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ABSTRACT

Perceptions of consumer and homemaking programs, skill
needs, and infiuences on enrollment were summarized from two
student populations, college students and General
Educational Development (GED) students, who were either home
economics program participants or nonparticipants as middle
or secondary school students. The general perception from
the combined student sample was positive. College students
had a more positive perception of home economics programs
than GED students. College students and home economics
program participants perceived a greater need for consumer
and homemaking skills than did GED students and
nonparticipants. Highest skill needs in seven areas
included: plan for financial needs for retirement, manage
stress, obéerve home safety practices, handle family crisis,
manage child health, purchase food within a budget, and plan
for clothing needs and coordination. Greatest influencers
on home economics program enrollment were: desire to take
home economics, ability to learn useful skills and
information, and friends. The value and the need for home
economics was generally highly recognized, but the need to
take consumer and homemaking courses was not strongly felt.
Implications from the study include marketing efforts,

recruitment efforts, and curriculum development.



INTRODUCTION

Perceptions

The public perceives home economics education programs
to be unnecessary, lacking in academic rigor, and taught by
incompetent instructors. Some would describe the curriculum
as cooking and sewing (Moxley, 1984). Spitze (1983)
reported secondary level home economics programs are viewed
as lacking respect and credibility.

on the other hand, the attitudinal instruments for home
economics education used in Pennsylvania gives home
ecoﬁomists evidence that the public does support home
economics education as part of the school’s curriculum
(Love, 1981). As part of the “Marketiné Home Economics"
project at Iowa State University, a survey was developed to
ask students, parents, community members, administrators,
and home economics teachers their perceptions of the
importance of home economics content and their feelings
toward home economics programs. The participants were
positive regarding the importance of home economics content;
90 percent (18 out of 20) of the content areas were rated as
being important or very important. The participants also
had positive feelings toﬁard home economics programs (Torrie
& Schultz, 1989). Because students are not generally

required to enroll in courses offered in most home economics



education programs in secondary schools, it may be
appropriate to assume that students who do enroll in
consumer and homemaking programs think the course content
will be useful to them in their present and/or future lives
(Griggs and McFadden, 1980). The general public’s
perception of home economics appears positive, yet

incomplete (Johnson et al., 1987).

Skill Needs

Consumer and homemaking programs are designed to serve
students by teaching knowledge, attitudes, and skills that
will improve personal and family life and increase quality
of life. Determining the needs of students and how they
view themselves and the world around them are essential
steps in planning and promoting home economics programs
(Schultz, 1989). 1In order to provide effective home
economics programs, educators must first discern program
elements needed by their constituents. Formal methods
should be used to gather objective data. The needs
assessment survey is one tool that can assist in objective
data gathering which can be used to determine whether or not
a home economics program or course is meeting the needs of
students (Love and Weis, 1985). States have some discretion
over their consumer and homemaking programs in order to meet

the needs of the people in their state. The opportunity to



develop programs that meet the unique needs of a state may
well be one of the strongest aspects of the consumer and

homemaking programs (Griggs & McFadden, 1980).

Enrollment

Although there seemed to be general support for
vocational home economics programs as found by Burnett,
Harrison, and Miller (1986), the trend continues to be one
of declining enrollment. Spitze (1983) cited a challenge
home economics programs face at the secondary level which
included declining enrollment. Franz (1987) reported that
42 of the 50 states had documented decreased enrollments in
vocational programs. More specifically, in home economics,
decreased enrollments were found in 22 of the 50 states

(Love, 1986).

Student Populations

Vocational educators see that vocational education can
attend to the needs of all students. Dyrenfurth (1985)
observes that vocational educators share concern for all
students, the academically able, the average, and those with
limited ability.

The student populations chosen for the study were
General Educational Development (GED) students and college
students. The chosen populations were diverse and allegedly

underserved by home economics programs. The choice was to



attain insight into the range of students a home economics
program must serve, and to attain insight to service the
high school counterparts of GED students and college
students, the at-risk students and academic-tracked
students, who have presumed enrollment potential.

General Educational Development (GED) students have
discontinued their secondary schooling before high school
graduation and are working to achieve a high school
equivalency diploma. GED students high school counterparts
are at-risk students who are defined according to the Iowa
Department of Education as "any student identified who is at
risk of not: meeting the goals of the educational program
established by the district, completing a high school
education, or becoming a productive worker." From the Iowa
Department of Education Iowa Guidance Surveys (1990), Iowa
had 2.61% students discontinue their secondary education
(grades 7-12), for fiscal year 1989. This was a total of
5,652 students.

The other student population chosen was college
students; students who presumably have followed the high
school college-bound coursework track which generally allows
little if any room for vocational courses. Courses required
for graduation rarely include vocational education,
sustaining the assumption that graduation requirements and

vocational education are mutually exclusive (Copa & Johnson,



1988). From the Iowa Department of Education Iowa Guidance

Surveys (1990), the graduate follow-up state totals for high
school graduate of 1988 were 37.7% or 13,004 students
attending four-year public or private colleges. Total
number of students attending some type of post-secondary
schooling was 65% or 22,513. From the statistics cited in
the Iowa Guidance Surveys researchers and educators gain
insight concerning the enrollment potential from the two

student populations chosen for the study.

Summary

Because all people utilize knowledge and skills
inherent in home economics programs, all students could
benefit from involvement in home economics programs to
increase the quality of their personal, family, and
occupational lives. Formal education in home economics to
gain knowledge and skills would be potentially beneficial to
every student. Home economics program enrollment must be
maintained and increased to service the educational needs of
our students and society.

The perceptions of home economics, course content to
meet student needs, and enrollment in home economics
programs are prominent concerns in home economics education.
To work constructively and effectively with these concerns,

documented accurate assessment of current perceptions of



home economics, perceptioné of acquired and needed consumer
and homemaking skills, and influences on home economics
program enrollment are vital. Reliable and valid
information is needed to provide the solid basis for
decisions regarding home economics perceptions, home
economics program promotion, and enrollment recruitment.

