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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

By 1980, leaders in Marketing and Distributive Education (M/DE) 

had become so concerned with the identity problem of M/DE that they 

gathered in Vail, Colorado, for a conference meeting on "Directions for 

the 1980's" (Vail Conference). Position papers were presented concern­

ing the state of the art in M/DE, discussion groups were organized among 

those attending, and an in-depth study of four areas was conducted. 

The conference was attended by over 200 persons from teacher education, 

secondary vocational programs, state supervision and business. It was 

held at Vail, Colorado, May 19-22, 1980. 

Four areas of perceived problems were presented in a document by 

Samson (1980) entitled, "National Conference on Marketing and 

Distributive Education: "Directions for the 1980's." The four areas 

discussed in the document were: (1) Identity and Image, (2) Program 

Development, (3) Leadership Development, and (4) Power and Influence. 

The document spoke of a need for uniformity of direction, marketing of 

the program (M/DE), and a need for leadership development. 

It was strongly recommended that program evaluation, promotion of 

the programs, leadership development, and setting of goals and objectives 

be a continuing effort since a failure to change and grow with business 

and industry had created the present perceived problems with identity of 

M/DE (Warner, 1983). Out of the Vail Conference came the statement that 
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business and industry did not identify Marketing and Distributive 

Education as a strong marketing discipline and the program itself was 

not being perceived as Marketing and Distributive Education personnel 

had expected. 

2 

In 1979, Nero, a student in Marketing and Distributive Education at 

the University of Minnesota in a college paper, identified the following 

problems affecting the image of M/DE as: 

1. Lack of visibility and recognition. 

2. Lack of fully accepted common goals. 

3. Lack of unified promotional campaign. 

4. Ineffective communications. 

Peterson (1981) at the University of Minnesota wrote that the 

George-Dean Act of 1936 created Distributive Education as an adult pro­

gram to help those who were unemployed to train for e~ployment in distri­

butive occupations as well as to develop skills of those already employed 

in those occupations. She further stated that by the 1960's the direction 

of the program had changed significantly and marketing had been accepted 

as the discipline taught, rather than retailing. She also wrote that the 

Vocational Amendment of 1968 changed Distributive Education from a 

program-based curriculum to a people-based curriculum allowing it to now 

serve everyone. 

In 1975 Hruska and Adams wrote that a study in New Hampshire in­

volving cooperative students saw the program as general preparation for 

employment and advocated a change to a more career education type format, 

pulling almost completely away from the marketing aspect. It mav have 

been this conception which stimulated the organizntion and theme for 

the 1980 conference in Vail on "Directions for the 1980's." 
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After the Vail Conference, Marketing/Distributive Education person­

nel agreed that something must be done in the areas of development, 

image, promotion, growth and development, and leadership. Personnel felt 

that working with this concept in mind they should be able to establish 

a definite image of M/DE. The image would be more in line with industry's 

perceptions and ideas of what an M/DE program should be. 

Statement of the Problem 

There was a lack of information concerning the M/DE state supervi­

sors' and teacher educators' attitudes toward a name change for their 

programs. There was also a lack of information concerning possible 

program enrollment caused by a program name change. 

Research Questions 

1. Would a name change from Distributive Education to a more 

descriptive name cause students, educators, and the community to perceive 

the program in a more positive manner? 

2. Have those programs which have already made a name change ex­

perience increased enrollment and a more positive reception of their 

programs? 

3. Of those programs which have made a name change in the last 

four years, has enrollment increased, decreased or remained unchanged? 

4. Do teacher educators and state supervisors feel a name change 

itself can cause a significant impact in their programs? 

?~~pose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to identifv the perceived problems 
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with the identity of M/DE due to the name as it exists. Information 

from this study could give an indication as ~u whether a name change 

alone would alter the perception and identity of a program in marketing 

and Distributive Education. 

Need for the Study 

The Vail Conference of 1980, in examining the areas of identity and 

image as well as program development, leadership development and power, 

and influence showed that there was a definite feeling among M/DE 

personnel and that there was an image and identity problem. As a result 

of the conference, recommendations \,ere made that definite steps should 

be taken involving everyone from local to national level. All levels 

should be involved in formulating uniform goals and objectives, devel­

o~ing acceptable programs through continual evaluation and designing a 

national promotional campaign which would structure and promote M/DE as 

a branch of marketing. Ways should be found to offer the student course 

content that are not found in any other cooperative program. These 

students could aid in the promotion of a positive program image which 

would promote student recruitment and retention. 

Many of the proposed recommendations have been accomplished and a 

new assessment of identity perceptions three years later could add 

information concerning the present status of directions. A study of 

this kind with an emphasis on a nationally accepted name change would 

provide motivation for renewed leadership development and establish 

clearer goals and objectives for all M/DE personnel (Warner, 1983). 
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Limitations 

Limitation of this study was the degree to which the respondents 

answered the questions in an honest and unbiased manner. A further 

limitation was that only state supervisors and teacher educators were 

surveyed and that opinions and attitudes of teacher-coordinators at the 

high school level were not examined. 

Assumptions 

1. It is assumed that teacher educator and state supervisor 

attitudes and observations would represent teacher coordinator attitudes. 

2. It is assumed that increasing enrollments and perceptions 

of M/DE programs are important and a vital concern to all M/DE personnel. 

3. It is assumed that teacher educator and state supervisor res­

ponses would be honest and straightforward. 

Definition of Terms 

State Supervisor - Supervisor of M/DE Programs whether it is a 

separate program or a part of some other program or programs at the 

state level. 

Teacher-Educator - Professor and/or supervisor of M/DE teacher 

preparation in an institution of higher learning. 

Teacher-Coordinator - M/DE teacher-instructor in a secondary or 

area vocational school. 

Program Evaluation - Examination of M/DE program at local, state or 

college level to ascertain whether it meets certain criteria. 

Community College - A two-year junior college where two years 



leading to a Bachelor's Degree may be taken or technical education or 

adult education may be taken to prepare for a specific skill. 

Specialized Program - M/DE program in one specific occupational 

area such as food services, hotel/motel, fashion merchandising, etc. 

Handicapped - Crippled or disabled, something that places a person 

at a disadvantage. The student who is disabled in some way. 

6 

Disadvantaged - Being in an unfavorable position - underprivileged. 

The student who does not have the advantages of other students in the 

same position. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This chapter was designed to review the major studies related to 

identity and image crises in Marketing/Distributive Education; and has 

been divided into six sections. These sections are: (1) Recognition of 

a need for change, (2) Identifiable problems, (3) Growth and Expansion, 

(4) Trends, (5) Prom6td,on and marketing of. M./DE and (6) Summary. 

Recognition of Need for a Change 

Harris (Ed.) (Fall 1981) provided a list of items which he felt 

M/DE needed to address. They were: 

1. Expand programs to serve more students. 
2. Attract more teachers from business and industry. 
3. Acquaint youth, parents, counselors with marketing 

careers. 
4. Provide teachers with more materials and marketing 

labs to improve instruction. 
5. Establish cooperative relationships with CETA and 

other personnel. 
6. Provide programs in order to reach the disadvantaged 

and the handicapped (p. 40). 

Ashum (1982) wrote that the only way to live with declining enroll-

ments and cutbacks was to take a "systems" approach and set realistic 

goals for programs, use what is on hand effectively, and ensure that 

activities related to goals for the desired results. According to Nelson 

(1977), M/DE survival will depend on how M/DE is perceived by others and 

how committed M/DE personnel are to its development. M/DE must serve 

the diverse needs of its clients and refrain from appealing only to those 

7 
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who represent the best qualified among applicants for M/DE programs. 

Nelson furtter related in the paper that he felt a concer11 for the 

identity of M/DE that it was not consistent throughout the professional 

community. He referred to a survey of M/DE personnel made in 1977 which 

indicated that nearly SO percent would support a name change. Fitzhugh 

(1981) related the movement toward a name change as a desire within the 

profession to upgrade identity and image that would highlight its market­

ing base. Hruska and Adams (1975) did not seem to be concerned with a 

name change since their interpretation of a study done in New Hampshire 

indicated that M/DE was not perceived strongly with a marketing image by 

those surveyed. They, therefore, advocated moving away from a marketing 

skills identity to a heavy career education format. Lynch (1982) in 

explaining the rationale for changing the name of his program, mentioned 

a possible barrier to the name change was a lack of comfort with the new 

name or any other new name. 

Identifiable Problems 

The Vail Conference in 1980 provided the greatest opportunity in 

the history of M/DE for personnel on all levels to meet together with 

involved businessmen to discuss what the real concerns were and to make 

recommendations for changes which would establish a M/DE image with 

which the profession and others could identify (Warner, 1983). 

