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PREFACE

In a time when educational change is needed to make more kindsof education available to more people, it seems appropriate to examinethe process of educational change to determine the reasons it does ordoes not take place. This study makes such an examination and suggestsways to facilitate needed change in local school systems.

The Center and the author wish to thank the following personswho were of assistance throughout the production of this report: Dr.A. G. Bullard, Director of the Division of Vocational Education, NorthCarolina State Department of Public Instruction, 1969; Dr. W. W. Peek,Director of Statistical Services, North Carolina State Department ofPublIc Instruction; Dr. William J. Block, Head of the Department ofPolitics, North Carolina State University at Raleigh; Dr. Harry G.Beard, Certer for Occupational Education; Mrs. Jean Todd; and the 23local unit administrators who generously took time, frequently fromhectic schedules, to participate in the interviews.

The D-nter expre ,s appreciation to Dr. Bennett for conductingthis study and compilly the results. The Center also gratefullyacknowledges the work of Mrs. Sue King in editing the manuscript andthanks the entire Center staff for their efforts toward the publica-tion of this report.

John K. Coster
Director
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SUMMARY

This study focuses on the factors which either promote orconstrain change in occupational education programs, based on in-terviews with a sample of 23 public school superintendents andassistant superintendents.

There appears to be ample motivation to change and expandoccupational education programs to meet new educational needs.Not one respondent was opposed to occupational education, andmost indicated at least a general acceptance of the programs bytheir local school boards, county commissioners, academic teachingstaff, and the community at large. This acceptance, and oftenenthusiasm, also indicates a permissive organizational frameworkwithin which change could take place. The problem lies primarilyin the ability to obtain and effectively utilize sufficient resources--including finances, facilities, and manpower--to implement change.Cost, in particular, seems to be the gredtest drawback to change,so ways to reduce costs must be found. Several solutions arediscussed here, along with their implications for the improvement
of occupational education.
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THE PROBLEM AND OBJECTIVES

The American economy increasingly demands vocational competenceon the part of persons entering the labor market. This problem isclear for those persons who do not complete college, but it is evenmore important for those who do not complete high school. Occupa-tions requiring technical training are increasing in number and size,and persons who have had occupational training in school find betterjobs and are hired more readily than those without such training (U.S. House of Representatives, 1968). This situation creates a two-sided problem: unskilled persons have trouble finding productive andlucrative work while there is a scarcity of trained labor to fillavailable jobs requiring skills (HEW, 1963; Kemp, 1963; Barlow, 1965;Whitlock and Williams, 1963). Evidence indicates that occupationaleducation programs in secondary schools can help develop relevantskills and motivate students, but American schools are not consis-tently meeting these challenges. Some schools reportedly have nooccupational education programs at all, and the programs in some otherschools are so limited in coverage as to fail !:,o prepare students formodern jobs (U.S. House, 1968).

In an effort to develop occupational education programs, Congresshas passed major vocational education legislatiqn designed to pro-vide support for a much more intensive program.1 The states haveresponded by developing a wide range of programs supplementing andcomplementing those developed by Congress. However, without localactioh, the public school portions of these programs have little orno effect. It Is necessary for individual school units to matchfederal and stat resources and to make certain policy decisions lnorder to implement Congressional programs.

Two general assumptions underlie the present study: (1) The adop-tion of appropriate occupational education programs in local schoolunits is necessary for students to have the opportunity to obtain avalid career preparation. In scnools now offering little or no oc-cupational training, students not only miss the possibility of timelyoccupational training; but they also tend to be channeled into restric-tive career patterns. Because of the lack of decisions for programchange in certain school units, students are, in effect, deprived ofimportant career possibilities. (2) Present needs in occupationaleducation include adopting courses relevant to modern business andindustry, adopting a broad and balanced mix of programs, and making theprograms available generally to students. These objectives alsorequire a deliberate process of change throughout the schools.

1

Particularly important to public schools in America was theVocational Education Act of 1963 and the Vocational EducationAmendments of 1968.
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Both of these assumptions emphasize the need for change.
Program change in public schools represents a type of organiza-
tional innovation. Innovation here does not necessarily require
the invention of new programs, but it does require their adoption
or fEeTiglificant extension of old programs (Mohr, 1969). Even
in this sense, howeW7-771117Evation encounters obstacles both within
the organization and from its supporting environment (Press and
Arian, 1966).

The main objectives of this study are to develop and pre-
sent a model of the change process and to use the model to identi-
fy and better understand the conditions which either support or
obstruct change. When this is done, an attempt will be made to
suggest strategies for implementing change in school units. The
study focuses on the local school level, since it appears that
decisions made hy local boards and superintendents are instrumen-
tal in the effective development of programs. State departments of
public instruction have developed many alternative curricular pos-
sibilities, but each local unit must put together its own program--
etther from these alternatives or on its own initiative. The local
administrative school unit, headed by a superintendent, can be
viewed as a system which responds to demands and supports from an
environment. This implies that conditions either supporting or
obstructing change in the educational system can exist inside or
outside that system. It is logical, then, to examine the nature,
location, and importance of factors affecting the change process.

8
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THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

The essential problem that thic: study presents is "How ischange accomplished in the occupational education programs ofour public school systems?" We have further narrowed the problem byposing the question within the local context" "What are the eff'3ctsof the community-level system and its participants?" The main concernis with the process of program change, and we will attempt tc generalizeabout factors which might constrain or facilitate change by comparinga series of such programs.

To analyze change within this context requires the use of twotheoretical areas. One is the theory of organizational changc anainnovation, and the other is the area of community power and influence.There is ample theoretical literature and supporting empirical evidencein both these areas.

Innovation in Or anizations

In many ways, innovation (which includes changes in organiza-tional goals, techniques, and procedures) cuts across the intrinsictrends of organizations (Blau and Scott, 1962; Simon, et al., 1950).Organizations are composed of sets of skills and procaures which areprogrammed to produce particular outcomes. Organizations which pro-duce their desired outcomes efficiently tend to have routines so stan-dardized as to require little review or evaluation; goals which areknown and accepted; norms and attitudes within the organization whichsupport the goals or are, at least, not detrimental to them; skillswhich are developed and coordinated in customary relationships whichcontribute to the goals; and a relationship with an environment whichis more or less known and mutually supportive.