It is vital to recruitment efforts to conduct a careful
study of the perceptions and needs of target audiences. It
is important to be aware of both positive and negative
perceptions which each audience has toward a home economics
program. The use of surveys can be helpful in determining
the perceptions and needs of target audiences toward home
economics programs (Schultz, 1987).

The objectives of the study were:

1) To determine General Educational Development students’
and college students’ involvement in, their perceptions of,
and the influences on enrollment for middle and secondary
consumer and homemaking programs.

2) To identify General Educational Development students’
and college students’ perceived acquired consumer and
homemaking skills and perceived needed consumer and
homemaking skills.

3) To make recommendations to promote a desired home

economics image, adapt consumer and homemaking programs to



meet student skill needs, and impact enrollment in home
economics programs positively.

Null hypotheses to be tested included:
1) There is no significant difference between GED students’
and college students’ perceptions of home economics.
2) There is no significant difference between home economics
program participants’ and nonparticipants’ perceptions of
home economics.
3) Thefe is no significant difference between GED students’
and college students’ perceptions of their acquired consumer
and homemaking skills.
4) There is nb significant difference between GED students’
and college students’ perceptions of their needed consumer
and homemaking skills.
5) There is no significant difference between home economics
program participants’ and nonparticipants’ perceptions of
their acquired consumer and homemaking skills.
6) There is no significant difference between home economics
program participants’ and nonparticipants’ perceptions of
their needed consumer and homemaking skills.

Questionnaires were used to gather data concerning
perceptions of home economics programs, home economics
skills possessed and needed, demographics, home economics

course involvement, promotional methods for home economics



programs, and influences on middle and secondary school home

economics course enrollment.



OBJECTIVES

To determine General Educational Development students’
and college students’ involvement in, their
perceptions of, and the influences on enrollment for
middle and secondary consumer and homemaking programs.
To identify General Educational Development students’
and college students’ perceived acquired consumer and
homemaking skills and perceived needed consumer and
homemaking skills.

To make recommendations to promote a desired home
economics image, adapt consumer and homemaking programs
to meet student skill needs, and impact enrollment in

home economics programs positively.
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DEFINITIONS

Consumer and homemaking program: Refers to classes offered
in the home economics department which include content in
the areas of consumer and homemaking education; i.e.,
consumer and resource management, housing and living
environments, individual, child, and family. development,
nutrition and food, and textiles and clothing (American Home
Economics Association, 1989).

Consumer and homemaking skills: Abilities necessary to
perform tasks and responsibilities related to all areas

defined in consumer and homemaking program.

General Educational Development; GED: A testing program for
students to gain high school equivalency; the overall goal
of the General Educational Development Program is to provide
a practical program of diagnosis, prescription instruction
and test readiness for adults so that they may obtain their
High School Equivalency Diploma.

FHA: Future Homemakers of America; a home economics
national vocational student organization; emphasizes
consumer homemaking education.

HERO: Home Economics Related Occupations; emphasizes
preparation for jobs and careers in home economics related

occupations.
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ASSUMPTIONS

Participants completed questionnaires honestly and
accurately.

The data collection instrument accurately assessed:
a) perceptions of consumer and homemaking programs,
b) perceived consumer and homemaking acquired skills
and perceived consumer and homemaking needed skills,
c) demographic data,

d) level of involvement in consumer and homemaking
programs, and

e) influences on enrollment in consumer and homemaking
programs.

Data were accurately analyzed and interpreted.
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LIMITATIONS

The sample was students from one Iowa State University

Family and Consumer Sciences college class and students
from 18 General Educational Development sites in Iowa.

The self-assessment capabilities of the two survey

populations may not be equal.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Perceptions

An overall vocational education goal is to provide
appropriate vocational education experiences for all students
who can benefit (Evans & Herr, 1978). In providing
appropriate educational experiences, and to encourage
students to take advantage of these experiences, students’
perceptions have an important impact. Three areas of
perceptions toward consumer and homemaking education programs
were included in a review and synthesis of research in
consumer and homemaking education covering the period from
1979 through 1985. These areas of perception are: image of
consumer and homemaking programs, content to include in
consumer and homemaking education courses to meet the needs
of students, and influences on enrollment in consumer and
homemaking programs (Redick et al., 1986).

Spitze (1983) cited a challenge home economics programs
face at the secondary level which included lack of respect
and credibility. Moxley (1984) found that the public
perceives home economics education programs to be
unnecessary, lacking in academic rigor, and taught by
incompetent instructors.

Home economics is perceived.entirely as cooking and

sewing by many. This perception is partly due to the visual
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impact of the home economics classrooms and laboratories.
The remainder of the home economics curriculum is often far
less visible (Moxley, 1984). Johnson, Holcombe, Kean,
Woodward, Tweeten and Hafer (1987) found the image of home
economics as "cooking and sewing" was very much present in
their sample. In a study of Robinson (1987) professional
school personnel also perceived home economics as teaching
cooking skills.

Home economics has the largest number of students of all
curriculum areas and the largest number of female students.
In 1984-85, total statewide enrollment in home economics
courses in Minnesota accounted for 40 percent of all
secondary vocational enrollments. Female students outnumber
male students 3 to 1 overall in this curriculum area
(Minnesota State Department of Education, 1986). Based on
enrollment data in many schools, home economics is perceived
to be a woman’s field (Moxley, 1984). In Robinson’s (1987)
study, home economics was also perceived to be a woman’s
field.

In a study by Stenberg (1989), superintendents,
secondary principals, and guidance counselors viewed home
economics as teaching students nutrition, preparing and
purchasing nutritious foods, child development, becoming

responsible parents and building healthy families. This
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group did not believe home economics was teaching topics such
as global food supply, financial services, future housing
needs, becoming sexually responsible, or coordinating work
and family. According to Johnson et al. (1987) the general
public’s perception of home economics appears positive, yet
incomplete.