The document produced by Samson and others (1980) listed twelve 

recommendations for implementation strategies from group discussion at 

the conference. The people attending the conference felt that if these 

recommendations were followed that a national identity or image of M/DE 

would evolve to better describe the program (Warner, 1983). 
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The twelve recommendations from the conference presented by Samson 

are: 

1. Creating a national plan for M/DE. 

2. Designing a national promotional program. 

3. Stressing free enterprise. 

4. Setting up a national center with and office and support staff 

as professional spokespersons for M/DE. 

5. Holding meetings to implement recommendations from the 

conference. 

6. Encouraging states to establish goals for their programs. 

7. Insuring that programs meet or exceed national standards. 

8. Developing programs to utilize and involve business personnel. 

9. Stressing continuing education for M/DE teachers. 

10. Programs be evaluated using criteria developed by M/DE 

leadership. 

11. Promoting an increase of activity in adult eduation. 

12. Stressing continual professional development opportunities for 

every M/DE teacher in the history, goals and objectives, and the present 

and future of M/DE. 

Samson (1980) suggested that some implementation of these recommen­

dations would be simple while others would be more difficult and complex. 

He felt that problems with implementing these recommendations would 

occur from a lack of state and local leadership taking action. He also 

felt that teacher educators seemed reluctant to face problems with the 

effectiveness of teacher preparation. 

Samson (1980) in the same document, discussed and identified 

contributors to the problem of the M/DE program reaching its potential 
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as: an inability to attract and retain students, a lack of liaison 

with the community, a lack of teachers and a lack of national objectives, 

organization, and correlation. 

The Vail Conference confirmed that there was no uniformity of 

direction in M/DE and that no nationally accepted goals and objectives 

existed. One recommendation was that a set of clearly identifiable 

goals and objectives be designed which would be supported and accepted 

by all levels -- local, state, and national. According to Samson (1980), 

there was also a need to create an identity which would clearly present 

the program as it was meant to be in a positive way on all levels. The 

group recommended that this could be done through evaluations on all 

levels by criteria set up by all M/DE personnel as well as business and 

industry. Input of business and industry through advisory committees 

and adjunct teaching in the classroom would help establish this image. 

The conference also felt there was a great need to promote and sell the 

program. There was an indication that those who taught and promoted 

the marketing process were not applying it through advertising campaigns, 

personal contacts and legislator influence. According to Warner (1983), 

conference participants also felt that there was a great need for lead­

ship development nationwide. Strategies for implementing a plan were 

written by Samson (1980) in a conference report. The leadership devel­

opment program was designed to promote leadership development on local, 

state, and national levels in order to achieve a group of thought leaders 

who could speak for M/DE among teacher coordinators, state and national 

leaders, and business and industry. 

Some implementation strategies for identified problems and recommend­

ed approaches were discussed by Samson (1980) in the document report. 



Some of these suggestions were: 

1. K-12 M/DE career education efforts. 

2. Revision of teacher-pupil ratios to encourage increased 

enrollments. 

3. Encouragement of internship programs. 

4. Seeking grant money to reach minorities, the handicapped, 

and women. 

11 

S. Workshops for M/DE personnel to provide knowledge of all levels 

of M/DE. 

Samson (1980) both addressed the need for a closer liaison with 

business and industry. The following factors might be conducive to 

this liaison: 

1. A full-time executive director of M/DE. 

2. A resource file of community representatives. 

3. Activities of M/DE personnel in other marketing organizations. 

4. A correlation of business needs with capabilities of the M/DE 

profession. 

Samson further recommended improvements in the,area of teacher 

education. These recommendations were: 

1. Evaluation of teacher educators by nationally adopted criteria. 

2. Intensive recruiting efforts by teacher educators. 

3. Liaison between marketing departments and marketing students. 

4. Working to improve salaries and benefits of M/DE teachers. 

S. Working to improve the M/DE image. 

6. Working on an inquiry of why M/DE teachers enter and leave the 

field. 

7. Working on attracting teachers from business and industry. 
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8. Exploring shared time with business and industry. 

9. Utilizing retired marketing people. 

In the Vail Conference report (1980), Samson further recommended 

that to combat the lack of uniformity the following is needed: (a) 

competency based instructional materials at all levels, (b) a task force 

to evaluate and provide direction, (c) flexibility, (d) creative mater­

ials with common objectives, (e) utilization of curriculum now existing, 

and (f) an increase in specialized offerings. 

Nelson (1977) and Fitzhugh (1981) both discussed a name change to 

exude a more positive external image of M/DE, a nationally accepted 

restructuring and direction with uniform objectives and goals. An 

effort for expansion through reaching new groups was discussed by Sparks 

(1982), handicapped, minorities, disadvantaged; Holder and Carlisle 

(1980), specialized programs; and Price (1982b), adults. 

According to Fitzhugh (1981), the identity and image of M/DE will 

be established through its actions, services and activities, not through 

its name. He also stated that any effort to establish M/DE as a branch 

of marketing and strengthening its image would have to be national in 

its thrust. 

Samson (1980) viewed M/DE training as a lifelong process in the 

Vail Conference report, and he looked at extending the M/DE philosophy 

from kindergarten through adulthood. He further stated that working 

cooperatively with other vocational areas M/DE could prepare students 

with vocational marketing career goals for not only entry level jobs 

but also provide mid-level and even higher level management job skills. 

In the area of development, Samson further stated that insufficient 

funding could be combated by more public relations on the benefits and 
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utility of M/DE. He also suggested that public image might be aided by 

gaining more legislative and group support and a national public infor­

mation office could best accomplish this task. The conference ~eport 

by Samson (1980) further suggested in inplementation strategies that 

in order to reach more students or clients, M/DE should attempt to 

serve more diverse groups. In addressing "territorial" claims, he fur­

ther suggested that M/DE work with other vocational areas, CETA, train­

ing centers and junior high career exploration programs to provide 

entrepreneurship training. 

In addressing leadership development at the Vail Conference in 

(1980), Samson and others recommended implementat·ion of an ongoing 

leadership development program. It was suggested in the report by Rowe 

that this involve a local, state, and national commitment to a master 

plan and national goals and objectives as well as recommending that a 

national director be utilized. He suggested publication of more leader­

ship articles which might be motivational and helpful to M/DE personnel 

to enhance leadership development. 

Trapnell (1981), in the conference report, discussed methods for 

establishing a power and influence base. She stated that it was im­

portant that M/DE have strong group support and more input and influence 

with legislators. It is only through this support that she felt M/DE 

could gain any power as an organization. 

Klaurens (1982) in discussing the MDEA organization, which became 

a reality in Atlanta at AVA 1981, refers to this fact. The organization 

was recommended by the Vail Conference and would bring together teachers, 



teacher educators, and state supervisors in a unified organization to 

be more efficient and effective. 

r:rowth and Expansion 

14 

The Vail Conference report by Samson (1980) discussed three areas 

of growth potential: (1) adult education training, (2) specialized 

programs, (3) the handicapped and disadvantaged. They also listed 

the areas of other vocational programs, career education in the primary 

school, and working with CETA and other training groups. Price (1982a) 

wrote of the possibility of growth in the adult education area as he 

discussed ~!/DE teacher involvement in adult training and development 

as a means of expansion. Sparks (1980) advocated expansion to reach 

the special needs of people such as the handicapped, the disadvantaged, 

minorities and bilingual by involving them in M/DE programs. Holder 

and Carlisle (1980) discussed expansion by creating specialized programs 

in specific areas of M/DE and training in mid-management in these speci­

fic market areas in the community colleges. 

Sarkees and Hill (1983) addressed the involvement of special needs 

students in the M/DE program and viewed it as a challenge which the M/DE 

teacher should be able to meet. They felt that the M/DE teacher already 

possessed the tools to work with special needs students, since they used 

individualized study. The M/DE teacher should be able to easily adapt 

this tool to the special student. They dicussed some methods and tech­

niques which would help the M/DE teacher to be successful with these 

students, such as peer tutoring, positive reinforcement, involving 

these special students in DECA, maximizing demonstrations and visuals, 

and varying evaluation techniques. They felt that the M/DE teachers 
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could handle this well, but would need some special training for working 

with special students such as working with the building teachers trained 

to work with special students or taking special university level classes 

which would prepare them for this challenge. 

Price (1982a) also discussed working with special students as an 

area of expansion. He related that ten percent of all school age stu-

dents have some handicap and less than one percent identified as handi-

capped in 1979 were enrolled in M/DE programs. His rationale for M/DE 

involvement is that vast numbers of these people pass through their 

formative years with no vocational direction and never know the feeling 

of prospering because they work and take pride in that work. Price 

discussed the barrier of M/DE teachers voluntary involvement with 

special needs students. He mentioned the fact that counselors, admini-

strators and other students could perceive the M/DE program as a dumping 

area for these handicapped, disadvantaged, etc., and cause a loss of 

regular student enrollment. Price (1982a) further discussed as a barrier, 

the fact that M/DE students are presently drawn from the middle-class 

and are usually academically average, he felt that M/DE cannot continue 

to limit its vision to these few, but must reach toward the special 

student. 