Although changes in the surrounding environment may make changein the organization desirable or even imperative (Simon, et al., 1950),any change, however necessary, is potentially disruptive andThreaten-ing. Basically, people must be resocialized to accept new organiza-tional goals. New sets of skills must often be acquired through re-cruitment or retraining. Organizations must often make new investmentsin facilities, work out new routines and procedures, and abandon oldand tested patterns. It is rerely certain, also, that a satisfactoryrelationship can be maintained with the environment with the occurenceof all these other changes.2

2
These characteristics are for all organizations, public and private,but they may be more complex in the public organizations, especially inrelating to the environment. Private organizations operate in a market-place where their outcomes can be relatively quickly evaluated and wherethe survival of the organization is immediately at stake. Public organiza-tions, on the other hand, such as school systems, serve a clientele whichseparates the immediate effects or outputs (education) from support (moneyand authority). The effectiveness or utility of the output is not immediate-ly known to the clientele, for the student and taxpayer may both perceivea short-range positive utility, while the utility for the social systemtends to be subjective and poorly articulated. Social utility is hard todefine though, and public organizations can survive without meeting long-range, optimal, or even sufficient levels of effectiveness--a deterrentto change.
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These organizational characteristics help explain why the
status quo maintains :tself. There are, however, several factors
that do motivate organizations to change. (1) A major fact is
that the environment is seldom completely stable. As the aspira-
tions and values of the supportive environment change, it becomes
necessary for the organization to change if it is to continue to
receive support. (The school system is again a complex example
here, because it operates in relation to several environments:
monetary support, grants cyr authority, and individual tenure
granted by different sociC structures which partially overlap.)
(2) There is also a tendency for the aspirations of organizational
leaders to change over a period of time (one reason for bringing new
leadership into an organization being to rapidly raise the aspira-
tion leval of the leadership). Either of these changes (environ-
ment or leadership) produces unsatisfactory outcomes if the organ-
ization settles for the status quo, so a motivation for change is
provided. March and Simon (1959) cite two other types of moiiva-
tion for change. (3) One is accidental encounters with opportunity.
A fortuitous opportunity to receive a unique or status-conferring
resource (money, skills, facilities, etc.) may not only make change
easier; it may stimulate the process. (4) Change also seems to be
motivated by optimum stress. Without some stress, there is little
incentive for change; with too much stress, change may require too
many resources or be too threatening to an unstable equilibrium.
(5) Finally, innovation/change in public organizations has been
found to be highly correlated with the size of the community. How-
ever, Mohn (1969) has attributed this predictive ability to the
tendency of larger communities to have highly motivated individuals
and groups, greater resources, and a greater ability to avoid ob-
stacles. On the whole, then, change is motivated by unsatisfactory
outcomes and the hope for receiving better outcomes.

With these general considerations as a basis, we can begin to
outline the conditions and activities which we expect to either sup-
port or impede the progress of change. Change is a process that
goes through the folloWing stages: search for alternatives, selec-
tion among alternatives (making no change is always one alternative),
setting of goals, programming, and implementation. The search for
and, thereby, the possibility of recognizing alternatives is simpli-
fied when tnere is ample time available and detailed search procedures are
provided. The possibility of rational change is increased if the
leadership of the organization is not totally immersed in operating
details. Goals must be clear before they can be made operational,
and we would infer that there must be some adequate degree of unan-
imity on the goals before they can be effectively implemented.
Generally, new organizations are most effective in change, as they
are not committed to old goals and they are not bound by obsolete
skills and routines, Finally, time pressure can facilitate change.
A sense of urgency can speed the search process, aid in making a

decision among alternatives, and push the programming and implementation
stages of change. It is to be expected, however, that too much time
pressure can frustrate change by making the entire process appear fu-



tile or by pushing procedures which may not effectively implementgoals.

Just as the conditions described above tend to facilitatechange, the opposites of these conditions tend to impede change. Inviewing these factors as constraints against change, the concept ofcosts must be considered. Change always incures some costs. Theremay be direct and tangible costs, such as the investment lost in theabandonment of a plant or equipment, or indirect and intangible costs,such as damage to morale or the costs involved in disrupting oldworking relationships (Mohr, 1969).

If these investment ("sunk") costs are likely to outweigh the.benefits of change, that change and even the search for alternativesis likely to be impeded.

Beyond the costs of change, choosing among alternatives involvesopportunity costs, or "intergame" costs (Adrian and Press, 1968).When a program is designed and pursued in order to achieve one set ofnew outcomes, it is usually necessary that alternative programs, withtheir own outcomes, be bypassed. In other words, the more usefulprogram for obtaining desired outcomes will be accepted. This processdoes not deter change Ety: se (unless the usefulness of current out-comes is high), but it may deter a particular change, such as com-mitting resources to occupational education programs instead of toother programs.

Simon, Smithburg, and Thompson (1950) suggested still otherfactors which may impede change. If the proposed change threatenspersonal self-interest, if it violates the mores or beliefs of thoseaffected, if it appears to be or is nonrational, or if it appears to beor is insubordination-,
it is likely to be resisted.

Community Influence Structures

The views that decisions concerning change are affected by en-vironmental factors and that the decision-making system includes por-tions of the school system environment lead to the inclusion here of adiscussion of community Afluence systems. Fundamentally, school sys-tems depend on other systems, such as county governing bodies, for fundsnecessary to many programs. Even beyond this consideration, electoraldecisions direct the freedom WIthin which each school system may operate.School board members are usually elected, and most communities face bondand tax referenla from time to time which are designed to help theschools. Of similar importance is the fact that schools and theirleaders are parts of a web of community relations which may pervade thedecision-making process. Groups and individuals in the community po-tentially control a system of rewards and penalties which are importantto the school leadership. The rewards may range from status and friend-ship to influence
over commissioners and voters or even to money. Ofcourse, the school exists as a service to the community and its inhatJi-



tants, so the involvement of community interests is not only legitimate
but also, presumably, desirable.

Effective pressure on the school board and the superintendent by
community interests is likely to vary greatly from community to community
(Kimbrough, 1964; Cahill and Hencley, 1964). At one extreme, all power
is centered in the hands of a few influentials who are responsible for
all significant decisions in the community. The school board and super-
intendent only implement decisions made by this group. Since the classic
Hunter (1953) study in Atlavta, however, only limited evidence has been
found of this type of power distribution.

Critics of Hunter and his predecessors argue that their conclu-
sions may have been determined by methodology and that power is not
typically distributed in this fashion. Robert Dahl (1958, 1961), for
example, feels that power is pluralistic and divided among a variety of
groups and individuals on the basis of self-interest, available time,
civic values, and other factors. How power is distributed and utilized
in any given community is an open question, but there are some more or
less general assumptions that can he made. (1) Effective power does not
necessarily reside in the official, authoritative, decision-making
structures of the community. (2) Power may be distributed in a number
of groups and individuals in the community. (3) Persons and groups who
have an interest (either vested or ideological) in decisions may or may
not have power; but in a system with some slack in the exercise of power
by potentially powerful interests, there is a possibility for power in
other groups which fully utilize their own power resources. (4) Official
decision-makers may be blocked if they do not have the active support or
concurrence of those persons and/or groups who hold power and are willing
to use it. If the official decision-makers are the ones who do hold the
power, however, this is not a problem. (5) If the distribution of power
is centralized, official leaders must follow, bargain with, or persuade
influentials to support their programs. (6) If the distribution of power
is decentralized, decision-makers must mediate among interests to achieve
goals. This may lead to a form of coalition politics and a bargaining
situation.