On the other hand, the attitudinal instruments for home
economics education used in Pennsylvania gives home
economists evidence that the public does support home
economics education as part of the school’s curriculum (Love,
1981). Because students are not generally required to enroll
in courses offered in most home economics education programs
in secondary schools, it may be appropriate to assume that
students who do enroll in consumer and homemaking programs
think the course content will be useful to them in their
present and/or future lives (Griggs and McFadden, 1980).

As part of the "Marketing Home Economics" project at
Iowa State University, Iowa vocational home economics
teachers who attended the 1988 August vocational home
economics teachers conference were asked to complete a survey
on how they felt administrators, teachers, students, faculty,
and parents perceived home economics programs. Based on the
results of this preassessment instrument, a survey was

developed to ask students, parents, community members,
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administrators, and home economics teachers their perceptions
of the importance of home economics content and their
feelings toward home economics programs. The Iowa schools of
30 Patterns for Progress Key Leaders provided the sample for
the survey. Results reflected the perceptions of those who
responded. The participants were positive regarding the
importance of home economics content; for respondents as a
group, 90 percent (18 of 20) of the content areas were rated
as being important or very important. The respondents also
had positive feelings toward home economics programs (Torrie
& Schultz, 1989). When involved and knowledgeable about a
consumer and homemaking program, students, parents, community
members, administrators, and teachers had very positive

perceptions of home economics.

Skill Needs

Consumer and homemaking programs are designed to serve
students by teaching knowledge, attitudes, behaviors and
skills which will improve personal and family life and
increase quality of life. A major thrust of the early home
economics movement championed by Ellen H. Richards was to
address needs of individuals and families. Consumer and
homemaking education is an outgrowth of this early home
economics movement. States have some discretion over their

consumer and homemaking programs in order to meet the needs
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of the people in their state. The opportunity to develop
programs that meet the unique needs of a state may well be
one of the strongest aspects of the consumer and homemaking
programs (Griggs and McFadden, 1980).

In order to provide effective home economics programs,
educators must first discern program elements needed by their
constituents. Formal methods should be used to gather
objective data. The needs assessment survey is one tool that
can assist in objective data gathering which can be used to
determine whether or not a home economics program or course
is meeting the needs of students (Love and Weis, 1985).

Determining the needs of students and how they view
themselves and the world around them are essential steps in
planning and promoting home economics programs. Schultz
(1989) provided insight into teenagers’ views of the future,
themselves, and the world by highlighting the following
results from the American Home Economics Association’s Survey
of American Teens:

Money is one of their major concerns.

Health issues are a concern to today’s teenagers.
Over half have a friend who has thought about or
committed suicide, and approximately one-third report

having a friend who has been sexually abused.
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Reflecting the changing sex-role attitudes in
American society, four fifths believe that men and
women shduld share equally in household tasks and
less than one-fifth disapprove of women assuming jobs
traditionally held by men.
Teens believe that schools help them most in choosing
a career; in fighting the pressure to use drugs and
alcohol; in providing information about sex, AIDS,
and pregnancy; and in making important decisions.
The two life skills areas in which teenagers perceive
the schools as helping them least relate to parenting
and dealing with family crises such as death,
divorce, or unemployment.
Parents are important in the lives of adolescents.
Almost all of the young people interviewed believe
that a job will be an important part of their future.
Monts and Barkley (1978) conducted a state-wide study in
Arizona to identify empirically, the essential living skills
perceived as important by men and women in their roles as
family members, individuals, and employees. The researchers
noted that the skill needs identified in their study could
provide a sound basis for program development. Abt et al.
(1978) identified and analyzed the tasks performed by

homemakers in Colorado. This task identification outlined
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" skill needs to impact program development. The importance of
specific home economics content for economically
disadvantaged high school students.was measured by a Nebraska
home economics needs assessment (Johnson, 1986).

A North Dakota junior high home economics curriculum
"Life Skills: A Concerns Approach" began with an assessment
of learner concerns (Crawford, 1985). Another project,
conducted with seven Louisiana parishes, was conducted to
study home economics curriculum needs by surveying former
secondary home economics students to determine which tasks
they learned in class and which instruction would have been
helpful to meet their needs (Daniel and Stewart, 1983).
Illinois assessed their home economic programs to determine
if the programs were conducive to meeting the needs of
students enrolled in them (Griggs, 1984). 1In a Texas study
the focus was on former student assessment of the usefulness
of skills taught in consumer and homemaking education needed

for the occupation of homemaking (Bell & Glosson, 1983).

Enrollment Influencers
Although there seemed to be general support for
vocational home economics programs as found by Burnett,
Harrison, and Miller (1986), the trend continues to be one of
declining enrollment. Spitze (1983) noted declining

enrollment in home economics programs. Decreased enrollments
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were found in 22 of the 50 states (Love, 1986). Franz (1987)
reported that 42 of the 50 states had documented decreased
enrollments in vocational programs. The National Assessment
of Vocational Education reported that the average amount of
vocational education taken by students generally increased up
to 1982. Since then average enrollments in vocational
education have leveled off or declined slightly.

In 1978-79, 1147 schools included in the National Census
Consumer and Homemaking Programs Project were asked to
provide student enrollment for males and females in each
taxonomy category offered in their vocational consumer and
homemaking programs. Of the total students enrolled in
vocational consumer and homemaking classes, 19% were males,
and 81% were females. More than 70% of the males in
vocational consumer and homemaking programs were enrolled in
four taxonomy categories: comprehensive homemaking, foods
and nutrition, family relations, and consumer education. Of
the females, 68% were enrolled in four categories:
comprehensive homemaking, clothing and textiles, food and
nutrition, and child development. Senior high school
programs tended to include both comprehensive homemaking
classes and a variety of classes within the other taxonomy
categories. Most junior high schools in the sample scheduled

only comprehensive homemaking. Male and female students
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appear to have preferences for different subject matter
areas. Semester length courses focused on areas of concern
may encourage larger student participation (Hughes, 1980).