Sparks (1980) wrote of her concern for the special needs student. 

She related that when she offered to work with them herself, she was 

told that the curriculum was too complex for them. She wrote: 

The exceptionally bright students were attracted to my prog­
ram only after a change in the name of the course to Marketing 
and Distributive Education, with a description listing 19 
occupational clusters for career objectives (p. 9). 

Sparks also listed ways M/DE programs might appeal to and serve the 



handicapped or disadvantaged student as: 

1. Modifying instruction to meet the needs of all students. 

2. Using a variety of learning activities so that all could 

participate. 

3. Use of more individualized instruction. 

4. Stressing areas of specialized instruction to individual 

students. 
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Sparks like Price listed the M/DE teacher as a possible barier to in­

volvement of the special student in the M/DE program. Since the M/DE 

teacher is aspiring for recognition, which they may be able to acquire 

with the average and above students regularly enrolled in M/DE classes, 

these special students may be seen by the teachers as preventing the 

victories. She felt that teachers might feel they could not enter 

competitions with these special needs students, this would deny them the 

recognition which they worked for, and they would not wish to enroll 

them voluntarily in the M/DE program. 

Trapnell (1982) discussed as areas of M/DE expansion, adult educa­

tion, specialized progrms and the special needs individual. She stated 

that in order to survive and grow, M/DE must reach especially to the 

adult client. Ninety percent of those individuals served in the 1930's 

by M/DE were adults. She also discussed the need to serve those 

with more varying ability levels and listed the gifted and talented. 

She listed special needs students and included the following: gifted 

and talented, bilingual, disadvantaged, handicapped, immigrants, senior 

citizens, unemployed, incarcerated and liberal arts graduates. Trapnell 

(1982) felt that the expansion of the M/DE program to include these 

clients was most important. She emphasized that the curriculum must be 
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flexible and creative in order to meet the needs of all these diverse 

groups and as to what might be acceptable for one of the above groups 

might not be workable at all with another. Price (1982b) referred to 

M/DE as an area for helping adults achieve self-fulfillment, as well as 

helping them to become productive members of society. He stated that 

M/DE could be of great service to adults and that neglecting this area 

for growth would be instrumental in failing to reach its mission. 

Specialized M/DE programs as an expansion area are a definite 

target for growth according to Holder and Carlisle (1980). They referred 

to a survey of state and territory supervisors where 54 percent of the 

52 people surveyed felt there was a definite move toward M/DE program 

specialization. The writers also indicated that secondary programs 

were moving from general to more specific and identified the problem 

of finding occupationally experienced teachers. In another article, 

Holder and Cox (1980) discussed one Texas community college's move 

toward specific programs rather than general marketing and that this 

particular school showed an increase in enrollment in one year from 

4,072 to 7,233. They felt this change in emphasis was what industry 

really desired and what caused more students to enroll in the programs 

because specialized programs better fit their career needs. 

Cooperation with other vocational areas such as agriculture, home 

economics, technical education, trade and industrial, and health occu­

pations in supplying the marketing skills needed for their career choices 

is discussed by Potter (1982). Nelson (1977) and the Vail Conference 

writers, Samson (1980) also addressed working with these vocational 

areas to supply their marketing or entrepreneurship needs. Samson (1980) 

talked of expansion bv exposing marketing careers to students from 



kindergarten through 12th grade, and Gleason (1983) discussed M/DE 

curriculum and also recommended this ongoing exposure as one way to 

insure program interest. 

Samson (1980) and Trapnell (1982) both recommended cooperation 
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with CETA and other training groups as another area of expansion. Hruska 

and Adams (1975), however, had recommended moving away from the marketing 

discipline entirely to a career education emphasis as the way for 

survival and growth. 

Trends 

According to Best (1984), there are several different trends which 

have occurred in M/DE during the last few years. These include: 

1. A striving for cohesiveness.within the M/DE profession. 

2. Recommendations for continual evaluation and updating of 

M/DE programs. 

3. A reorganizing and restructuring in some states. 

4. Working closer with business through advisory committees and 

an effort by M/DE to better meet the needs of industry. 

5. Organization of more specialized M/DE programs. 

6. Further expansion of M/DE into adult education. 

7. Closing of programs, some of which had been very successful at 

one time. 

Lynch (1982) wrote about the identity of M/DE in "The Name Revisited: 

Marketing Education." He presented rationale for the name change empha­

sizing the relationship of the name to the discipline and how it is 

actually taught in the M/DE program. He said that the name told pros­

pective M/DE customers little about its products and services. 
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Fitzhugh (1981) stated that a name change might improve the external 

image of the program, but that a longer name and abbreviated initials 

could cause confusion. He further said that the name need not be 

descriptive but should identify, and that marketing, personal selling, 

and some type of mass communication were necessary for any identity 

acceptance. Hruska and Admas (1975) stated that the New Hampshire survey 

on identity showed business and M/DE professionals identified the M/DE 

program as a general career education program and not a branch of 

marketing. 

Nero (1979) viewed the identity crisis as the fact that M/DE 

educators had failed to communicate a formulated and unified purpose 

(goals/objectives) to its various audiences. Nelson (1977) advocated 

that M/DE work with other vocational areas such as agriculture, home 

economics, trade and industrial and health occupations with an emphasis 

on training plans. He felt that using training plans would help to 

establish M/DE identity. He stated that the use of these vocational 

training plans would prevent employers from seeing M/DE students as 

simply part time help but rather as young people training for a career. 

He also credited DECA with helping to establish M/DE identity since its 

requirements for competency-based competitions had paved the way for 

M/DE competency-based curriculum. One area Nelson discussed as a con­

tributor to the loss of M/DE identity was the loss of M/DE as a separate 

entity in some states where it had been absorbed or reorganized into 

other departments. 

The trend toward a continual evaluation acceptable to everyone was 

discussed by Wubenna (1982), ''Fifty-seven Program Standards Identified 

as Very Important-A Peer Review.'' Research was conducted to examine 
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acceptability of an instrument on evaluative criteria for M/DE programs 

in secondary schools. This study was an attempt to examine what items 

M/DE teachers viewed as important in program evaluation. From a list 

of 288 items, fifty-seven were selected as highly important to program 

operation. The evaluation items examined the nature of the program 

offerings, physical facilities, instructional staff, instructional 

activities and instructional materials. The results of this study pro-

duced an instrument which can be used for M/DE program evaluation, 

"Distributive Education Program Evaluation: An Aid for Use with Section 

4-4, Evaluative Criteria for the Evaluation of Secondary Schools, Fifth 

Edition." 

Powell (1983) says, 

The marketplace is in continual change, the M/DE_program 
must have strong organizational structure and constant 
evaluation procedures to continue to produce quality stu­
dents which employers will want (p. 33). 

He stated further that organizational structure as well as course 

offerings must be evaluated, and that M/DE teachers should work to in-

corporate more marketing-oriented courses in secondary schools and at 

the university level. 

Reorganizing and restructuring was not something M/DE personnel 

could always control. Best (1984) and Nelson (1977) mentioned one of 

the areas contributing to identity loss as: reorganization of vocation-

al departments in many states due to reduced staff, thereby absorbing 

M/DE personnel in other vocational areas and causing M/DE to lose its 

identity. Gleason (1983) stated: "Many states no longer have an 

identifiable M/DE'' (p. 2). He also made the statement that he felt the 

program would be identified by its curriculum content and that this 

content should be marketing. He stated further that M/DE programs 



21 

consisting of career education, consumer education, human relations, 

income tax preparation, etc. should be restructured to reflect the true 

M/DE identity. Gleason also stated his fears of an intense involvement 

with microcomputers as a further distraction to M/DE curriculum, because 

he felt microcomputer programming had no place in a marketing curriculum. 

He stated that he also felt that the future of M/DE was contingent upon 

each individual instrutor's willingness to address the needs of M/DE 

curriculum at the local level. 

Samson (1983) addressed the challenge of declining enrollment in 

M/DE in community colleges. He felt that the narrow, specialized 

structure of most of the college course offerings in M/DE is one factor 

which prohibits the effectiveness and expansion of these M/DE programs. 

Another challenge to the community college was the shortageof occupation­

ally experienced faculty. He stressed the fact that prospects in 

specialized programs are unlimited, since the future needs for students 

with skills in mid-management M/DE training would be numerous. 