Two corollaries to these assumptions may be relevant to occupa-
tional education. (1) Decisions which are of masNinal interest to the
community may be effectively supported by groups with little power if
the decisions do not demand many resources and do not threaten things of
value for more dominant interests. (2) If resources can be acquired
outside the community, interests of nondominant groups are more easily
advanced. These corollaries are significant to the extent that occupa-
tional education is of secondary interest to much of the local political
system and to the extent that there are outside sources of support.



ELEMENTS OF A MODEL OF PROGRAM CHANGE

The factors considered in the preceding sections can be viewedas either facilitating or impeding organizational
program charge in apublic context such as a school system. A facilitatOng element sup-ports, initiates, or stimulates' change; an impeding element constrains,obstructs, or prevents change. In attempting to use these conceptsto analyze public school systems, we can group the factors into anumber of categories: motivation, structure and authority, goal de-velopment, resourcc!s, and mobilization.

Motivating elements stimulateor initiate change, while the other elements have to do with thechanneling and processing of change. The product of change is itsoutcome. With sufficient refinement in measurement (and to the degreethat the model is complete), the model could be used to develop a stat-istical explanation of change. However, in the present investigationthe model will serve primarily as a conceptual framework for a descrip-tive explanation.

The Chan e Model

A. Motivation
1. Motivational factors which facilitate changea. acceptance of the legitimacy of and the need for occupationaleducation by relevant actors3

b. dissatisfaction with the present program by any relevantactor
c. optimum stress (Some sense of urgency should motivate ac-tion, especially if focused on the area of occupationaleducation.)

2. Motivational factors which impede changea. indffference or opposition to occupational education byrelevant actors
b. satisfaction with existing programsc. lack of urgency about occupational education or highstress in an area that competes for the attention ofrelevant actors

B. Structure and Authority
1. Factors which facilitate change

a. authority to experiment or depart from existing procedures,curricula, or standards
b. authority to reprogram existing personnel and resources fornew programs

3
The term "relevant actor" is used here to indicate any personor group who might influence programs offered by the school system, in-cluding the superintendent, school board, community groups or individuals,and possibly others.
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c. authority to acquire personnel and other resources for new
programs

d. intra-organizational norms which accept or encourage experi-
mentation

e. organizational .ich is sufficient to assign some re-
sources to new programs

2. Factors which impede change
a. rules prohibiting departure from existing procedures, cur-

ricula, or standards
b. rules prohibiting or restricting the reassignment of per-

sonnel or other resources to new programs
C. rules restricting the acquisition of new personnel or re-

sources which might be assigned to new programs
d. intra-organizational norms which resist change
e. organizational size (small size particularly) which impedes

change by making it difficult to free resources for experi-
mentation or to develop a variety of programs

C. Goal Development
1. Factors which facilitate change

a. the institutionalization of search procedures, including
staff and time for planning

b. development of concrete goals with clearly ordered prinrities
2. Factors which impede change

a. the lack of special staff for planning or the lack of time
for existing staff members for planning

b. vagueness of goals or competing goals reducing the priority
in the area of occupational education

D. Resources
1. Factors which facilitate change

a. low cost of desired innovation
b. availability of new funds including those from either local or

outside sources
C. availability of other resources, particularly trained staff,

physical facilities, and equipment
2. Factors which impede change

a. high cost of desired innovation
b. difficulty in obtaining hew funds
c. difficulty in obtaining other resources, including staff,

facilities, and equipment

E. Mobilization
1. Factors which facilitate change

a. leadership roles: relevant actors, especially the superintendent,
who advocate and initiate change programs in occupational
education

b. community processes: community groups and individuals who are
latent or actual sources of support and who are, or can be,
organized to provide support

C. communication to inform relevant actors and to seek support;
the development of formal use of media and mass communication;

14 8



facility with informal,
face-to-face communications2. Factors which impede change

a. absence of leadership roles; no actol., who assume the role
of advocating and initiating change, particularly a super-intendent who fails to maintain this role vis-a-vis otherrelevant actors

b. community groups and individuals who cApress opposition to
program change or organize to oppose change; failure of po-tential groups approving change to organize or express supportc. little or ineffective use of communications to develop interestor to solicit support

F. Outcomes - Program change and, therefore, the state of program devel-opment at any given time are seen as the outcomes of the foregoinginputs and processes. Change can be indicated along several points.1. Additions and deletions of individual courses and course areas2. More or less variety
3. More intensive training for individual students
4, Changes designed to reach more students
5. Changes designed to meet the needs of particular classes ofstudents, such as the retarded, girls, boys, non-college-bound,or college-bound
6. Provisions for labor needs of the community, the region, or awider area
7. Provision for more relevance
8. Commitment to more, or fewer, resources

15
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METHOD

The moJel above demands an instrument to generate measurements
suitable for analysis, to test the general assumptions of the model,
and to maintain enough flexibility that other ideas could be brought
in by respondents. Hence, no attempt was made to conduct a rigorous
statistical study at this stage of the investigation. A series of 23
local public school administrative units were selected to represent a
cross-section of North Carolina and to be analyzed as case stddies.
North Carolina was selected as a convenience, although the model should
be equally effective in other areas. The sample was limited to one
state to avoid extraneous factOrs such as differences in administrative
organization or level of state support. The sample was stratified in
terms of type of administrative unit (total county, partial county, or
city) and size of the unit. Table 1 compares selected sample charac-
teristics with state-wide figures.

Table 1. Comparison of sample administrative units in North Carolina
with state-wide figures on selected characteristics.*

Characteristic
Mean
Sample
Level

State-
Wide
Level

Percent vocational education expenditures
from local sources 34.8 35.2

Vocational education expenditures as a

percentage of total expenditures 4.2 4.2

Percent non-white in community 24.7 25.4

Percent rural in community 18.8 17.7

Percent rural, non-farm in community 44.3 42.7

Percent urban in community 36.8 39.5

Median education in ccmmunity (years) 8.9 8.9

Median income in community (dollars) 3,755 3,956

* Current Ex enditures by Source 1967-68, Statistical Services, North
Carolina Depar ment of Public InstructIon, 8; Summary of Expenditures
for Vocational ProgramsFiscal Year 1967-68, Division of Vocational Edu-
cation, North Carolina Department-of Public Instruction, 1968; Part 35 of
U. S. Census of Po ulation, 1960, North Carolina. Vol. I: Characteristics
of .opu at on, U.SBureiof t e Census, 1963.
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A largely open-ended questionnaire (Appendix) s ised andbased primarily on the categories in the flodel, and the r spondentswere encouraged to elaborate on or add tc the quest-ons they wished.This rather casual approach was product-R.?. in getti,q nev ideas, butin some cases it created chaos in the questionnaire ract c .ta analysisdesign. Interview data were supplemented by census Ind s,:atistical
data from the North Carolina Department of Public Instrucion.