Many home economics teachers who responded to the Iowa
Home Economics Association (IHEA) survey believed enrollment
was restricted by scheduling problems (83%), college
'reqdirements (78%), graduation requirements (52%), lack of
parental and student understanding of program content (42%),
and lack of administrative support (45%) (Moore, 1989).

Dyrenfurth (1985) in his national survey of vocational
directors, found a narrowed opportunity for students to take
vocational education in nearly every state. Reduced
vocational education enrollment, reduced vocational education
time blocks, less exploratory courses, and vocational
education programs being cut have been common responses.
Many secondary area vocational education centers face severe
enrollment pressures. With tighter class schedules and less
vocational offerings, many students may graduate with perhaps
higher standardized test scores, yet seeking work and family
roles without vocational skills.

Thomas and Arcus (1988) found that when educational
progressive principles have been the priority in education,

home economics has expanded; when the goal of education was
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intellectual development through academic traditionalism,
home economics programs were reduced.

It is clear from A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for
Educational Reform (1983), and other sources of information,
that home economics is perceived by many as one of the lesser
important subject areas (Moxley, 1984). Reports have greatly
influenced the demand for academic subjects, specifically,
increases in English, math, and the sciences. A foreign
language requirement for students considering college has
often been added. This has effected the ability of students
to enroll in electives such as home economics. Interested
students may not be enrolling in vocational education
programs because of increased academic requirements necessary
to graduate (Goldberg, 1987).

A study by Love_(1986) found that of the vocational
directors in the 50 states and 6 territories, 45 reported
increased graduation requirements and 8 reported no change.
Only 15 reported vocational education was required for
graduation and 38 had no vocational education requirements.

Goodlad (1984) believed that initial placement in an
academic or vocational track often led to limited educational
experiences because of the difficulty or impossibility of
moving between the two areas. Lotto and Murphy (1987)

believed that vocational education courses must be expanded
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to attract academic students, and complement the academic
program with a content which focuses on the application of
knowledge and skills to experiences and problems.

It becomes apparent that administrators and counselors
need to be knowledgeable about the goals and objectives in
home economics programs in their schools. This group of
professionals can directly control the offerings or
scheduling of courses in home economics programs. They are
influential in what the student elects to take during high
school. Counselors especially have an impact on student
scheduling and placement in high school classes (Stenberg,
1989).

Wendland’s (1987) findings showed that teachers were
more influential in determining enrollment than peers,
guidance counselors, and principals. Others found peers to
be more influential than teachers or counselors, although
teachers were scored above counselors by most young people
(Vaines & Arcus, 1987; Wall et al., 1983; Michigan State
Department of Education, 1978).

A study by‘Nichols, Kennedy and Schumm (1983) found that
the prior experience and feelings of competency in a subject
area by the mother could be used to predict the amount of
home economics the mother would want for her child in that

same area. Role models were also found to be particularly
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important in influencing nontraditional students (Veres &
Carmichael, 1983). Goggans (1980) believed student
apprehension about taking a vocational education course in
what would be considered a nontraditional area is the result .
of the reaction of those who are influential in the personal
life of the students--namely parents, peers, and other family
members. Parents and peers often help determine the values
and expectations that dictate behavior and influence

decisions made by the student.

Student Populations

The student populations chosen for the study were
General Educational Development (GED) students and college
students. The choice was to attain insight into the range of
students a home economics program must serve, and to attain
insight to service particular populations who have high
school counterparts, the at-risk students and academic-
tracked students, with presumed enrollment potential.

Vocational educators see that vocational education can
attend to the needs of all students. Dyrenfurth (1985)
observes that voéational educators share concern for all
students entrusted to the school, the academically able, the
average, and the limited ability. In recognizing the need
for schools to serve students of all abilities and a whole

spectrum of learning styles, vocational educators are
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apprehensive toward the school curriculum being slanted so
strongly toward traditional academics. The single-mindedness
of the reformers toward academics will result in failure to
recognize diversity of need.

A striking characteristic of secondary vocational
education is that student participation is nearly universal.
As expected, students who plan to complete their education at
the end of high school (work-bound students) are the largest
consumers of vocational education. We find that academically
disadvantaged students and students with handicaps clearly
take more vocational education than do academically
advantaged and nonhandicapped students. Surprisingly,
college-bound students also take substantial amounts of
vocational education. In 1982, students planning to attend
postsecondary vocational institutions or college accounted
for nearly three-quarters of all vocational credits taken by
high school graduates. For 1982 graduates, students who
planned to work after high school took an average of 6.06
credits of vocational education during high school. Students
who aspired to attend a postsecondary vocation-technical
institution averaged 5.81 credits, students who planned to
attend some college averaged 4.55 credits, and students who
planned to graduate from college averaged 3.17 credits. The

breadth of participation in vocational education presents
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major challenges to educators. One challenge is adapting the
vocational curriculum to provide a range of courses to serve
students with different educational and work goals (Wirt et
al. 1989).

One student population chosen was General Educational
Development (GED) students. GED students have discontinued
their secondary schooling before high school graduation and
are now working to achieve a high school equivalency diploma.
GED students’ high school counterparts would be at-risk
students who are defined according to the Iowa Department of
Education as "any student identified who is at risk of not:
meeting the goals of the educational program established by
the district, completing a high school education, or becoming
a productive worker. These students include, but are not
limited to, those identified as: dropouts, potential
dropouts, teenage parents, drug users, drug abusers, low
academic achievers, abused and homeless children, youth
offenders, economically deprived, minorities, culturally
deprived (rural isolated), culturally different, those with
sudden negative changes in performance due to environmental
or physical trauma and those with language barriers, gender
barriers and disabilities."

From the Iowa Department of Education Iowa Guidance

Surveys (1990), Iowa had 2.61% students discontinue their
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secondary education (grades 7-12), for fiscal year 1989.
This was a total of 5,652 students. Vocational education may
serve an important function in keeping potential dropouts in
school. Mertens, Seitz, and Cox (1982) found that among
students in high-probability dropout groups, the more
vocational education they had, the less likely they were to
leave school.