Holder and Carli~le (1980) also discussed specialization of M/DE 

programs as being motivation for student enrollment. Thev described one 

Texas community college which increased its enrollment from 4,072 to 7,233 

in a one year period due to the change in emphasis from general M/DE to 

specialty programs. Powell (1982) viewed the low employment rate of M/DE 

students as being the results of educators having been too narrow in 

what they teach. He says that M/DE had been promoted only as training 

for retail, wholesale, and service occupations. He advocated it change 

now to survive and to do so it must incorporate more marketing-oriented 

courses at both the high school and university level. Failing to change 



course curriculum in this manner would not allow M/DE to meet future 

business needs, and he felt these needs would be met only in the spe­

cialty programs. 
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Potter (1981) wrote of a survey which had been done in 1981 of 

state supervisor structure. This survey had showed fewer state super­

visors identified with M/DE than one which had been done in 1972. This 

particular survey indicated that 27 M/DE supervisors had business and 

office backgrounds, that 32 had responsibilities in other areas, 17 

were in cooperative education, four were multi-occupational and three 

were CETA supervisors. She indicated that this survey showed that many 

M/DE supervisors were not from M/DE backgrounds, thus M/DE image and 

identity might not be important to them, and it was absorbed by business 

and office, cooperative education, CETA, etc. 

The Vail Conference indicated a need for a closer liaison with 

industry according to Samson (1980). He felt it essential that M/DE 

involve industry by working more closely with it in advisory committees 

and adjunct teaching involvement. Harris (1983) discussed the need for 

working more closely with industry as it becomes more automated with 

electronic catalogs, scanners, and teller machines. Hagimeir (1982) 

discussed the necessity for stronger involvement of advisory committees. 

She advocated using them to help evaluate programs and curriculum, as 

speakers on field trips, and in assisting with DECA projects. Price 

(1982b) suggested teacher involvement with industry by helping industry 

as consultants, shoppers and in market research. He felt that helping 

industry in this manner would promote a more favorable image of the 

teacher and the program in the business community. Heath (1982) sugges­

ted using advisory people by involving them in the publicity and 
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promotion planning of the M/DE program, by having them assume 

responsibility for some of the M/DE program promotion. 

The trend toward specialized programs and expansion into adult 

education is discussed in the development and growth section of this 

review of literature, but the trend toward closing of some programs or 

absorption by other vocational programs is serious because these 

absorptions cause a loss of the M/DE identity. Warner (1983) feels 

that most programs close either because of lack of administrative support 

or poor teachers. Both Warner and Best (1984) felt that politics in 

administration and lack of enrollments in area schools force closing of 

M/DE programs, but that most M/DE programs which are closed in secondary 

schools are closed due to poor or disinterested teachers who do not 

recruit or promote the M/DE program properly. Both Warner (1983) and 

Best (1984) expressed a feeling that projecting and maintaining the M/DE 

image was the total responsibility of the teacher/coordinator and with 

them lay the greatest responsibility for the M/DE image. 

Promotion and Marketing 

The expressed need for marketing of M/DE was recommended by several 

writers in this review of literature. Samson (1980), Hagimeir (1982), 

Hutt and Hacken (1981) and Heath (1982) all indicated that promotion of 

the program should not only consist of publicity, public relations, and 

intense campaigns but also strong personal local efforts. Hagimier 

(1982) stated that to survive, M/DE must do an effective marketing job 

to both administration and the community. She stated: 

The program which has an outstanding reputation within the 
school and community will continue to be offered even when 
matching funds and reimbursement are not offered (p. 20). 



She further suggested ways to insure this support such as: 

1. Developing recruiting techniques that work and using them 

faithfully. 

2. Having a sound curriculum that teaches the fundamentals of 

marketing. 
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3. Inviting the principal to accompany the teacher on coordination 

visits. 

Hagimier (1982) suggested other methods of maintaining administrative 

support such a8, being sure the principal sees coordination reports, 

knows about appearances at civic organizations, and understands student 

time use. She further suggested the teacher cultivate a parent booster 

club since, "they will protect you if you are doing a good job" (p. 21). 

Hagimier also advocated that everything be publicized. She said that 

the teacher should take photos of students on the job, guest speakers, 

displays, DECA activities, sales demonstrations, and she suggested the 

best way to publicize all this is to put the newspaper editor on the 

advisory committee of the local M/DE program. Another suggestion from 

Hagimier (1982) was that the M/DE teacher write a weekly article for the 

paper and make a concious effort of involvement with other school faculty 

as a part of the team. 

Hutt and Hacken (1981), "Let's Market our Marketing and Distributive 

Education Programs," stated that M/DE personnel teach the marketing mix 

but fail to practice it themselves. They said that the market mix of 

products, price, place, and promotion could readily be applied to M/DE, 

but M/DE personnel were not doing it. They identified the product as 

M/DE students, price as the value of the training, place as the right 

training station, and promotion as the selling of M/DE. They used this 
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marketing mix to promote M/DE and to present the M/DE image. 

Plans for developing a p~blic relations plan were given by Heath 

(1982). She said that unless everyone understood the program, the M/DE 

mission would not be clear to people in school and community. She fur­

ther stated that a written plan for public relations is needed. This 

would allow the school and community to become more knowledgeable of the 

program and its activities. As others become more aware of the M/DE 

program needs, they would become more aware of what they could do to 

help the M/DE program. 

plan 

Heath (1982) listed the five basic steps to designing a publicity 

as: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Identify the activities to be promoted. 

Select the audience to be reached. 

Identify methods of promotion. 

Identify cost for implementing the plan. 

5. Assign personnel responsible for promotion activities (either 

teacher, student or advisory committee person.) 

Summary 

The literature suggested that there are problems with the identity 

and image of M/DE and in order to improve this image, M/DE personnel on 

local, state and national levels must become involved. It appeared 

from the literature that M/DE must market itself better and develop some 

ongoing strategies for leadership development and program evaluation. 

There was also an indication of support in the literature for a nationl 

center and staff to direct and work for power and influence for M/DE 

nationwide. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter discusses (1) the selection of the population, (2) the 

development of the instrument, (3) the method used for data collection, 

and (4) data analysis. 

Selection of the Subjects 

The subjects selected for this study were teacher educators and 

state supervisors of Marketing/Distributive Education (MDE) programs in 

the states and territories offering M/DE. The number of state super­

visors was equal to the number of states and territories containing M/DE 

programs, a total population of.56 state supervisors was used for the 

study in contrast to random sampling. 

The sample of 107 educators surveyed were selected from the total 

population of the M/DE teacher education programs offerred at teacher 

education institutions. 

Development of the Instrument 

The questionnaire used for this study was researcher developed. 

The first step was to identify leaders in the field of M/DE for use as 

a panel of experts (See Appendix A). A questionnaire was then developed 

and mailed to this panel of experts who evaluated the questionnaire and 
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made suggestions and/or corrections to be used in the final question­

naire which was mailed to state supervisors anu teacher educators across 

the country (See Appendixes Band C). The panel of experts consisted of 

teacher educators, state supervisors and teacher coordinators. 

The questionnaire was then field tested by selected state supervi­

sors, teacher educators and teacher coordinators in the states of Ohio, 

Nebraska, Minnesota and Oklahoma. The instrument was designed to collect 

information concerning the attitudes of teacher educators and state 

supervisors on image and identity, enrollment, and curriculum in M/DE. 

Two different versions of the instrument were used. One version was 

applicable to the teacher educators at colleges or universities while 

the other instrument was addressed to the state supervisors of states 

and territories. The respondents were asked to check on a Likert Scale 

their attitude toward 15 questions concerning thei.r feelings toward 

M/DE and their program name as it presently exists. 

The instrument was designed to gather information concerning the 

following research questions: 

1. Would a name change from Distributive Education to a more 

descriptive program name cause students, educators and the community to 

perceive the program in a more positive manner? 

2. Of those Marketing/Distributive Education programs which have 

already made a name change in the last four years, has enrollment 

increased, decreased or has remained unchanged? 

3. Do teacher educators and state supervisors feel a name change 

itself can cause a significant impact in their programs? 



Collection of Data 

The questionnaire was mailed to all M/DE state and territory 

supervisors (56) and to teacher educators (107) selected from ~ach 

institution with a M/DE teacher education program across the country. 
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In institutions with more than one teacher educator the questionnaire 

was mailed to the department head if known, if not a random sampling was 

taken so that each institution received only one copy of the question­

naire. The questionnaire was then mailed to the state and territory 

supervisors, and the teacher educators in M/DE teacher education 

institutions. 

The survey/questionnaireswere mailed on February 2, 1984. By 

March 1, 125 questionnaires had been returned, then a follow-up postcard 

was mailed to those who had not responded (See Appendix D). A total of 

128 questionnaires were returned to the researcher; 81 useable question...,,­

naires were mailed by state and territory supervisors. The percentage 

of teacher educators returning useable questionnaires was 79 percent; 

and, the percentage of state and territory supervisors returning useable 

questionnaires was also 76 percent. Of the 128 questionnaires returned, 

three were deemed invalid. 