For each administrative unit, the superintendent, or his assis-tant if necessary, was chosen as the interviewee. A letter was sentto each selected subject explaining the purpose of the study and tellinghim he would be contacted for an interview. The actual appointments
were made by telephone. The investigator conducted and completed theinterviews during the summer of 1969. All of the superintendents orassistants from the 23 units selected for study completed interviews.The substitution of an assistant superintendent was made for a varietyof reasms. One assistant stepped in for a superintendenT ,,tho was newto that system. In another unit, the superintendent was cdiled to ameeting with the county commission at the last minute° In one case,the investigator had not been able to contact the superintendent toset up an appointment, and upon "dropping in" at his office, found the
superintendent out and carried on the interview with the assistant.
Additional interviews with two of the respondents were cut short asthe result of a day-long meeting with the school board and a localcrisis, respectively. Without exception, however, the respondents
were cooperative, and the interviews which normally lasted an hourwere sometimes extended to two or three hours. The interviews weretape recorded except when noise or other conditions were prohibitive
or, in one case, when the

superintendent preferred that it not berecorded. Unfortunately, the quality of most of the tapes was quitepoor, and the transcriptions had to be supplemented by the investiga-
.tor's notes and memory.

17
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SUMMARY OF CASE STUDIES

The information from the case studies, while not suitable for
statistical analysis, can be viewed from a general perspective.
In summarizing, an attempt will be made to reflect the range of
responses, and some tabulations of results will be given. As the
entire sample consists of only 23 cases, to report tabulations as per-
centages would be misleading. Therefore, any tabulations represent a
direct count. Another caution is in order. The interviews were
fairly open-ended and unstructured, so some superintendents raised
points which were not systematically examined. These points may often
merit inclusion, but there can be no assumption that they are descrip-
tive of the sample.

In order to give some assessment of the sigr.ificance of the
information in this summary, it will be organized within the categories
of the model presented earlier in this report.

Motivation

The factors which were considered motivational included super-
intendents' attitudes about the role of occupatitinal education in the
school system, their desires for improvement, their sense of the urgency
cuncerning occupational education or a competing urgency which might
detract from their interest in .occupational education, and their per-
ceptions of the aspirations of the school board and other community actors.

None of the respondents expressed opposition to the idea of
occupational education in secondary public schools. Most superintendents
felt that occupational education had been slighted and that it is very im-
portant to bring it into a better balance. They frequently observed
that a majority of their students would not go to college and that
these students should be given a better start through vocational
training. At least 15 of the respondents pointed this out in response
to an open-ended question relating to the value of occupational education
for thier students. Three of then also observed that an expansion of
the vocational program would help with the problem of dropouts, and
several pointed out that it would be a useful orientation to post-high
school technical schools. There were, however, two respondents who
emphasized the role of occupational education as being secondary to that
of general or academic education.

Although most superintendents talked in terms of training for more
or less specific skills, some felt that the attitudes developed in
vocational courses are the most important aspect. One even emphasized
that the main purpose of a variety of courses was to attract students;
then once the proper attitudes were developed, particular skills could be
transferred or developed. In contrast to this, two respondents ex-
pressed concern that they did not have enough knowledge of future labor
market needs to be able to determine exactly what courses to offer.
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All respondents felt that occupational education courses mighthave some value for college-bound students as well as for the noncollege-bound. (Some volunteered this; for others it was a response to a probe.)The values for college-bound students included skill development relevantfor college (i.e,, typing and drafting), development of well-roundedattitudes, and the development of skills which might provide employmentwhile in college<

Desire for improvement can be gauged by reference to courses orprograms which the superintendents would like to add or change. Mostrespondents had some ideas for new courses or programs, often reflectingan assumption that their current curriculum was inadequately developed<In terms of urgency, the greatest feeling seemed to be expressed bythose with the least developed programs< Also, the most enthusiasm wasexpressed by those whose programs seemed, subjectively, better. However,the investigator felt that undue stress in other areas might detract fromprogress in occupational education, Our data can provide no solid basisfor judgment on this point, but most units were going through or hadrecently gone through a process of desegregation which was frequentlytime-consuming and controversial, in no case did this appear to havegreatly impeded planning, changes within the program with existing re-sources, or the application for new programs or allocations. (The de-segregation problem has undoubtedly reduced community support for money,etc., but the "crises" per se did nu+ seem to divert efforts for occupa-tional education change.f

All respondents felt that their school boards were at least nothostile to the idea of occupational education, and, for the most part,they indicated that the attitude was very favorable. There was no indica-tion of a philosophical
opposition to occupational

education, althoughone superintendent felt that his board had little interest in it.

Although school boards generally favor occupational education,there is little evidence that they take the initiative in developing it.Only two or three superintendents
indicated that the board or a memberof the board had a particular interest in any type of course, and nonewould accept the idea that the board had strongly pressured for a par-ticular course or program (a/though most,of the superintendents would notclaim to have pressured the board either). The school boards appearedto be open to suggestions from not only the superintendents but also fromthe teaching staffs, principals, and the people in the community.

Most superintendents felt that their county boards of commissionerswere highly favorable to occupational education programs. This questionhad not been included originally in the questionnaire, but it was volunteeredseveral times and was finally asked of the last 15 or so respondents.The commissioners are important to school systems in North Carolina be-cause they must authorize all appropriations from local revenue sources.(The school board does not have a direct taxing authority,) Two super-intendents volunteered that the occupational
education program is a parti-cular selling point with the commissions, and all but three who werequestioned on this point felt that it was poNAlar with the commissioners.
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Three superintendents thought that the commissions were more or less in-
different to their occupational education programs. All three of these
were in city units, and apparently the indifference was typical of the
county commissioners' attitude toward the entire city school program.
This pattern of opinion did not, however, extend to all separate city
units studied.

In terms of general community attitudes toward occupational
education, there was a nearly universal indication of community ac-
ceptance, some very scattered indications of explicit community sup-
port for a particular program, some scattered indications of indif-
ference, and only one or two indications of opposition to a specific
program. Two superintendents indicated community attitudes which might
he construed as being philosophically opposed to occupational education,
and the following additional examples were cited: (a) industry-based
opposition to cosmetology alone; (b) indication of past nonsupport from
the textile industry; (c) general apatity; or (d) willingness to pay the
costs of occupational education facilities, staff, and equipment.
Generally, superintendents felt that their programs were popular in
their communities and one basis for general support for their schools.

It was expected that there might be internal resistance to oc-
cupational education development or change from the general teaching
staff, but most superintendents felt that the programs were well ac-
cepted by the teaching staff members. The respondents agreed that
the academic teaching staff generally reported the vocational staff
to be innovative and flexible, and that the academic teachers welcomed
occupational education, with some qualifications. Several superinten-
dents felt that there is a tendency to direct only the duller students
into occupational education or to direct brighter students away from
it. The respondents said that two or three academic staff members
felt a resentment for the relatively high occupational education
salaries. Many indicated that in former years the vocational agri-
culture teachers had been resented for presumably having light loads,
poor qualification:), and high salaries. Only one superintendent in-
dicated that these feelings might still persist in his own unit. One
respondent indicated that principals and guidance counselors had not
been involved enough in occupational education programs in the past.

The superintendents' attitudes toward occupational education
were almost universally favorable. The instrument did not adequately
differentiate between degrees of favorableness, but the interviewer
had some subjective impressions of this. There were almost no phil-
osophically based or pragmatic objections to occupational education,
although two superintendents indicated resistance to cosmetology
programs from local practitioners alone.