In a more recent study of matched groups of students in
New York City, Perlmutter (1982) found that students who
applied to attend specialized vocational high schools and
were admitted were more likely to graduate. Lotto (1983)
concludes that vocational education helps avoid the
liabilities of dropping out and gives salable skills.
Vocational programs offer alternatives for those students
tempted to drop out of school.

Eisen (1986) says that vocational education is not a
dropout program and not an alternate education for the
noncollege-bound. Vocational education serves all students.

A 1984 National Gallup Poll cited in The Unfinished Agenda

reported that 37 percent of the general public feel some
vocational education should be required for the college-
bound.

The other student population chosen was college

students; students who presumably have followed the high
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school college-bound coursework track which generally allows '
little if any room for vocational courses. Courses required
for graduation rarely include vocational education,
sustaining the assumption that graduation requirements and
vocational education are mutually exclusive (Copa & Johnson,
1988) . Even those who do continue their education beyond
graduation can benefit from the vocational skills learned in
high school. Interests developed in high school vocational
education might be the basis upon which some students direct
their further education (Pucel, 1984, Saul and Gull, 1985).
From the Iowa Department of Education Iowa Guidance Surveys
(1990), thé graduate follow-up state totals for high school
graduate of 1988 were 37.7% or 13,004 students attending
four-year public or private colleges. Total number of
students attending some type of post-secondary schooling was
65% or 22,513. From the statistics from the Iowa Guidance
Surveys researchers and educators gain insight concerning the
enrollment potential from the two student populations chosen
for the study.

Copa (1984) states that vocational education in the
secondary school is a place to learn, a way to learn, and a
reason to learn. It is a place to learn by providing a niche
in the school where students with a common interest in work

and family roles can come together to pursue their
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educational needs. Vocational education as a way to learn
provides an alternative integrating body and mind. As a
reason to learn, vocational education can provide the
motivation and relevance to learning necessary content which
under other circumstances would be very unappealing. As
such, vocational education can equitably and effectively
serve a wide diversity of students.

Pucel (1984) agrees with some of these same perspectives
on the role of vocational education in thé high school
curriculum because it provides an alternative learning mode
for the many students who cannot learn, or do not want to
learn through typical academic classes. He poinfs out that
it is not that vocational students cannot learn, but that
they learn differently; that the method for learning used in
vocational education is more consistent with the cognitive
development of some students. Vocational education also
makes academic subjects more relevant by the use of real
objects and real problems. Mathematics, science and English
are taught when they are needed to do practical tasks and the
relevance of such knowledge is then appreciated. Some
students, Pucel notes, helped by vocational education through
a stage of cognitive development, become able to later learn

abstraction more effectively.
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Summary

The concept of work, whether in a family or job setting,
is central to vocational education. Vocational home
economics education prepares youth and adults for competence
in the work of the family as well as for occupations based on
home economics skills. Perennial problems of nurturing human
development, feeding, clothing, and housing people, and
managing finite resources are faced by each generation across
cultures and over time. Home economics enables individuals
to solve such problems in satisfying ways. Because all
people utilize knowledge and skills inherent in home
economics programs, all students could benefit from
involvement in home economics programs to increase the
quality of their personal, family, and occupational 1lives.
Home economics knowledge and skills are used and needed by
everyone. Formal education in home economics to gain
knowledge and skills would be potentially beneficial to every
student. Home economics program enrollment must be
maintained and increased to service the educational needs of
our students and society (American Home Economics
Association, 1989).

It is vital to recruitment efforts to conduct a careful
study of the needs and attitudes of target audiences. It is
important to be aware of both positive and negative

perceptions which each audience has toward a home economics
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program. The use of surveys can be helpful in determining
the perceptions and needs of target audiences toward home
economics programs (Schultz, 1987).

The perceptions of home economics, course content that
meets student needs, and enrollment in home economics
programs are prominent concerns in home economics education.
To work constructively and effectively with these concerns,
documented accurate assessment of current perceptions of home
economics, perceptions of acquired and needed consumer and
homemaking skills, and influences on home economics program
enrollment are vital. Reliable and valid information is
needed to provide the solid basis for decisions regarding
home economics perceptions, home economics program promotion,
and enrollmenf recruitment.

The objectives of the study were:

1) To determine General Educational Development students’
and college students’ involvement in, their perceptions of,
and the influences on enrollment for middle and secondary
consumer and homemaking programs.

2) To identify General Educational Development students’
and college students’ perceived acquired consumer and
homemaking skills and perceived needed consumer and

homemaking skills.
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3) To make recommendations to promote a desired home
economics image, adapt consumer and homemaking programs to
meet student skill needs, and impact enrollment in home
economics programs positively.

Null hypotheses to be tested included:
1) There is no significant difference between GED students’
and college students’ perceptions of home economics.
2) There is no significant difference between home economics
program participants’ and nonparticipants’ perceptions of
home economics.
3) There is no significant difference between GED students’
and college students’ perceptions of their acquired consumer
and homemaking skills.
4) There is no significant difference between GED students’
and college students’ perceptions of their needed consumer
and homemaking skills.
5) There is no significant difference between home economics
program participants’ and nonparticipants’ perceptions of
their acquired consumer and homemaking skills.
6) There is no significant difference between home economics
program participants’ and nonparticipants’ perceptions of
their needed consumer and homemaking skills.

Questionnaires were used to gather data concerning

perceptions of home economics programs, home economics skills
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possessed and needed, demographics, home economics course
involvement, promotional methods for home economics programs,
and influences on middle and secondary school home economics

course enrollment.



34

PROCEDURE

The major purpose of the study was to document college
and General Educational Development (GED) student
perceptions of home economic programs as a basis for making
recommendations to promote a desired home economics image,
develop content effective in meeting consumer and homemaking
skill needs of students, and positively impact home economic
program enrollment. Unique features of the study include
sampling diverse student populations and acquiring data from
both participants and nonparticipants in home economics
programs.

The specific objectives of the study were:

1) To determine GED students’ and college students’
involvement in, their perceptions of, and the enrollment
influencers of middle and secondary school consumer and
homemaking programs.

