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/ PREFACE

The DASD Program Division of the Center for Occupational Education

is commuted to assisting vocational education decision-makers in the

identification, collection and use of policy-relevant information for

planning. Consistent with 'our effort to seek participatory input from

those actually involved in the daily administration of. vocational

education in the field, this national survey presents an. analysis

pecificallypf problems encountered in planning by state directors.'

The amount of time spent in'State Plan preparation is compared with

hit spent on state planning in general. Problems consistently ranked'

higµ in priority for solutioh
P-
were isolated. The responses to this

a

survey suggest that there is a general consensus on the single most

important problem facing state directors in vocational education_.

The assistance of the American Vocational Association was in-

valuable in this study,. In particular we appreciate the help of

Mr. Lowell A. Burkett and Mr. Dean Griffin in thp ddsign of instru-

mentation and review of the final report! and Mrs. Chris Berger in

the dissemiriAion of the survey.'

' I.

Donald W. Drewes, Director
DASP Program DiviSion
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INTRODUCTION

Rer,:nt federal legislation in vocational education has focus.ad
copsider"abl? attention on state planning and particularly on the Stat
Plan. Yet Arnold (1969) considered the conduct of statewide program
planning. in vocational education to havekpen uat'best "'somewhat haphaz-
ard and fragmentary" (p. 5). He cited a number of reasons for this,
among whivh are-lack of funds e:xlusively for planning, lack of data on
labor market needs, and a lack of initiation or leadership _in planning,
from the state level. t

The most obvious- and tangible'prOduct of the federal mandate to
vocatironal education'is the State Plan. It is important, though, to
Aistingiilsh between the-State Pl'an, required by federal legislation
since'1917 and given additional emphisis in the 1963 Vocational Educe-
tiomAct and 1968 Amendments, and state planning. While state planning
clearly includes the, State Plan, ite.s easier to define the second .than
thefirst. Thud, inmaking interstate comparisons, it is somewhat ,'

easier to do so in'teiMs'.of the'State Plan, because of the relatively ,

homogermOds regpohse to rigorous federal' guidelines for its constructioh.
There is, however, evidAce that the'idocument is largely engineered '
toward compliance arid..,is not often'used,operationally (Lawrence And-Dane,
19V4), .:Rea'sons for this have frequenely beefi sought 'in the extreme
specificity of controlling legislation (Thompson, 1973). The National
Advisory.Cauncii,jin its fourth report (1971),,considered'the specifica-
tfbn§'-uso meticulously detailed . [that] annual 'preparation becomes .

a chore tor the expert in grafitsmafiship:" ,However, so little attention
is pa,id to the plan -at'the regional or federal level that'"its review

Office of Education hasiterally been entrusted to secretaries"

f

Suspicion about the quality of data available to state'vocational
education ukaiNner's has' led to further Aistilust of the accuracy of pro-

jections, contained as justifications fOr program choice in State Plans
(LaWrence and Dane,'f974, p. 69). A careful, `in -depth study ofthe 1970.
Akabtma State Plan by the'State Advisory Council revealed "gross inade-
quaciesin planning and in,methods of determining stet-E. deeds" (Alabama'
State'Advisory Council Report, 1970), The, North CarOlina State Advisory
council fdr \''ocational Education recommended 'in its 1970 report that /

kther the State Plan be organized so asto display.goals, ,objectives,
and priorities in .an interrelated fashidh, or the State agehcy do so in
k separate document. Dissatigfaction by, state advisory councils with
State Plans is, therefore, reflected, in,the conclusion by the National
Advisory Council that the State-Plan is not to viable planning instrument'.

It is not clear why little research has been generated In such an
_important area so obviously in need of objective'examination. Regarding
the State Plan, one study has found, rather than the restrictive nature .

of federal guidelines, that "ineffective leadership t the state lev,elu
may t,t blame for'the weaknesses that exist (Vandiver, 1968, p,
Another study, however, has pointed to an inhererit anconststencv in

go



existing legislation th, 1961 Vocational Educatlon Act. and '1968
Amendments emphasized the designation of the State Board as the sole

4>

agency for the administration and supervision of local vocational' edu-
cation supported by federal f.,:nds Yet the intent of the 1968 Amend-
ments, with the introduction of the submission or local plans, seems to
require that planning resoonsibiiiry,he shred between state and local
agencies 'flu ambiguit of this relationship and its implications con-
cerning the dichotomy between the planning-and delivery functions of
vocational education were discussed in WoJdruff et at (1974). They
suggested expansion. of4thr role of the state ag--ncy in the planning
process and indicated a need for clarification of the state agencies'
respoasibility' for the planning process.

,

There is very little documentation regarding the spccifics of
the stete planning process as distinct from time. ;pent in compliance
with federal requirements. One line of research has focused on the
necessity for coordination of expertise ar the ate level (Nowrasteh,
1971, Arnold, 1969, Loomis, 196/) Other studies have focused on both
the qualifications and informational inputs required for vocational edu-
cation agencies personnel at the state level Gray (1970) identified
147 competencies required for state- personnel .in the areas ,of socio-
economic, program and resource planning. Information needs of state
directors were categorized by McCracken (1973). However, there is an
absence of research to determine empirically, at the state agency level,
what+planning personnel perceive as being the problems that directly
obstruct effective planning.