Structure and Authorit

It was expected that structured role relationships within the
school system might be a deterrent to change, but there was very little
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evidence of this in the interviews. As noted above, most superinten-dents or assistants felt that any institutional stigma toward occupa-tional education had already been reduced. Most also felt that theteachers themselves had been adaptable to new ideas and methods. (Onesuperintendent did express reservations on this point.) Finally, thepattern of community support was seen as, at worst, indifferent tochange.

As far as the size of the unit is concerned, there was undoubt-edly a great impact.
Although larger units do not spend a larger pro-portion of their resources on vocational education,5 they have 'greaterflexibility in terms of scope and specialization. In other words, aschool with a thousand students can fairly easily work in a programwhich is appropriate for one-tenth of its students, whereas a school ofone hundred students probably could not do this. It follows from thisthat administrative units which, although large, are divided intoseveral high schools are similarly disadvantaged.

Almost one-half ofthe respondents mentioned this type of problem. To offset the disad-vantage of small size, a few units are beginning to experiment withtransporting carefully selected students to another facility, usingcentralized occupational education facilities, or even sharing cen-tralized facilities among administrative units. One or two superin-tendents also indicated that the disadvantage of small size was offsetin part by the increased rapport among the students, teachers, andcommunity.

Local units have a wider latitude in terms of courses and pro-grams they can offer. However, until recently, they were bound by thestate system of allocation of specific positions which did not permita change without the study and approval of the State Division of Vo-cational Education. Although nearly everyone praised the state divi7ionfor its cooperation, five respondents felt that this had been a constrainton their ability to change their programs. One respondent indicated thatit had been necessary to overcome the opposition of-the state divisionin order to use a centralized vocational facility, and in response toprobing, four mentioned "red tape" in state programs as being constraining.By and large, however, superintendents did not reveal any deep dissatis-faction with state regulations or activities.

Even in the case of federal guidelines for federal programs,there was little adverse reaction. There was some mention of red tape,but there was more general praise of the federal role in terms of itssupport of occupational education.

5
The coefficient of coiation between unit size and percentageof expenditures for vocational education for all units in the stateis -.02.
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Goal Development

It was expected that institutionalized procedures for program
development would be reflected in program change. This would be indi-
cated b.,, the existence of a staff and time for planning and the develop-ment of well-defined goals. Any indication uf the significance of the
planning staff is confounded by unit size because the state gives sup-port for assistant superintendents to supervise vocational education to
larger units, and size itself may explain much program variation. Al-though about one-third of the units had an assistant or associate super-intendent with the responsibility for vocational education, there waslittle evidence that their time was being used in an innovative way
rather than on primarily administrative matters. One rather subjective
impression was that superintendents who are most interested in occupa-tional education like to do much of the planning for it themselves.

Another factor which reduces the significance of local planning
is the support given by the State Division of Vocational Education.
They will assist in ascertaining local labor needs, employment oppor-
tunity, and local capacity to conduct a course. Planning in this casemay consist of determining which of the state's resources one will
request. There are limits to state support, but this seems to be oflittle constraint at the planning stage.

Although time and staff for planning du not seem to be too sig-
nificant at this point, goal development is still important. One su-
perintendent had made surveys and developed a ten-year plan early in the
development of new federal programs. The plan was clearly and specifi-cally laid out on a timetable and incorporated a number of.new ideas.
The superintendent felt that he received completely adequate supportfrom the state in the allocation of positions and approval of ideas. Onthe other hand, superintandents who did not have their program goals sowell developed seemed to have greater difficulty in obtaining the level
of support they desired or needed.

Resources

Money, people, and facilities are obviously needed to conduct anyprogram and may be even more critical to program changes, as change of-ten requires greater investments in facilities, equipment, and humanskills. These three are closely related, as money is needed to acquireboth staff and facilities, but at any given time a superintendent may
view them more or less independently.

North Carolina is not a wealthy state, and many of its counties
are in relatively poor financial shape. One-half of the superintendents
specifically mentioned the poverty of their counties as a factor which
affects the quality of their occupational education programs. Almost
one-half of the superintendents commented on the higher costs of occu-pational education p:.ograms as compared with academic programs. Nearlyall of them felt that the state support they received was helpful or
even indispensible, and two felt.that it should be increased consider-
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ably for the less affluent counties. Although some local units providesupplements to the state matching requirement, there is not a very widerance in the level of local
support (see Figure 1).

The input of a significant amount of outside money can make adifference, as is the case for the one atypical unit shown in the figurePThe superintendents of some less affluent counties felt that additionalsupport from either the state or another outside agency would be abso-lutely essential for any significant development of their programs.

Programs are affected by the availability of teaching staff andthe qualifications of those already on the payroll. About one-half ofthe superintendents indicated that staffing does create a problem, butonly four of these mentioned salary level as the main reason. Othersmentioned salary as a problem but said it had not affected their programs.In addition to salary, superintendents mentioned the remoteness or ruralcharacter of the area as unattractive to potential teachers, the shortageof qualified teachers, and the poor training of the available teachers.Presumably, these problems could be mitigated by higher salarylevels, but drawing
occupational education salaries further out of linefrom other salaries would increase morale problems for the generalteaching staff.

In contrast to complaints about the availability and quality ofteaching staff, the superintendents who were the most enthusiastic abouttheir programs gave much of the credit to the teachers. Teachers weregiven credit by some for changes in all types of prograMing, for sug-gesting new programs, for making cooperative programs a success, and fordoing an excellent job of developing student competence and motivation.At least one respondent indicated that he couldn't replace one suchteacher for any salary.

Physical facilities are also a resource. Many occupational educa-tion programs require considerable space and often expensive equipment.About one-third of the superintendents
volunteered this as a partictilarproblem in response to the question, "Can you think of any other fac-tors which might have affected the nature or quality of your occupationaleducation program?" Although this problem might be reduced to a finan-cial one, the solutions are not entirely limited to that. Some super-intendents thought that their communities would vote for money for thistype of change if they were not preoccupied with fears concerning de-segregation. On the other hand, consolidation and adjustments in atten-dance areas had freed space for some superintendents to expand theirprograms. One superintendent complained that the state standardsfor buildings to befused for shops were too high and, as a result,demanded unnecessary expense. He felt he could obtain safe and adequatebuildings for this purpose by using prefabricated metal units.

6 Local funds in this particular case included a large federal grantmade directly to the unit, which was not reportedly separately by the state.
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The obtaining of equipment may be somewhat fortuitous. Some unitshave received special federal grants for this purpose. In several unitslocal buSinesses or industries contributed materials ranging frombricks to machine tools and electronics kits. Although many superinten-dents saw equipment costs as, a problem, there do seem to be potentiallocal resources beyond taxes and bonds, at least in areas with appropriateindustries. One or two superintendents felt some reservation aboutaccepting such contributions from low-wage industries, but one of themsaid that even this type of industry would advance some of his studentsbeyond the point they were likely to achieve without such training.It appeared that all superintendents accepted this type of aid only ifthey were convinced that it served the needs of thbir students ratherthan the mere convenience of a local industry.