2) To identify GED students’ and college students’
perceived acquired consumer and homemaking skills and
perceived needed consumer and homemaking skills.

3) To make recommendations to promote a desired home
economics image, adapt consumer and homemaking programs to
meet student skill needs, and impact enrollment in home

economics programs positively.
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Description of the Sample

Two diverse student populations were chosen for this
research study because of the enrollment potential for their
high school counterparts. The student populations selected
were college students and General Educational Development
(GED) students because they have high school counterparts,
the academic-tracked college-bound students and the at-risk
potential drop-out students, who are target audiences for
enrollment. One student sample was the Iowa State
University Family and Consumer Sciences Education
Introduction to Home Economics course with 170 students.
The other student sample was students attending 18 General
Educational Development sites in Iowa to gain their high
school equivalency diplomas. The sites average about eight
students each; GED students N=149. All students, males and
females, former participants and nonparticipants in middle
and secondary home economics programs, responded to the
questionnaire. All students were categorized as adults,
ages ranged from 18 to 38 or older. All individuals were
enrolled in either a college course or at a GED site; hence,

the sample possessed a broad range of ability levels.

Development of the Survey Instrument
To collect the data necessary to accomplish the

objectives of this study, a home economics survey instrument
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was developed. The instrument was a self-report inventory
with Likert-type scales, checklists, and multiple choice
items. The survey instrument consisted of three parts: 1)
Attitudes Toward Home Economics, 2) Consumer and Homemaking
Skills, and 3) General Information, which included
demographics, home economics courses enrolled in, semesters
of home econonomics completed, methods recalled to promote
home economics, and enrollment influencers.

The first part, Attitudes Toward Home Economics, had 30
statements to reveal perceptions of home economics programs.
Refer to Appendix C for the Perceptions of Home Economics
Programs Content Outline which was used for content
validation, and which had the statements grouped into four
subscales, value, content, characteristics, and people.
Respondents used the five-point Likert-type response mode,
"1" indicating strongly disagree to "5" indicating strongly
agree.

The second part, Consumer and Homemaking Skills, had 71
skills in a checklist format. The skills were grouped into
seven subscales reflecting home economics program areas:
consumer management, personal development (individual
development/resource management), housing (housing and
living environments), family living (family development),
child development, food and nutrition, and textiles and

clothing. All skills within a home economics area remained
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grouped together on the questionnaire. Two responses were
to be given for each skill, either "1" have skill or "2" do
NOT have skill; and either "3" need skill or "4" will NOT
need skill.

The third part, general information, was subdivided
into three sections. There were six multiple choice
demographic items including gender, age, employment status,
marital status, number of children, and community size.
Participation in FHA/HERO and the number of semesters of
home economics completed were also items included. The next
section had two checklists. The respondent indicated the
home economics courses he/she enrolled in for the first
checklist, and indicated methods used to promote home
economics in the second checklist. The last section had a
two-part checklist to indicate reasons that influenced the
respondents’ enrollment in home economics. Refer to
Appendix C for the Enrollment Influencers Content
Outline.

The survey was submitted to experts in the field to
determine its usability. Two current home economics
teachers with 23 years of combined teaching experience
validated the instrument with the content outlines. Three
graduate studehts in the field critically reviewed the
survey instrument. Three experts reviewed the survey

instrument regarding format of instrument and data to be
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collected for statistical analysis. Revisions were made

according to suggestions given.

Human Subjects Committee Review

The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human
Subjects in Research reviewed the survey instrument
and approval was obtained March 30, 1990. The committee
concluded that the rights and welfare of the human subjects
were adequately protected, that risks were outweighed by the
potential benefits and expected value of the knowledge
sought, that confidentiality of data was assured and that

informed consent was obtained by appropriate procedures.

Pilot Test
The survey instrument was pilot-tested with nine high
school special education students and ten adults. Males and
females were represented. Both clarity of items and length
of time for completion of the questionnaire were determined.
Results of the pilot test indicated that the respondents
answered the questionnaire within 20 minutes and had little

difficulty in interpreting the items.

Data Collection
Data for the study were collected by the same
questionnaire in two ways from the two populations.

Questionnaires were distributed during a college class
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session at Iowa State University in the Family and Consumer
Sciences Education Introduction to Home Economics course and
returned within two weeks. A list of GED instructor names,
GED site locations and phone numbers was secured from the
community college coordinator. All instructors were
contacted by phone. Survey instruments, cover letters,
teacher letters, and postage-paid addressed envelopes were
sent to the sites. Postcards served as first and second
follow-ups to GED instructors to return student
questionnaires. GED sites were again contacted to encourage

more student participation and thus improve the return rate.

Data Analysis

After the survey instruments were collected, weights
were reversed for responses on the unfavorable statements on
the 30 Likert-type scale items. All responses were hand-
entered and statistically analyzed with the SPSS-X program
at Iowa State University. Descriptive statistics including
frequency distributions, percentages, means, ranges, and
correlations were computed. T-tests were run to see if
there were significant differences between GED and college
students, and home economics program participants and non-
participants, on the variables of home economics program
perception (attitude), consumer and homemaking acquired

skills, and consumer and homemaking needed skills.
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Content validation typically takes place during
instrument development. It is primarily a matter of
preparing detailed construct content, and then developing a
instrument that covers all the content. The items should
adequately cover those attitudinal topics included in the
construct to be measured. The content validation procedure
is a matter of analyzing the content included in the
measuring instrument and the construct to be measured, and
judging the degree of correspondence between them (Gronlund
& Linn, 1990). The investigator prepared the Perceptions of
Home Economics Programs Content Outline and the Enrollment
Influencers Content Outline and developed the instrument to
include all content as outlined. Two current home economics
teachers with 23 years of combined teaching experience

validated the instrument with the content outlines.
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

A total of 233 students out of a possible 319 responded
to the questionnaire used in this study, a response rate of
73%. Ninety-two out of 149 GED students from 18 GED sites
returned usable questionnaires. One hundred forty-one out
of 170 college students returned usable questionnaires. The
return rates were 61.7% and 82.9% respectively.