Analysis of Data 

The data gathered for the study were analyzed by use of Chi Square 

and Analysis of Variance. Program information was listed by frequencies 

and percentages. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This study was concerned with the identity and image of Marketing/ 

Distributive Education (M/DE) programs in teacher-education institutions 

and in state M/DE programs as perceived by teacher educator and state 

supervisors of M/DE. This chapter presents (1) response rate, (2) respon­

dent data and (3) analysis of the data. 

Respondents 

A total of 163 questionnaires were mailed to teacher educators and 

state supervisors of Marketing/Distributive Education programs in the 

United States and its territories. These questionnaires varied only 

in the differences in wording for teacher educators at colleges and 

state supervisors. 

There were 128 questionnaires returned which represented a 77 per­

cent return rate for the 163 questionnaires mailed. Three questionnaires 

were found to be unuseable and thus were not inlcuded in the analysis. 

The useable returned questionnaires from teacher educators constituted 

a 79 percent return rate, this was 84 questionnaires returned from a 

possible total number of 107 mailed. The state supervisors return rate 

was also 79 percent with 44 questionnaires returned out of a possible 56. 

There were three unuseable questionnaires from teacher educators leaving 
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a total of 81 useable teacher educators questionnaires for a 76 percent 

return rate. This made an overall rate of 76.6 percent for the study. 

Analysis of Overall Response 

The responses were divided into two groups with state supervisors 

identified as Group I and teacher educators identified as Group II 

throughout the analysis. 

The degree level by frequency and percentage of state supervisors 

and teacher educators is shown in Table I. The highest percentage of 

state supervisors hold masters degrees (29) with the higher number of 

teacher educators holding EdD degrees (43) followed by PhD degrees (28). 

The remaining 10 hold some other degree. This data shows that the 

majority of state supervisors hold masters degrees while the majority of 

teacher educators hold doctorates in education as shown in Table I. 

The five different name categories for programs in M/DE are listed 

and the number responding to each name category is shown in Table II. 

The majority of programs or 77.42 percent rate were called Marketing/ 

Distributive Education, with the next most predominant program name 

being Distributive Education with 10 of these being university programs 

and three being state programs for a total of 13. Five respondents 

indicated their programs are called Marketing Education, four are called 

Distributive Education/Marketing and six have a different name from those 

asked on the survey (See Table II). 

It was found that state supervisors responded that 31 M/DE programs 

were listed as separate programs, where 12 M/DE programs were combined 

with other types of vocational programs. The programs in which the M/DE 
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TABLE I 

DEGREE LEVEL BY FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF STATE SUPE~VISORS 
AND TEACHER EDUCATORS IN M/DE 

R.S. M.S. Ed.D. Ph.D. Total 
N % N % N % N % N % 

State Supervisors 6 4.96 29 23.96 5 4.13 2 1.65 42* 34.71 

Teacher Educators 1 0.83 7 5.79 43 35.54 28 23.14 79** 65.29 

Total 7 5.79 36 29.75 48 39.67 30 24.79 121 

'~Two state supervisors of M/DE did not respond to this question. 
,H~Two teacher-educators of M/DE did not respond to this question. 

TABLE II 

OFFICIAL NAME OF PROGRAMS IN STATES AND TEACHER EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS BY NUMBER AND PERCENT 

100.00 

DE/M XE DE Other 
% N % N 

Tata] 
% 

M/DE 

State 
Supervisors 

Teacher 
Educators 

Total 

N 

32 

64 

96 

"' lo 

25.81 

51.61 

77 .42 

N % N 

2 1. 61 2 

2 1. 61 3 

4 3.23 5 

% N 

1.61 3 2.42 4 

2.42 10 8.06 2 

4.03 13 10.48 6 

*One state supervisor did not respond to this question. 

3.23 43,~ 34.68 

1. 61 81 65.32 

4.84 124 100.00 
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programs were found to be combined are as follows. 

1. Business Education 

2. Occupational Education 

3. Office and Related Programs 

4. Vocational Education 

5. Cooperative and Marketing Education 

6. Bureau of Program Services 

7. Marketing Education 

8. Fashion/Merchandising/Marketing and Retailing 

9. Business/Marketing 

The M/DE programs were combined most frequently with Business Education 

with this occurring eight times and M/DE combined with all other programs 

only two or less times. 

The frequency of the official names of M/DE programs at the teacher 

education institutions showed that the majority of the respondents indi­

cated that Distributive Education (32) is still the name used by the 

teacher educators in their programs, closely followed by Marketing/ 

Distributive Education (26) (See Table III). 

Name distribution is shown by the responses of the groups where the 

name is used in the teacher education institutions as responded to by 

teacher educators and state supervisors. A percentage of 44:02 of the 

institutions go by the official name of Marketing/Distributive Education 

while 33.90 percent use Distributive Education. It is also noted that 

11.86 percent use the official name Marketing Education while 7.63 

percent use some other name and only 2.54 percent use Distributive 

Education/Marketing. 



TABLE III 

OFFICIAL NAME OF PROGRAMS AT TEACHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS 
AS REPORTED BY TEACHER EDUCATORS AND 

M/DE 

State Supervisors 26 

Teacher Educators 26 

Total N 
% = 

52 
44.07 

AND STATE SUPERVISORS 

DE/M 

1 

2 

3 
2.54 

ME 

1 

13 

14 
11.86 

DE 

8 

32 

40 
33.90 

Other 

1 

8 

9 
7.93 

33 

Total 

81 

118 
100.00 

*Seven state supervisors of M/DE did not know the official name of M/DE 
programs at their state universities or teacher educator institutions. 
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The frequencies of program name changes during the past four years 

show 124 respondents to this question. Fifty-two stated there had been 

no program name change in the past four years, while 72 responded that 

they had a name change at some time during the past four years (See 

Table IV). 

It was found that 55.56 percent of the teacher education programs 

or a total of 40 have changed the name of the program during the past 

four years while 41 programs have made no name change. At the state 

supervisor level a total of 32 state programs have changed the name of 

its M/DE program during the past four years. The data shows 11 programs 

made no change while 12 programs have had a name change during the past 

three years (See Table IV). 

A frequency list is presented concerning what name was preferred by 

those who had not changed the name of the p1ogram during the past four 

vears. Of the ten state supervisor respondents who had not changed the 

name, the most preferred name was Distributive Education/Marketing (DE/M) 

with six respondents favoring that name (See Table V). Teacher educators 

responding were found to prefer Marketing/Distributive Education (17) 

and Marketing Education (17). It was found that no teacher educator or 

state supervisor preferred the name Distributive Education/Marketing, 

that a total of 19 respondents preferred M/DE, 23 preferred ME, seven 

preferred DE and four preferred some name other than the four given 

(See Table V). 

The teacher educators reported 28 programs with 10 percent or more 

decrease, and 22 percent of the programs had no change. Twenty programs 

had 10 percent or more increase, with three of these showing 100 percent 

increase and one program 300 percent increase (See Table VI). The total 



TABLE IV 

NUMBER OF PROGRAMS CHANGED DURING THE PAST FOUR YEARS 
BY FREQUENCY AND PERCENT 

35 

No Change 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year Total 
N % 

State 
Supervisors 11 5 7 12 8 32,f 44.44 

Teacher 
Educators 41 8 13 8 11 40 55.56 

Total 52 13 20 20 19 72 100.00 

*One state supervisor did not respond to this question. 



TABLE V 

NAME PREFERRED FORM/DE PROGRAMS BY TEACHER EDUCATORS AND 
STATE SUPERVISORS IF NOT ALREADY CHANGED BY 

FREQUENCY AND PERCENT 

Name Change 
Already or 

36 

No Preference M/DE ME DE Other* Total 
N % N % N % °N% N % 

State 
Supervisors 33 2 3.77 6 11.32 2 3.77 0 0.8 10 18.87 

Teacher 
Educators 38 17 32.08 17 32.08 5 9.43 4 7.55 43 81.13 

- --
Total 71 19 35.85 23 43.40 7 13.20 4 7.55 52 100.00 

i~Distributive Education/Marketing as a program name received no 
selections and is not presented in the table. 



TABLE VI 

DECREASE OR INCREASE OF ENROLLMENT FOR THE f'AST FOUR YEARS 
REPORTED BY STATE SUPERVISORS AND TEACHER EDUCATORS 

37 

Number Reporteri Decrease/Increase bv Percent 

State Supervisors 1 -30 
4 -20 
1 -15 
1 -12 
4 -10 
2 - 8 
2 - 7 
2 - 5 

14 
1 + 4 
3 + 5 
1 +10 
1 +25 
1 +30 
1 +75 

Teacher Educators 1 -100 
1 - 75 
1 - 60 

13 - 50 
1 - 35 
3 - 30 
3 - 25 
'") - 20 "-

3 - 10 
22 
3 + 10 
1 + 12 
2 + 15 
3 + 20 
1 + 25 
1 + 27 
1 + 40 
4 + so 
3 +100 
1 +300 
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number of respondents who showed an increase in enrollment was 35, the 

total number vh0 showed a decrease was 56. No change in enrollment was 

found in 36 programs (See Table VI). 