Another factor that might be considered a resource is the employ-ment opportunity in the community. This was not systematicallyexplored, but some units were located in areas with vigorous industriesproviding incentive to their students.
Superintendents in areas withfew or low-paying industries seemed to. have more reservation aboutstudent interest. Also, in two or three very rural units, cooperativeprogram efforts had been thwarted by a lack of appropriate business orindustry for placing students.

Mobilization

Mobilization was described in the model as consisting of leader-ship roles, community processes having a potential impact on occupation-al education, and communications. These categories are not neatly oruniformly defined_ but they are intended to bring into focus the pro-cesses which might bring various resources and motivations together.
Leadership Roles. The superintendents emerged clearly as the localinitiators of programs on the basis of the interviews. In some unitsteachers or principals made suggestions for new programs or programmodifications, and in a few instances

suggestions came from business orindustry; but the State Division of Vocational Education was clearlythe principle contributor of ideas and information. While someof the superintendents acknowledged that they received ideas from othersources, no one denied that it was largely up to them or their immediatestaff to put a program together and get it approved. This view emergedin spite of the fact that most of the respondents gave full credit tothe policy-making authority of the school board and seemed to be reluc-tant to portray themselves as overstepping the bounds of their authority.
The role of leadership in program change is a qualified one. Noproposal, so far as could be ascertained,

was presented to the board oranyone else "out of the blue." It appears that, typically, a consensusis maintained which would follow a pattern similar to the following:(a) recognition that the existing program has some inadequacies; (b)attempt to define the inadequacies; (c) search for alternatives or con-sideration of an alternative which appeals to the superintendent or
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someone else; (d) evaluation of costs and benefits of preferred alterna-
tives; and (e) if a decision is made, application for funds and positions.
At each point of this process, the State Division of Vocational Education
and other agencies may be influential through: (a) information on
educational problems; (b) information on programs; (c) help with sur-
veys of students and comunities; (d) information on program alternatives;
and (e) approval or disapproval of applications.

The superintendent, then, moves in a context where he may ignore
cues or seek them, filter and feed information or not; but he tends to
move concurrently with his board of education. The process does not
put the board in a position to say "no" to a proposal. In only one
instance did a superintendent report that the school board had not
approved a proposal, and this was in response to an atypically intense
community pressure.

Likewise, the superintendent and the board move in a realization
of what degree of support they can expect to receive from the county
commissioners. In no case was it reported that the commissioners vetoed
funds for a specific proposal, but a great many plans were never pro-
posed which the superintendent and board felt would not have a chance of
support from the comission. Somewhat more frequently, proposals re-
questing an allocation for a position from the State Division were
turned down, but this was seen as a calculated risk for requests which
only marginally met state criteria for support.

In general, then, the leadership role is not one of aggressive
program development in isolation, but rather an attempt to structure a
consensus concerning problems, alternatives, capacities, and solutions.

Community Processes. The interviews did not reveal much structuring
of community interests related to occupational education. Most super-
intendents reported interest--sometimes considerable interest--but vir-
tually no organized effort to influence the occupational education pro-
grams of the schools. Even agricultural groups did not emerge as a
structured factor. The community pattern of influence appeard to consist
of scattered requests for a particular type of course, scattered offers
of equipment, rather general interest in what was happening, scattered
reports of apathy, and one case of deliberate opposition to a proposal of
a specific course. In brief, the superintendent seems to have the free-
dom to try to create his own patterns of support if he can overcome
apathy or opposition to the expenditure: of funds. He rarely has to
contend with community groups which attempt to affect the substantive
aspects of his programs. (This generalization represents the area of
occupational education only--during the period of interviewing or leading
up to it.)

Comrnuni cation. A. number of super intendents maintain publ ic support
through Information programs. Most use the local media to publicize points
of interest, and a few had highlighted their occupational education pro-
grams in their efforts. One or two units were not served by a local
medium (radio or newspaper), so this channel is not universally available.
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This obstacle may be offset by the small size and informality of suchunits, though. All respondents indicated that they discuss their schoolprograms in meetings where they appear (hardly a surprising finding), anda few use such meetings specifically to discuss their occupational educa-tion programs.

The data do not reveal much about communication with the schoolboard or other officials. In most units, however, such communicationappears to be frequent and informal. In other words, there does notseem to be any obstacle to program development or change based on com-munications problems; it is more difficult to say whether communicationprocesses have facilitated change.

Outcomes

A meaningful summary of programs is difficult to achieve. Thereare several items which can be examined, but great caution should beexercised about drawing substantive conclusions from them. This studywas not designed as one of program evaluation, and, if anything, itdemonstrates the difficulty of evaluation. It also reveals the difficultyin developing an effective measure of change. For example, commentsmade by some superintendents concerning new courses lead one to suspectthat what is being done is neither very new nor very relevant. In othercases, superintendents detailed changes which had been made in a "tradi-tional" agriculture course to make it new and relevant.

There is also a procedural problem in assessment. Some superinten-dents had a detailed knowledge of what was being done in their units;others were very vague and resorted to any information in reports inthe filing cabinet. Any effective evaluation of change would requiresupplementary interviews with supervisors and teachers and, perhaps,observation of classes.

Decisions for Change. Change i, usually not a specific decisionprocess. All respondents reported course additions and program changesover the past five years. These were often in cooperative programs andthe Introduction to Vocations programs, but not exclusively.

Resources Commitment. The change process is tied so closely to thestate system of allocation and support that there is almost no variationin local financial support of programs (Figure 1). The unusually highlocal contribution shown by one unit actually reflects a substantialfederal grant to that unit. Except for this case, local commitmentsrange from 31 to under 38 percent of the total budget.

Those Affected. Superintendents did not have a breakdown ofenrollment by sex, but two general observations can be made. First, mostprograms are implicitly oriented to boys. Second, there is some concernabout broadening the programs for girls. This concern was seen mostlywhere a number of schools had or wanted courses in power sewing, fashiondesign, commercial cooking, etc. Several had also added or wanted
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courses in health occupations primarily for girls.

Tnformation on the number of students served is not too use-
ful for evaluating the impact of the programs. The data show a range of
22 to slightly over 100 percent of the students. The city units are all
at the lower end of the range, while those at the top of the range are in
rural areas. The unit with over 100 permt served is composed of schools
with a 1-12 grade range, and evidently st.dents are counted in vocational
programs even if they are not in high school. The next higher unit had
just under 70 percent enrolled in vocational programs. The scattered
use of junior high schools adds to the difficulty of comparing these
data. Additionally, large but nonvocationally-oriented home econoMics
programs raise the percentage of some units considerably.