The objectives of the study were:

1) To determine General Educational Development students’
and college students’ involvement in, their perceptions of,
and the influences on enrollment for middle and secondary
consumer and homemaking programs.

2) To identify General Educational Development students’
and college students’ perceived acquired consumer and
homemaking skills and perceived needed consumer and
homemaking skills.

3) To make recommendations to promote a desired home
economics image, adapt consumer and homemaking programs to
meet student skill needs, and impact enrollment in home
economics programs positively.

Null hypotheses tested included:

1) There is no significant difference between GED students’

and college students’ perceptions of home economics.
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2) There is no significant difference between home economics
program participants’ and nonparticipants’ perceptions of
home economics.
3) There is no significant difference between GED students’
and college students’ perceptions of their acquired consumer
and homemaking skills.
4) There is no significant difference between GED students’
and college students’ perceptions df their needed consumer
and homemaking.skills.
5) There is no significant difference between home economics
program participants’ and nonparticpants’ perceptions of
their acquired consuﬁer and homemaking skills.
6) There is no significant difference between home economics
program participants’ and nonparticipants’ perceptions of
their needed consumer and homemaking skills.
The topics included in this findings and discussion

chapter are:

demographic characteristics,

semesters of home economics completed,

membership in home economics student organizations,

courses students enrolled in,

methods recalled to promote home economics,

perceptions of home economics,

consumer and homemaking acquired and needed skills,

enrollment influencers,
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comparisons of GED students and college students on:
perceptions of home economics,
consuﬁer and homemaking acquired skills, and
consumer and homemaking needed skills;
comparisons of home economics program participants
and nonparticipants on:
perceptions of home econonmics,
consumer and homemaking acquired skills, and

consumer and homemaking needed skills.

Demographic Characteristics

Male respondents accounted for 18.3% of the combined
sample; the GED student sample had 19.1% males, and the
college student sample had 17.7% males. In the combined
sample, 57.6% of students were age 18-22; the GED student
sample had 28.9% students age 18-22, and the college student
sample had 75.9% students age 18-22. 1In the combined
sample, 11.7% of students were 38 or older; the GED sample
had 26.7% students 38 or older, while only 2.1% were in the
38 or older age bracket for college students. For the GED
student sample, 33.0% had full-time paid employment, 20.5%
had part-time paid employment, 20.5% were seeking
employment, 25.0% were full-time homemakers, and 1.1% was a
full-time student. The college student sample had .7% full-~

time paid employment, 55.3% part-time paid employment, 4.3%
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seeking employment, .7% full-time homemakers, and 39.0%
full-time students. Of the GED student group, 58.4% were
single, while 87.2% of the college student group were
single. There were 69.7% of the combined sample that had no
children; 34.4% in the GED student sample and 92.2% in the
college student sample. Another 24.4% of the GED student
sample had three or more children while only 3.5% of college
students did. Forty-nine percent of GED students indicated
they did not know population size range for their community.
The 77.8% of the total sample that did respond were divided

relatively evenly among the three community sizes provided.

Insert Table 1 about here

Semesters of Home Economics Completed

A total of 29 students from the combined sample (13.7%)
reported completing zero semesters of home economics courses
at either the middle or secondary school level; 24.7 percent
of the GED student sample and 7.4% of the college student
sample. The combined student sample who completed one
semester of home economics was 14.6%. In the GED student
sample 19.5% completed one semester of home economics while
11.9% of the college student sample completed one semester.
Twenty-five percent of the total student sample completed

two semesters of home economics. Two semesters of home
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economics were completed by 20.8% of the GED student sample
while 24.4% of the college student sample completed two
semesters. Four semesters of home economics were completed
by 16.5% of the combined student sample. GED and college
student samples completed four semesters of home economics

at 15.6% and 17.0% respectively.

Insert Table 2 about here

Membership in Home Economics Student Organizations

For the combined student sample, 30.8% reported that
neither Future Homemakers of America (FHA) nor Home
Economics Related Occupations (HERO) were offered in their
middle and/or high school. Where FHA and/or HERO was
offered, 62.0% of the combined sample indicated they were
not members. Two GED students reported HERO membership, and
8 GED students and 6 college students were FHA members.
Total membership in home economics student organizations

accounted for 7.2% of the combined student sample.

Insert Table 3 about here
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Courses Students Enrolled In

Foods and nutrition ranked as the most frequent course
enrolled in; combined student sample, 68.1%, GED students,
64.8%, college students, 70.2%. Child development ranked
second in frequency for combined student sample, 53.9%, and
college student sample, 67.4%, but ranked fourth for GED,
33.0%. Clothing ranked third most frequent for the combined
student sample, 46.6%, fourth most frequent for college
student sample, 42.6%, and second for GED student sample,
52.7%. Family living ranked fourth for combined student
sample, 36.2%, sixth for college student sample, 36.2%, and
third for GED student sample, 36.3% Exploratory ranked
fifth most frequent course enrolled in for combined student
sample, 34.9%, third for college student sample, 48.9%, and
13.2% of the GED students reported enrollment in an
exploratory course. Comprehensive courses rank sixth for
combined student sample, 28.9%, fifth for college, 39.0%,
and 13.2% of the GED students reported enrollment in a

comprehensive course.

Insert Table 4 about here

Methods Recalled to Promote Home Economics
Students indicated methods they recalled that were used

to promote home economics when they attended grades 6-12.
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The combined student results reported peer recommendation
and bulletin board/exhibit/display as methods of home
economics promotion most frequently recalled, 47.4% for each
method. Open house/parent night ranked next, 43.1%, and
parent-teacher conference, 34.9%, school newsletter, 31.0%,
and career day, 27.6, followed. GED students reported
parent-teacher conference first in fregquency, 41.8%, while
college students ranked it fifth, 30.5%. Open house/parent
night ranked second for GED students at 39.6%, while
college-student rank was third at 45.4%. Bulletin
board/exhibit/display and peer recommendation ranked third
and fourth for GED students, 38.5% and 35.2% respectively.
Peer recommendation, 55.3%, and bulletin board/exhibit/
display, 53.2%, were the most frequent methods for college
students. School newsletter ranking was similar for the two
student groups, fifth for GED, 29.7%, and fourth for college
students, 31.9%. Career day ranked sixth for GED students,
20.9%, and fourth for college students, 31.9%. Newspaper
article was ranked sixth by college students, 28.4%, while
16.5% of the GED students recalled home economics promotion

via newspaper article.