Concerning the percentage of change in student enrollment in the 

past four years it was found that state supervisors reported that 14 

programs have no change in enrollment, while 17 programs were found to 

have a percentage decrease in enrollment (See Table VII). Eleven 

programs were found to have decreased by 10 percent or more in enrollment 

as reported by state supervisors. The largest increase percentage was 

found in four respondents who reported a 10 percent increase and four 

respondents who reported a 50 percent increase in enrollment. 

The responses of teacher educators and state supervisors on whether 

better public relations would improve the understanding of the purpose 

and meaning of the M/DE program is shown in Table VII. It was found that 

the responses of both teacher educators and state supervisors either 

agreed or strongly agreed that a strong public relations program would 

improve the understanding of the program by others. 

Responses on the Likert Scale were coded: (1) Strongly Disagree, 

(2) Disagree, (3) Undecided, (4) Agree and (5) Strongly Agree. A total 

of 54 respondents Agree and 52 Strongly Agree that a strong public 

relations program would promote a better understanding of the M/DE 

program (See Table VII). 

On the question of whether the name of the program makes any dif­

ference, teacher educators and state supervisors responses are found in 

Table VIII. State supervisors tended to agree that a name did make a 

difference while teacher educators tended to feel it did not as shown in 

the strongly agree column, 17 state supervisors strongly agreed while 
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only three teacher educators strongly agree. 

Teacher educators responded that they did not feel the name of a 

program made a difference in the program with 49 either disagreeing or 

strongly disagreeing that the name made a difference in enrollment. 

Most of the state supervisor respondents either agreed or strongly agreed 

(36) that the name of the program made a difference (See Table VIII). 

A large number of both groups felc that most educators did not 

understand the M/DE programs. A total of 69 from both state supervisors 

and teacher educators disagreed and eight strongly disagreed that other 

educators understood the M/DE program (See Table IX). Only one respon­

dent strongly agreed that other educators understood the purposes of the 

program (See Table IX). 

Eleven state supervisors said their program names had not changed 

during the past four years, 41 teacher educators said theirs had not 

changed making a total of 52 which had not changed during the past four 

years (See Table X). Thirtv-two state supervisors responded that the 

names of their programs had changed during the past four years while 40 

teacher educators responded that their program names had been changed 

for a total of 72 name changes during the past four years (See Table X). 

An analysis of variance was conducted on programs with 

increased enrollment where respondents felt the program had a favorable 

image. A significance F value of 2.88 at the .OS level was found (See 

Table XI). 

In Table XII an analvsis of variance was conducted on programs with 

increased enrollment where the respondents felt the name of the program 

caused a gain in enrollment. 



TABLE VIII 

THE PROGRAM NAME MAKES A DIFFERENCE IN THE PROGRAM AS RESPONDED TO 
BY STATE SUPERVISORS AND TEACHER EDUCATORS 

State Supervisors 

Teacher Educators*** 

Total 

Strongly Disagree 
1 

.0 

17 

17 

Disagree 
2 

4 

32 

36 

*One state supervisor did not answer this question. 
**One teacher educator did not answer this question. 

Undecided 
3 

3 

13 

16 

Agree 
4 

19 

15 

34 

Strongly Agree 
5 

17 

3 

20 

***Teacher educators response was based on the programs name as it relates to enrollment. 

Total 
--,---



State Supervisors 

Teacher Educators 

Total N 124 
% 99.2 

TARLE IX 

STATE SUPERVISORS AND TEACHER EDUCATORS RESPONSES TO WHETHER OTHER 
EDUCATORS UNDERSTAND PURPOSES OF THEM/DE PROGRAM 

Strongly Disagree 
1 

5 

3 

8 
6.45 

Disagree 
2 

28 

41 

69 
55.64 

Undecided 
3 

7 

13 

20 
16.13 

Agree 
4 

2 

24 

26 
20.97 

Percentage does not equal 100 percent due to rounding. 

Strongly Agree 
5 

0 

l 

1 
0.01 



TABLE X 

STATE SUPERVISORS Aim TEACHER EIUCATORS RESPONSES TO THE 
NAME OF THE PROGRAM UNDERGOING CHANGES 

State Supervisors 

Frequency 
Expected Frequency 
Cell X 

Teacher Educators 

Frequency 
Expected Frequency 
Cell X 

Total 

df l, .05 2. .007 

No Change 

11 
18.0 
2.7 

41 
34.0 
1.5 

52 

Name Did Cha11_ge :in 
Past Four Years 

32 
25.0 
2.0 

40 
47.0 

1.1 

72 

*One state supervisor did not respond to the question. 

43 

Total 

43,~ 

81 
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TABLE XI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PROGRAMS WITH INCREASED ENROLLMENT 
AS REPORTED BY RESPONDENTS WHO FELT THEIR PROGRAM 

HAD A FAVORABLE IMAGE 

Source DF SS F Value 

Model (Favorable Image) 
Error 

Total 

P>F 0.0263 

4 
104 

108 

183866.8984 

204231.2844 

TABLE XII 

5091.0964 
1767.9509 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PROGRAMS WITH INCREASED ENROLLMENT 
WHERE RESPONDENTS FELT THE NAME CHANGE MADE A 

DIFFERENCE IN GAINED ENROLLMENT 

2.88 

Source DF SS MS F Value 

Model 
Error 

Total 

P>F 0.0575 

4 
104 

108 

17043.3280 
187187.9563 

204231.2844 

4260.8320 
1799.8841 

2.37 
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In Table XIII an analysis of variance was conducted concerning the 

enrollment increase and the respondents attitude concerning ~hether a 

change of program emphasis should be made at the college level. It was 

found significant at the .05 level with an F value of 2.73. A signifi­

cant number of the respondents felt that the emphasis of the program at 

the college level needed to be changed. 

Summary 

Seventy-two programs had changed the name of their program within 

the last four years and 52 programs did not change their program name. 

Most of the respondents preferred either Marketing/Distributive Education 

or Marketing Education. 



Model 
Error 

Total 

TABLE XIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON ENROLLMENT INCREASE AND RESPONDENTS 
ATTITUDE CONCERNING WHERE A PROGRAM EMPHASIS SHOULD 

BE MADE AT THE COLLEGE LEVEL 
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Source DF SS MS F Value 

4 
101 

105 

19651. 5346 
182034.3239 

201685.8585 

912.8836 
1802.3200 

2.73 

P>F 0.334 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

This chapter presents a summary, findings, conclusions, recommend­

ations, and recommendations for further study. There was a lack of 

information concerning the M/DE state supervisors' and teacher educators' 

attitudes toward a name change for their programs. There was also a 

lack of information concerning possible program enrollment caused by a 

program name change. 

Summary 

This study was designed to obtain teacher educator and state 

supervisor responses to a name change in the Marketing/Distributive 

Education Program. The purpose of the study was to identify the per­

ceived problems with the identity of M/DE due to the name as it exists. 

A questionnaire was developed to obtain data from state supervisors 

and teacher educators involved in the M/DE programs nationwide. The 

total number of questionnaires mailed was 163 with 128 returned or 79 

percent responded. Three of the questionnaires were found to be 

unuseable leaving a total of 125 for a 76.6 percent return rate. 

There were four research questions which were examined in this 

study: 

1. Would a name change from Distributive Education to a more 
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descriptive name cause students, educators and the community to perceive 

the program in a more positive manner? 

2. Have those programs which have already made a name change in 

the last four years, has enrollment increased, decreased or remained 

unchanged? 

3. Of those programs which have made a name change in the last 

four years, has enrollment increased, decreased or changed? 

4. Do teacher educators and state supervisors feel a name change 

itself can cause a significant impact on their program? 

Findings 

In demographic data, it was found that the majority of state 

supervisors held masters degrees while teacher educators tended to hold 

doctorates. 

It was found that most programs tended to be called Marketing/ 

Distributive Education or Marketing and Distributive Education. 

It was found that on a state level, 31 programs were still listed 

as M/DE programs while 12 were combined with some other area usually 

with business. One state supervisor did not respond. 

In the survey of teacher education institutions it was found that 

most still go by the name Distributive Education (32) with Marketing/ 

Distributive Education next (26). Twenty-three responded they use some 

other name. 

In the survey of how many progrmas had changed their names during 

the past four years it was found that state supervisors responded 

eleven had not changed, five had changed during the past year, seven 

had changed during the last two years and 12 changed during the past 



three years and eight during the past four years. Teacher educators 

responded that 41 programs had made no na~e change, that eight had 

changed during the past year, 13 changed during the past two years, 
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eight changed during the past chree years and eleven had changed during 

the past four years. 