Taking the operational view of planning, the study, documented in
this report addressed the above.deficiency by contacting directors in
the states and the District of Columbia to determine ftrst-hand what
they saw as being their major planning-related .,,problems. It was, there-
fore,' the purpose of this exploratory study to determine (1) if problems
which have been identified in the literature and from other sources.are
consistent across states, and (2) if clusters of planning problems could
be derived which were of operational sigrfificance for research peirposes,
More specifically, the objectives were

1 To assess the severity, frca encv of occurrence and 2181-Lifi-
sance of problems as perceive by state-directors of voca-
tionaltional education,

2. to determine the amount of time.alloeated to
the state departments;

tinning within

3. to determine the problems as perceived bv,sate -level plan-
ners as most frequent and severe or "moot significant. ";

4 . to determine whether meaningful clusters of problems could
be developed for future research and intervention purposes;
and

5. to determine if groups of respondents (states) who resp nd
alike differ in the,amount of time allocated to planning.

.

10



3
METHODOLOGY

This section'descfibes'the development of the survey instrument,
the procedures employed in the survey, and the'data analysis techniques.,

I

Survey Instrument Development
.

The' survey instrument used in this study can be divided into three
section (refer.to Appendix %.). The' first section 'is addressed to dete
mining (1) the man - months allocated to planning, (j)°the man-months
allocated to the develqkment of the State Plan, and (3) the percentage
of total available man-months spent in planning. The second sectipn
lists problems that have been identified from the literature and from

le

discussions with state directors of vocational' education: A f

l
ve-point

rating scale was applied to each problem (item). Each item as.rated on
WO bases; (1) frequency of occurrence of each problem and (24the
severity of the problem when it occurs. A team of ten jUdges was involved
in testing the content, validity of the instrument. (Four psychOmetricians,
four state-level personnel and two representatives from the American Voca-
tional Association reviewed the instrument for comprehensiveness and
redundancy.) The, third section deals with the identification of critical
planning problems.

4

Survey Procedures
o

On January 16, 1973, packets containing a cover letter from Lqwell
Burkett, Executive Secretary of the,American Vocational Asspciation, an
addressed and stamped envelope for returning the survey,, and one copy of
the suryey'instrument were mailed to 49 state directors of vocational
education, who constituted the entire population df interest for this
study. Thirty -seven instruments were returned.- Of these,.33,cwere usable
(eomPlete fprms) and were coded and subsequently analyzed. Three of the
responses were unusable because of failure to follow directions, and one
respondent declined to complete the form at all.'

RpSpons were coded directly fr om the survey instrument,, and each
:state's ,responses were punched and verified. The data analyses

and

nin the'ext section were performed on'an IBM 360 Model 165 computer,
using Statistical Analysis System (SAS) software.

et

1
On

't
he front page of the survey form the respondent noted that

"State planning in votational ediwation is handled'very well'in the Bureau
of Vocational Education. It takes man-h6urs to plan and we do it,"

Aci I
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Data-Analy.s.is
' / .-

. "

.Means 'weie:copputed on each of items n Sect ions 1 apd 2 of
.

the survey. If, 6Ms in Section aS,wel). as states, were'clusteied by_
Ward's hierarchiCal clustering pocedurte (Anderberg, 1973, p. 42).
"leans and standard 'deviations, rgere ,computed state clusters.and fo/4"T

_,L)
item clusters in terms of the product of 't1-1 king op frequencyof
occurrence and severity. Item one, Section 3; was analyzed by a fre-
quency count of states mentiontng a partictilar item. The remainder of
the items -in Section. 3,were content analyzed.

11.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results section presents: (1) time allocated to planning,
(2) frequen4 and severity of-identified problem areas, (3) critical
planning problemS, (4) clusters of planning problems, and (5) Clusters
of states.

Time Allocated to Planning
'4

Item 1 asks for the approximate number of man-months allocated
to 'planding-knithe organization. The mean number of man-months allo-
cated to planning each year was '68,75 with a standard deviation of 88.4,5
Item 2 asks _for the approximatenuMher of man-months spent on the devel-
opment of the State .Plan (dot inclilding local time spent on local
plans). The mean number of man - months spent was 18.70 with a standard,
'deviation of 44.67. Item 3 request the percentage of total ayailable
man-hours spent in planning. The mean percentage was 20 18 with a
standard deviation of 12.50.

Only 27'percent of the time spent in planning was related to the
deveropment of,the State Plan. This fact tends to suppor.'the contention

.

of many t.hat the State Plan is merely a compliance document-which does
ilot.at all represent the true planning capability aniii,elf9rLat the:state.
level. Since total planning time is only 20.18 percent of the total nian-
hdbrs available; 'it would seem that 4p roximately five percent of avail-,

able time is spent on the State Plan.