Insert Table 5 about here
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Perceptions of Home Economics

The first part of the questionnaire, Attitudes Toward
Home Economics, had 30 Likert-type items céncerning
perceptions of home economics. Refer to Appendix C for the
Perceptions of Home Economics Programs Content Outline which
had the statements grouped into four subscales--value,
content, characteristics, and people. Students responded to
positive and negative statements about home economics on a
5-point scale: 5 strongly agree, 4 agree, 3 don‘t know, 2
disagree, and 1 strongly disagree. Two-hundred and thirty-
three students responded to the questionnaire. Negative
statements had weights reversed for statistical analysis.
All negative statements had the language reversed for
reporting. Discussion of the results has generally had the
agree responses, numbers 4 and 5, combined, and the disagree
responses, numbers 1 and 2, combined. Number 3 response in
the middle of the scale represents "don’t know" and a
neutral position. Considering the sample populations
involved in the study, it was felt that to decipher between
"don’t know" and "neutral" would not have been consistently
feasible for the respondents.

In item 1, 72.4% of the students were aware of home
economics courses offered in their school, while 18.6% of
the students were not aware. In item 2, 5.3% of the

students responded that home economics teaches more than
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cooking and sewing, while 40.4% of the students did not
think home economics taught more than cooking and sewing.

In item 23, 45.0% of the students did not think cooking and
sewing were main topics in all home economic courses, and
45.0% of the students did think cooking and sewing were main
topics in all home economics courses.

In_item 13, 85.0% of the students thought home
economics improved the quality of life, while only 4.7% of
the students did not think so. In item 25, 73.1% of the
students responded that home economics contributes to
success in personal life, while 7.8% of the students
disagreed. In item 30, 62.8% of the students thought home
economics to be helpful in any job, while 16.9% of the
students didbnot consider home economics to be helpful in
any job.

In item 5, 82.9% of the students reported they
frequently use home economics skills, while 12.0% of the
students said they did not. In item 19, 91.3% of the
students said there is an equal need for home economics by
both males and females, while only 5.6% of the students said
this was not the case. Yet in item 7, only 27.9% of the
students responded that they needed to take home economics
classes to learn consumer and homemaking skills, while 55.4%
of the students responded that they did not need home

economics classes to learn consumer and homemaking skills.
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In item 4, 88.8% of the students, with 63.5% of the students
who strongly agree, responded they respect males enrolled in
home economics, while 6.8% of the students do not respect
males taking home economics. In item 28, 62.0% of the
students thought male students were not favored, while 10.0%
of the students thought male students in home economics were
favored. In item 24, 57.1% of the students said home
economics students were not teased, but 26.4% of the
students said home economics students were teased.

In item 3, 79.3% of the students expected to learn
about proper nutrition in home economics, while 12.0% of the
students did not expect to learn about proper nutrition. 1In
item 12, 77.7% of the students responded that people can
learn parenting skills prior to parenthood, while 15.8% of
the students disagreed. 1In item 15, 82.3% of the students
did think math skills are needed in home economics, while
9.1% of the students thought math skills unnecessary for
home economics. In item 22, 42.9% of the students thought
home economics included consumer management, while 22.9% of
the students thought consumer management was not part of
home economics. In item 26, 44.1% of the students thought
science knowledge was needed in home economics, while 23.3%
of the students did not think this was a need. 1In item 27,

49.4% of the students responded that home economics taught
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time management, while 22.0% of the students did not think
time management was included in home economics.

In item 29, 61.0% of the students considered the home
economics room attractive, while 16.9% of the students
considered it unattractive. 1In item 9, 56.6% of the
students considered the home economics equipment modern,
while 13.8% of the students considered the home economics
room equipment not modern. In item 21, 53.3% of the
students considered the home economics courses current,
while 18.7% of the students thought home economics courses
were not current. In item 17, 64.5% of the students thought
home economics credits look good on a high school
transcript, while 10.4% of the students thought home
eéonomics credits make a high school transcript look poor.
In item 16, 68.5% of the students would support some home
economics required as part of high school graduation
requirements, while 15.9% of the students would be opposed
to this. In item 10, 36.5% of the students reported that
home economics classes were not easy credits, but 47.7% of
the students thought home economics classes were easy
credits.

In item 8, 30.0% of the students had parents that
suppérted home economics, while 26.7% of the students said
their parents did not support home economics and 43.3% of

the students were neutral or didn’t know. In item 14, 67.0%
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of the students reported that the guidance counselor
encouraged home economics, while only 5.2% of the students
reported being discouraged to take home economics by the
guidance counselor. In item 18, 28.2% of the students
revealed that their principal supported the home economics
program, while 9.6% of the students said the principal did
not support the home economics program, and 62.3% of the
students were neutral or did not know.

In item 11, 44.6% of the students felt the home
economics teacher encouraged enrollment, while 18.8% of the
students did not, and 36.5% of the students were neutral or
did not know. In item 6, 68.8% of the students felt they
could comfortably ask the home economics teacher for advice,
while 13.9% of the students felt they could not. In item
20, 68.0% of the students thought the home economics teacher
taught well, while 7.8% of the students thought the home

economics teacher did not teach well.

Insert Table 6 about here

Consumer and Homenmaking Skills
A two-part checklist with 71 items concerning consumer
and homemaking skills was devised. The 71 skills were
grouped into seven areas of home economics that created

seven skill subscales: consumer management, personal
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