Several trends are discernible from the commentt made by the
superintendents. First, there is the feeling that the stigma among
"bright" students toward occupational education is being reduced, and
these students are likely to take a vocational course if they can work
it into their programs. There is growing interest among all students in
the cooperative programs, especially in areas where there are interesting
or challenging jobs. Some students who would be thought traditionally
to benefit from occupational education are, however, avoiding it. This
does not necessarily mean a decline in interest, since many such students
are from areas where few if any occupational education courses were
offered before mergers. Several units have developed special programs
for students who are retarded or who represent severe educational problems.
Many of these would probably not have remained in school in the past.
Finally, several superintendents commented that since merging formerly
Negro schools with white schools, they realize that there is a great
need for occupational programs in these schools. The impression is strong
that this need was unrecognized and unmet before the merger. No super-
intendent suggested or even hinted that occupational education is a
"Negro program," but clearly the process of bringing Negro students into
view has heightened interest in occupational education for some systems.

Program. Course titles gave no hint whether the course is current
and up to date or traditional and irrelevant. Many old courses remain,
and in some cases the respondents felt that there was a declining need
for others (especially, for example, in agricultilre). All respondents
did, however, indicate that courses had been revised or abandoned as
certain needs changed. A few indicated a time lag in the process, but
no one suggested a completely static program.

Variety of Programs. Variety tended to be related to unit size, but,
again, titTes are misTeading. Some agriculture courses are varied greatly
by the teachers, and some cooperative programs provide for almost limitless
flexibility.

Sco e of Orientation. All superintendents indicated that they
respoiTto the needs of local labor markets in.developing programs. No
superintendent indicated that his pro§ram should be limited to the local
area, and many already had courses which clearly went beyond this limit.
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In some cases the superintendents specifically indicated that there wereno local employment opportunities and that they endeavored to orientprograms to regional or national labor markets.
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TOWARD A STRATEGY FOR CHANGE

Mohr (1969) has suggested the following formulation:

Innovation is directly related to the motivation to
innovate, inversely related to the strength of obstacles
to innovation, and directly related to the availability
of resources for overcoming such obstacles.

The three elements of the above statement closely parallel our in-
vestigation. Most superintendents are motivated to develop their offer-
ings in occupational education, The state and professions have been
generally successful in this development. A remaining problem is to
motivate the school board and the community into action. This seems to
be consistent with the values of many community groups and individuals.

The upgrading of occupational education strikes a responsive chord
in terms of many local interests. It reflects virtues which are valued
but often feared lost: work, skills, integrity, production, and achieve-
ment. Right or wrong, it is seen as a solution to problems such as drop-
outs, employment preparation for the disadvantaged, providing manpower in
labor-scarce occupations, and providing a basis for attracting industry
to a community. It is often seen in terms of helping the individual
fulfill his own individual capacities. In contrast to public frustration
with most issues of the day, occupational education can be seen as prac-
tical, benefitial, and close to home; furthermore, it has not been tagged
either liberal or conservative.

Although the superintendent must respond to his own community with
the particular symbols to which it can relate, it does seem that he has a
good deal to work with on this basis. Indeed, many superintendents re-
port that their occupational education program is a major point of
community interest. The obstacles and the resources to overcome them
cannot really be treated separately. Nearly all the obstacles cited have
to do in one way or another with the inadequacy of resources, and these
can usually be reduced to financial resources. However, to the degree that
a community develops enthusiasm in its support for a program, it will be
willing to bear a greater financial load. In other words, cost, as an
obstacle is in some way relative to the degree of community support.
for this reason, the remainder of the discussion will center on the need
to reduce the relative costs of change. The relative costs represent
the balance between obstacles (psychological and tangible) and availability
of resources.

Undoubtedly, the easiest way for a local unit to reduce the relative
costs of program change is to obtain outside support (especially if it
does not incur excessive new costs, such as red tape). A major method
of implementing state and local vocational education policy has been to
subsidize local programs and, to a limited degree, to create special
studies in-some areas of particular need. Although these subsidies are
limited, local units have considerable potential to utilize those milkecn
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are available. For those local units with the most meager real capacities,these subsidies should be increased (relative to the local contribution)before state and federal policies can have a full impact. Such transferpayments to local units are not, of course, less costly to society as awhole, but they have a number of advantages. This system provides away to: (1) shift the costs to the more productive tax base of state andfederal governments as compared to the typical local government tax base;(2) spread the burden across relatively more advartaged areas; (3) takeadvantage of the information gathering and planning capacities of federal
and state governments; and (4) implement state and national priorities.

Another approach which shifts some costs to institutions outside theschool system is the utilization of cooperative programs. Aside fromthe educational value of these programs, which may be considerable, theschool can avoid some expenditure in salaries, buildings, and equipment.In addition, the school can often achieve considerable variety and flex-ibility in its offerings. Some program costs can also be reduced if an
industry contributes equipment or material to the school. If such contri-butions are a legitimate part of the school program, they can be helpful;but they are not likely to be the basis for a comprehensive program0some units lack a sufficient industrial or business base to utilize these
approaches, but this aspect of the problem may merely argue for the
consolidation of adjacent units.

An increase in the scale of operations may reduce costs by making
it possible to get more out of expenditures and to increase flexibility.The traditional way to do this has been to consolidate schools and
administrative units. There is undoubtedly further potential for thisas a method, but it is not the only way. Students can be transported
between facilities to reduce the need for duplicating staff and facilitiesand to get more use out of existing facilities. Centralized facilitiescan also be developed for one or more administrative units. These
approaches may conflict with other educational or administrative values(e.g.,safety, not spending time in transportation, or not scattering
students throughout the community) and may not always be desirable.
However, students are being transported for a variety of other reasons,the equipment for transportation is usually available, and the conceptof moving students-for at least some purpose is probably generallyacceptable. Class scheduling has become /lore complex with blocks oftime set aside for certain purposes, so administrative convenience wouldnot seem to be a major consideration.

It is sometimes feasible to send a small number of students to atechnical institute for types of training not provided by the secondaryschools. This increases flexibility or variety without the need forpaying for a full-time staff member, facilities, or equipment. Thispractice has been discouraged in the past and perhaps shoUld be reservedfor fairly specialized situations, but technical institutes are wide-speotad and more often available to units which lack other resources.Ir oNAition to sending students to take a course offered by a technical
iirtitute, arrangements might be made to use some of its staff, equip-
ment or space for school programs on a cost-:sharing basis. Any of these
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approaches will reduce the investment by the secondary school and may
increase the efficiency of operation of the technical institute.

Some superintendents felt that their programs had been significantly
improved by the ability and enthusiasm of particular staff nilmbers.
This suggests that there is a potential for improvement if the teaching
staff is given the freedom and encouragement to develop their own inter-
ests and those of their students, to gain information and ideas by
attending conferences, and to experiment.

SummarY

This discussion has assumed that there is a good deal of moti-
vation for change already active, or at least latent, in the community.
If this is so, the remaining problem is to reduce the relative costs
of change to an acceptable level. Occupational education tends to be
expensive, but there are ways that costs can be reduced, transferred,
or made more acceptable. The impact of these innovations is most
important for the less affluent administrative units that have rela-
tively few alternatives within the scope of their own internal resources.
Costs can be transferred to a different level of government with a
bi-oader and more productive tax base; cooperative programs can transfer
costs to institutions which might benefit from or have an altruistic
interest in such training; efficiency or effectiveness can be increased
through a better '..se of existing resources; and the fullest development of
the human potential of the teaching staff can yield true improvement.

