

On December 26, 1970, she married Thomas Warren Lassiter of

Murray, Kentucky.