A survey of which name was preferred by those which had not changed 

the name of the program during the past four years showed a preference 

for Marketing Education followed by Marketing/Distributive Education. 

A survey of increase or decrease in enrollment showed that both 

groups tended to report more increases percentage than decreases percent­

age in enrollment, however the largest number of respondents reported no 

change in their enrollment during the past four years. 

In the survey of attitudes toward public relations improving the 

image of the program most respondents in both groups felt a strong 

public relation program would aid in the understanding of the purposes 

and meaning of M/DE. In surveying groups as to whether the name of the 

program made a difference in its perception, state supervisors tended 

to feel that the name did make a difference while teacher educators felt 

that it made no difference. 

In surveying both groups concerning whether the M/DE program 

purposes was understood by other educators, it was found that the major­

ity of both groups felt it was not. 

Of programs which had changed their names during the past four 

years, a total of 72 responded that the name had changed during the 

past four years while 52 had made no change. 

An analysis of variance conducted on programs which had increased 

in enrollment and the respondents who felt the program had a positive 



image was found to be significant. It was also found significant that 

those whose programs which had increased in enrollment felt the name had 

an impact on the image across the state. The respondents also felt that 

there should be a change of emphasis in the program at the college­

university level. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions are drawn as a result of this study: 

1. The majority of programs on the state level are named M/DE 

with 31 of 43 respondents verifying this. 

2. That M/DE and DE are the names of most teacher education 

programs with 32 named M/DE and 26 named DE. Twenty-three use some other 

name. 

3. That 72 programs had changed the name of their program during 

the past four years while 52 made no change. 

4. That most respondents prefer the name Marketing Education or 

Marketing/Distributive Education if they have not already changed the 

name of their program. 

5. That both groups felt that a better public relations effort 

would help the understanding of purposes and meaning of M/DE. 

6. That state supervisors felt the name of the program makes a 

difference in its perception in the community while teacher educators 

did not feel it makes a difference in their institution. 

7. Both groups felt other educators did not understand the purpose 

of the M/DE program. 

8. Of the programs which had an increase the respondents felt that 

the program had a positive image and the name of the program affected its 



perception across the state. 

9. That respondents whose program had increased in enrollment 

felt that there should be a change in emphasis of the program at the 

college level. 

Recommendations 

As a result of this study the following recommendations are 

suggested: 
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1. That to improve the image and perception of M/DE programs the 

names be changed to either Marketing Education or Marketing/Distributive 

Education. 

2. That effort towards a public relations promotion be made from 

a national level in order to promote a better understanding of the M/DE 

program purposes and meaning to both community and other educators. 

3. That teacher educators examine the emphasis of the program at 

the college-university level and make an evaluation of what should be 

changed. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

As a result of this study the following recommendations regarding 

further study are made: 

1. What are individual teacher coordinators doing to promote a 

positive image of M/DE in the community? 

2. What are the state supervisors doing to promote a positive 

image of M/DE in the community? 
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3. What are teacher educators doing to evaluate their programs on 

course emphasis and public relations? 

4. What marketing strategies might be the most effective in the 

promotion of M/DE? 
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Dr. Jimmy Baker 

Mr. Syd Reed 
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MARX!:TlNGiDlSTRIEUTI\'E EDUCATION PROGitAM IMAGE SUJlVEY 

This survey deals with programs in Marketing and Distributive Occupations 
(H/DC). The na=e ~ay differ from state to state, questions being asked 
concern only those in your state and the name of your program will be 
referred to as "Program." 

Four of the ~aces being considered are: Marketing/Distributive Education; 
tistributive Educ.:ltion/!farketing; Marketing Education; Distributive Educa• 
tion and a space for Other if needed. 

1. Mame -------------- Degree BS __ KS EDD __ PBD __ 

2. Position or Title---------------------------

3. What is the Official name of your Program at the state level? 

Marketing/Distributive Education__ Marketing Education--------

Distribu~ive Education/Marketing __ Distributive Education 

Other--------------------------~ 

4. What is the official name of your Program at the teacher training 
institution? 

Marketing/Distributive Education __ Marketing Education--------

Distributive Education/Marketing ___ Distributive Education __ __ 

Other ----------------
5. Has the name of your Program been changed in the last 1 2 3 4 

years? (Please Circle Appropriate Year If It Has Been Changed} 

6. If the name of the Program has not been changed in the last 4 years 
what ProgaQ name would your prefer? 

¥.arketing/Distributive Education __ Marketing Education--------

Distributive E,fac.atic-:i/M.arketing __ Distributive Education __ __ 

Other------------------------------
7. If the name of your Program has been changed, whac was it before the 

change? 

Marketing/Distrib~tive Education ___ M.arketing Education~-------

Distributive tciuc .. t~_,;;/!!ark~ting ___ Distributive Education 

Other------~----~---------
8. To .ha: extent has your Prcgra= enrollment change~ in the last 4 

years? 

Increased 1 Decreased % Ho Change ____ _ 
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Plea•e Circle the Appropriate Wumber 
lodicatiog Your Feeling About the 
FollDlfiD : 
1. The Program ha& a favorable image 

in ~he institution. 

2. Better Public relations would aid 
in the understanciing of purpose, 
and meaning of the Program. 

3. The name of the Program make• no 
difference in enrollment. 

4. The name of the Program make• no 
differen:e in image. 

5. The"name of t~e Program makes no 
difference in acceptance by the 
institution. 

6. The Program's co:.:.inued existence 
depends on better marketing of 
itself and it's product, 

7. The name of the Program ha• a 
significant iopact on the image 
it has across the state. 

8. People in the institution easily 
understand the purposes of the 
Program. 

9. Other educators easily understand 
the purposes of the Program. 

10. Students easi!y understand the 
purposes of the Program. 

11. The emphasis of the Program at the 
college level needa to be changed. 

12. The course of •tudy used in Program 
needs to be changed to more fully 
meet occupational demands. 

13. A nationally adopted course cf study 
for Program should be encouraged. 

14. More emphasis •nou !d be placed on 
apecialize~ Program.a not cooper&· 
tive in nature. 

15. Changing the name of the Program 
would lncrease receptivenesa by 
students, the institution and ocher 
educators. 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

s 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

.5 

s 

61 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 l 

4 3 2 l 

4 3 2 l 

4 3 2 l 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 l 

4 3 2 l 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 l 

4 3 2 1 
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This s·.1rvey tieals with pr:i~ra:::s in ~a::r..e::ir..; and Dis~=i..~utive Occu;)~,:.ions 
(M/DE). The c~:e ~~i diffc= fro~ SC3te :o ~:ate, qu~stio~s bei~~ dsked 
concern only those in yo<:r state and the na::ie of your progra1:1 1,1ill be 
referred to as "Prograc." 

Four of tr.e na::ies being considered are: Marketing/Distributive Educaticn; 
Distributive Educaticn/l1arketi.ng; Marketing Education; Distributive Educa­
tion and a space for Other if needed. 

Degree BS MS_ EDD Pill> 

3. Wnat is the Official na~e of your Progra::i at the state level? 

Marketing/Distributi~e Education __ _ 

Distributive Education/Marketing __ _ 

Other-------------------------------

Marketing Education--------­

Distributive ?~~cation ------

4. Is the Program listed as a separate vocational program in yc~r s:ate, 
or is it combined with another instructional area? (Exa="le: ~~siness 
& Office) · 

Combin:ad ---------
5. If the program is combined with another area what is the area? 

6. What is the official name of your Program at the teather training 
i'l&ti i:ntton? 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Marketing/Distributive Educatio~ 

Distributive Education/Marketing __ _ 

Other 
-------------------------------

Marketing Education-------­

Distributive Education 

Has the name of the Program been changed in the last 1 2 3 4 years? 
(Please circle appropriate number) 

If the name of the Program has not been changed in the last 4 years, 
what name would you prefer? 

Marketing/Distributive Educ~ __ _ 

Distributive Education/Mar~ti~.---

Marketing Education 

Distributive Education 

~~r r ~ 
If the name of your Progra:S::::en changed, what was it before the 
chan3e? 

Marketing/Distributive Kducation 

Distributive Educatio~/HarEeting 

Other ~--------------------·----------

Marketing Education 

Distributive Education 

To what eKtcnt has ynur Pro;rac ~,rol!~cnt chJnged in th~ lesc 4 yeara? 