While this study has pointed up some reluctance on the part
of school system superintendents to promote change, it must be recognized
that not a large amount of power to make sweeping changes rests in the
hands of these superintendents. While they may not utilize all the
authority they possess, they do not possess all authority. Program
innovation is, therefore, limited twice--oneeBY the power a superinten-
dent mexercise and once by the boundaries of the superintendent's
ambitions for the system. Both of these capacities must be increased
in order to implement school system improvements.
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I am conducting a study concerning the development of occupational
education programs in our public schools. I am Pspecially interested
in the role of school superintendents in the process of program develop-
ment and their views of problems involved. The following questions are
designed to obtain ideas and infnrmation on a systematic and comparable
basis. Answers will be treated statistically, and you will not be
identified.

Please answer as directly and freely as possible, but do not hesitate
to ask for clarification or to qualify your answers if you wish. If a
question is not applicable, or if you prefer not to answer one, please
indicate this and we will move on.

Occupational education refers to eeucational programs designed
to assist persons in selecting, preparing for, entering into, and adjusting
to a career consistent with the attributes of the individual and the
occupational demands of society at elementary school, junior high school,
senior high school, and post-secondary school including adult levels.

Before getting into the main interview, I would like to ask a few
background questions:

1. How long have you been superintenaent in this unit?

2. What professional positions have you held before moving into
this position?

3. How many years of school have you completed? What degree(s)
do you have?

4. What is your age?

1. I would like to ask you about the occupational education program in
this school system and to ask about your ideas concerning occupational
education. To start off--what do you feel is the value of occupational
education courses as a part of your students programs?

a. Which students benefit most from occupational education
courses?

b. Are there students who would not benefit from occupational
education courses?

2. How do you evaluate the importance of occupational education in com-
parison to academic or general education?

3. Do you have an assistant who is charged primarily with the supervision,
or development, of your occupational education program?

4. About what proportion of your teaching staff is in occupational
educaticn?
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5. Have you had difficulty in recruiting staff to fill occupationaleducation positions?

a. If yes, for what reason(s)?

h. If yes, has this affected your program?
(Please explain.)

6. What occupational education courses are offered 'I your school system?(Probe for elementary and junior high courses.)

7. About what proportion of your total program does this amount to?

a. Course hours

b. Student hours

c. Students

8, Finally, I would like to obtain more detailed information on thescope of your program.

a. Student enrollment in each area

b. Breakdown of student units in occupational education

c. Percent total expenditures for occupational education

d. Percent staff in occupational education

9. Of the programs you now have, were any of them added in the past fiveyears? (or during your tenure if less than five years)Which are they?

FOR EACH: a. Why was the program added?

b. Where did the idea come from?

c. Who first proposed the course?

d. What procedure do you follow in innovation in education?

e, Where did support for the course come from? (Indicate
persons, groups, interests, etc.)

f. Was the course opposed by anyone? (Who - i.e.,position)

g. What reasons were given for opposition?

h. How was opposition
expressed--what did the opponents do?
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i. How was the opposition overcome? Please explain.

10. Have any old programs been expanded in the past five years to in-
clude new schools in the system or new groups of students?
Which were they?

FOR EACH: a. Why was the change mader

b. Where did the idea come from?

C. Who first proposed the idea?

d. Where did support for the change come from?

e. Was the change opposed by anyone?

f. What reasons were given for opposition?

g. How was the opposition expressed? What did the op-
ponents do?

h. Hu was the opposition overcome?

11. Have any new courses or programs been proposed in the past five years
or so which have not been adopted? What were they (was it)?

FOR EACH: a. Why was the proposal made (i.e., what benefits, etc.)?

b. Who proposed it?

c. Where did the idea come from?

d. Who supported it (why)?

e. Who opposed the addition?

f. What was the reason for the opposition?

g. How was opposition expressed? What did opponents do?

h. Were there other situations or circumstances contribu-
ting to the failure to adopt the proposal?

i. What do you feel are the most important events or
factors leading to the failure to adopt the proposal?

12. If you had adequate resources, what courses would you like to add to
those already taught? (Include elementary and junior high programs.)

a. Why would you choose these courses?
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b. What priority would you give these courses in relation tonew courses in academic or general education?
13. Of the courses you now have, are there any you feel should bedropped? Which? Why?

14. To ge'.. back to your present problem... Generally, are your studentsinterested in the occupational education programs you offer?

a. Do you feel that they view them as an important part oftheir education?

b. Do you have trouble getting students to take these classes?
c. Do they regard them as respectable

courses that any studentmight take?

d. Do they regard them as realistic
preparation for a careeror more as a secondary interest?

15. What is the attitude of your non-occupational education staff towardthe occupational education program?

For the most part, do they approve of it?

Do they encourage students to take courses in occupationaleducation?

16. Are there any people or groups in your community who have expressedan interest in your occupational programs? (either pro or con)
If yes: a. Who are they? (Businessmen, industrial leaders, etc.?)

b. What has their interest been?

c. How is the interest expressed?

d. Whom do they contact or talk to?

e. Hat% this influenced your occupational education programsin any way? Please explain.

17. What have you done to arouse interest in your community regardingoccupational education programs in your school?

What have been the results?

18. Have there been any bond referenda in the community which wouldaffect your occupational education program?

a. What were the results?
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b. What key questions were debated?

19. On the whole, how would you characterize your school board's interest
in occupational education?

a. Do they have ideas of their own about occupationAl education?

b. As far as you know, do they listen to anyone in the commun-
ity about occupational education?

c. Do they accept your advice about occupational education
generally?

d. Do they seek or accept the advice of any members of your
staff about occupational education?

20. Have individual members df the school board expressed a special inter-
est in the occupational education program?

a. How has this interest been expressed?

b. What would he (they) like to see in the program?

c. To what extent has this member influenced other members of
the board?

[After the first five interviews, the following item was added after
Number 20:

d. Have wiembers of the county board of commissioners expressed
an interest in your occupational education program?

If yes, -lease explainj

21. I would like to find out how your program might be affected by
other agencies. For example, do you feel that area secondary schools,
technical insti' n, or community colleges have changed the need
for occupationa; education courses in your school system?

How close is the nearest such institution?

22. What ideas on occupational education have you received from your
colleagues in other school systems?

23. How have you made use of the State Division of Vocational Education
in improving and expanding your occunational education program?

Please explain.

To what extent have the policies and programs of the State
Division of Vocational Education facilitated or restricted
the development of occupational education programs in



your school(s)?

24. To what extent have Federal policies and programs for vocational andtechnical education facilitated or restricted the development ofoccupational education programs in your school(s)?

25. What assistance have you received from other agencies or institutionsof higher education in developing your program?

26. Can you think of any other factors which might have affected thenature or quality of your occupational education program?
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