Increased ______ : Decreased. _______ 1 lio Change 
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Please Circle thf! Appropriate liuaber 
Indicating Your Feeling About the 
Follovin : 
, The Program has a favor ah le image ~. 

in the community. 5 4 3 2 1 

2. Better public relations would aid 
in the understatiding of purposes 
anrl "leion;ng of the p.,.ogram. 5 4 3 2 l 

3. The name of the Program makes no 
difference. 5 4 3 2 1 

4. The image of the Program is a 
direct reflection of the image 
of the program coordinator. 5 4 3 2 1 

5. Coordination of OJ! activities 
provides a primary positive 
public relations tool for the 
Program, 5 4 3 2 1 

6. The ?rogram's continued exist-
ence depends on better market-
ing of itself and its product. 5 4 3 2 1 

7. The name of the Program has a 
significant impact on the image 
it has across the state. 5 4 3 2 l 

8. People in the community easily 
understand the purposes of the 
Program. 5 4 3 2 1 

9. Other educators easily understand 
the purposes of the Program. 5 4 3 2 1 

10. Students easily 1.mderstand the 
purposes of the Program. 5 4 3 2 1 

11. The emphasis of the Program at 
the college level needs to be 
changed. 5 4 3 2 1 

12. The course of study used in the 
Program needs to be changed to 
more fully neet occupational 
demands. 5 4 3 2 l 

13. A nationally adopted course of 
study for Program should be en-
couraged. 5 4 3 2 1 

14. More emohasis should be placed on 
speci-:.~ized ?rcgra:3 aot cocperc-
tive i:, nature. 5 4 3 2 l 

15. would chang1~,g thf: name of the 
?!"ogr~:;:-:1 i r:crea.:.1t! receptiveness by 
students, co=unity cind ether 
educetor:i. 5 4 3 2 
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Dear Colleague: 

A few weeks ago I mailed a questionnaire to you asking for your help in 
a survey concerning the image and identity of Marketing/Distributive 
Education. 

If you have not already returned this to me, would you please take a 
few minutes and fill in the blanks and put it in the mail today. I 
believe this is a very important project for M/DE in general and will 
appreciate any help which you can give me. 

Very truly yours, 

Nelda Bloom 
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P.O. Box 1631 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 7407S 
January 27, 1984 

Dear Colleague: 

I am presently working on my doctoral dissertation concerning the 
image of Marketing/Distributive Education and I need your help in 
answering the enclosed questionnaire. 

I would appreciate your participating in this and any specific 
comments you wish to make are welcome. 

Thank you so very much for your help. 

Sincerely, 

NeJda Bloom 



mm 

Dr. Harold W. ~illi•ms 
209 Pt!trit! Hall 
Auhurn University 

Auburn, AL 36830 

Dr. Dale Dean 
College of ~ducation 
Area of Curriculum and Instruction 
University of Alabama 
P. O. Drawer R 
University, AL 35486 

Dr. Roger Hutt 
College of Business Administration 
Arizona State University 

Tempe, AZ. 85287 

William H. Antrim 
Box 401 
College of Education 
University of Arizona 

Tucson, AZ. 85721 

ii"m Dr. Joe Arn 
;2~ Burdick Building 
m3m Room 318 
iii4iii University of Central Arkansas 
iii5iii 
!_6~ ·conway, AR 72032 
mm 
mlm 
;2; 
iii 3iii 
jjj4jjj 
iiisi 
iiioiii 
!!!:!. 
mlm 
iiiiiii 
iii3iii 
iii4iii 
in5iii 
iii6iii 
mm 
mlm 
i2~ 
m3m 
m4m 
is~ 
m6m 
mm 
mlm 
iii2; 
;;j; 
m4i 
r.i5m 
m6iii 
mm 

Dr. William Winnett 
Department of Educa.tion 
San Francisco State University 
1600 Holloway Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94132 

Bob Welch 
School of Business 
University of Northern Colorado 

Greeley, CO 80639 

Dr. Don Richardson 
Vocational Education Department 
Colorado Stace University 

Fort Collins, CO 80523 

A. Todd Sagraves 
Central Connecticut State College 
1615 StanlAy Street 

N~w Britain, CT 00051) 

rnlm Dr. Ray J. Grandfield 
mzm 
iii3i 
;4; 
iiisi Delaware State College 
ioiii Dover, DL 19':101 
mm 
ii"m 
in2i 
jjj3jjj 
m4ci 
iii5m 
~6~ 
mm 
mlm 
ii2i 
in3iii 
m4m 
iiisi 
~6~ 
mm 
ii"m 
iii2iii 
iii3iii 
iii4iii 
iii5iii 
i6iii 
mm 

Dr. Leroy Buckner 

Florida Atlantic University 
Boca Ra ton, FL 334 32 

Dr. G. E. (Pat) Patterson 

College of Education 
University of South Florida 
Tampa, FL 33620 

Dr. William Wilkinson 

University of North Florida 
Jacksonville, FL .l22 l 6 

ii"m Dr. Lester Sanders 
m2m 
iii3iii 
iii4iii College of Education 
iii5i University of Georgia 
iii6iii "Athens, GA 30601 
mm 
mlm Dr. Barbara Wilkie 
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in2iii 
iii3in 
iii4m 
insiii 
iii6in 

Vocational and Career Development 
Urban Life Building 

mm 
mlm 
m"2iii 
;3; 
iii4iii 
iiisiii 
m6iii 
mm 
ii"m 
"mziii 
iii3m 
;,4; 
iiisiii 
m6;; 
m~:i 

mlm 
"ii2in 
in3i 
1114m 
insi 
m6~ 
mm 

Georgia State University 
University Plaza 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

Dr. James D. Morris 
Curriculum & Instruction 
College of Education 
University of Hawaii 
WA-2 224B, 17i6 University Ave. 
Honolulu, HI 96822 

Dr. James A. Bikkie 
Department of Vocational Education 
College of Education 

University of Idaho 
Moscow, ID 83843 

Dr. William Warberg 
Department of Business Education 

Bo'ise State Unive:-:;ity 
1907 Unive~sitf Drive 
Boise, ID 83725 



mm 

Dr. David Graf 

Northern Illinois University 
D~kalb, IL 60115 

Dr. Robert E, Nelson 
Business Education Department 

University of Illinois 
Urbana, IL 61803 

Dr. Roger Luft 
Dept. of Vocational Education Studies 

Southern Illinois University 
Carbondale, IL 62901 

Dr. Ralph I.ray 
DP.pt. of Bus. Ed. and Admin. Services 

Illinois State University 
Normal, IL 61 i 61 

Dr. Ronald Vaughn 
Business Educ3tion Department 

Western Illinois University 
Macomb, IL 61455 

mlm Dr. Dayton Chase 
iiiiiii Business Education Department 
iii3iii 
;4iii 
m5iii Eastern Illinois University 
~~ Charleston, IL 61920 
mm 
mlm 
iiiiiii 
iii3iii 
m4iii 
iii5iii 
iii6i 
mm 

Dr. Robert Schultheis 
Department of Business Education 

Southern Illinois University 
Edwardsville, IL 62025 

mlm Dr. Ralph E. ~son 
i2iii School of Business 
iii3iii 
iii4iii 
m5m 
iii6iii 
1:1m 
mlm 
in2iii 
iii3i 
;4; 
mSm 
mbm 
aim 

Indiana State University 
Terre Haute, IN 47809 

Dr, Rodney Davis 
Dept. of Bus. Ed. and Office Adm. 
Whitinger Building 

Bal.l State University 
Muncie, IN 47 306 
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ut, D~nnis Wubbena m!m 
m2m 
iJiii 
iii4iii' 
isiii 
iii6ni 

Dept. of Bus. Ed. and Office Adm. 

mm 
mlm 
iii2iii 
~3~ 
m4m 
iiisiii 
m6ni 
mm 
mlm 
ni2ni 
;3; 
iii4iii 
m5iii 
iii6iii 
mm 
mlm 
iii2iii 
iii3i 
iii4i 
iii5iii 
iii6iii 
mm 
mlm 
iii2i 
iii3iii 
iii4iii 
iii5iii 
iii6iii' 
mm 

University of Northern Iowa 
Cedar Falls, IA 50613 

Dr. Kenneth Hoffman 

Emporia State University 
Emporia, KS 66801 

Dr. Alberta Chapman 
School of Business 

Murray State University 
Murray, KY 42071 

Dr. Randy Wells 
Distributive Education 

University of Louisville 
Louisville, KY 40Z08 

Dr, Richard Ayres 
Dept. of Management and Marketing 
211 Grise Hall 

Western Kentucky University 
Bowling Green, KY 42101 

mlm Teacher Education, 
iii2iii Marketing/Distributive Ed. 
;3; 
iii4iii Southeastern State University 
m5m College Station 
m6iii Hammond, LA 70401 
mm 
mlm 
iii2ni 
iii3i 
iii4iii 
iii5iii 
iii6iii 
mm 

Dr. Tommy Johnson 

Northwestern State University 
Natchitoches, LA 71457 

mlm Dr. Ken Rachal 
iii2iii 
iii Ji 
m4m 
iii5'iii 
iii6in 
mm 
mlm 
ciziii' 
iii Ji 
iii4iii 
iii Sm 
;6; 
m:n 

Nicholls State University 
University Station 
Thibodaux, LA i03iJl 
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