It is important, however, to note, the' implications 'of these4
dalculations. The data suggest that the average state agency spends just

` one-'fifth of its time, or 68.75,man-months, on planning--imply,ing a total
number of 341 man-months, on'the average From this, one concludes 'that
the average state agency for vocational education in the United States
employs anptially the equivalent of 28 full-time personnel, a very low
estima&.2 Judging from the skewed distribution of responses to Section 1,9
item 1 (u= 88.45), it seems likely that the mean is ,a poor measure of
centraltendency in this .case,'and that most states spend more time on
planning than the means indicate. Other possible explanations are either ,
that respondents have generally tended to underestimate time spent on /

:planning, or that the mean as a statistic is more representative of small
states These conclusions are tentative and require further research.
However, one conclusion that seems warranted from these data is that
though the mean values seem small by absolute,, standards, the relative
difference between time spent on state plans and on planning in general

. .

20n estimate (Dice, 068, p. 35) projects- 1965 regional .state
agency professional personnil to 1970 The mean 1970 projection for a
"sample" state division of vocational educatfon across the nine regions
is 168, and the range,goeslrom 31 to 468.

6
7 .
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is large. If we assume that though the estimates are low--for reasons
given above regarding implications for numbers of.agency personnel-,
they are likely to ba uniformly low within states (and by roughly similar
.amounts), 'then the important and legitimate conclusion is that state

agencies spend on the average oneuarter.of the time or their State Plan

Clat they spend on state planrLn- in general.

Frequency, and Severity of Problem Areas

Table 1 presents the mean rating,'onta five -point scale, of the
frequency of occurrence tO), severity of the problem (S), and a composite
.single measure, the product of frequency times occurrence (0 x S) for
each of the 56, items in Section 2. The 12 most frequent and severe prob-

lems as measured by (0 x S), in order of their magnitude, are.

a the uncertainty in'avallability of future fiscal .resources for
programs (Item 38); .

b. the insufficiency of fiscal esources available t upport

long-range programs .(Item 39)

c, the inadequacy of systems to m sure the benefits of voca-

tioefal programs (Item 48);

d. the difference in formats ,pf data collection across agencies
.(Item 17);

. the inadequacy of procedures for the estfmation.of future
employmenrdemands (Item 54); a .

f. the lack of training in planning techniques of local' - level'
. .

staff (Item 36); /

g. the ,lack of adeqqate pe'r'sonnel to 4oces's and analyze date

! 0,tem

h. the inadequacy of presently available data for planning
purposesAltep .15); ,

i. ihe inadequacy of student follow-up (1.0ta (Item 49)f;

, j. the fnadequacy.a:.i.nfonmation concernng societal needs for
v.oc0.0ouo'l'auCA4ort (item I),. ..4-- -----,' .

.-, . z ,

IC. .die,.. incomplete .nay ace!. t)f :). n far 914 a on on character ist ics of

pearg,4 populaibi:te- (I i.';t .S4).;--.atiti '...;

,.// .

1 the incomplete nature o',.f rpfprm tion ibout,lieedc of tarot
populations (Item g) 1

.. f .. .._
. ,

a

(::;.!:0 .1' :
'

f. r;!,....

A.7-..A ,, : .. ; $ : ,
t .144 W

?.:. 7 4 ;,--- r

' 1 _ + .."---

I
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Table 1. Mean Rating of Frequencies of Occurrence, Severity-of Problems,
and the Product of Frequency and Severity of the 56 Ptanning
Problems, with Rank Ordering of Twelve Items Ranked Highest
on (0 x S) Rating

Item.

Number
Frequency

of Occurrence
(0).

2'
Se'verity of

Problem
(S) 0 x S.

,Rank Order
of Twelve

Highest 0 x S
Ratings

1 2.88 3.06 8.81
2 3.30 3.03 io.crd
3 3.06 2.73 8.34
4 3.49 3.09 "- 10.7,6
5 2.90 2.82 8.19:
6 3.58 3.39 L2. -13
'1 3.03. 2.88

,
4:12-

8 3.76 3.58 : 13.43
9 3:76 3.58 13.43 11
10 3.81 3.55 13.53 10

--'11 3.12 3.00 9.36
12 -- 2.61 2.67 '6.94

4:
13 2.88 ''''' )55 '7.32
14 3:21 2.82 a -9.04
15 3.79 3.73 14.11.
16 3.33 3:27 10.90
17 4.18 3.79 15.83 4
18 3.24 2.97 9.62
19 3.76 3.21 12:06
20 2.76 2.79 7.68
11 3.51 3.21 11.28
22 3.51 3.21 10.64
23 3.42 3.24, / 11.09
24 3.49 3.33 11.61
25 . 3.21 2.82 9.04
*26 3.45 3.09 10.67

N
2

'

iit

28
3.33
3 ,39 2.94

2.97 9.89
9.91

29 3.09 2.64, 8.14
30 2.97,, 2.58 7.64
31 4.66 AW 3.64 14.77 7
32 3.51 3.18 11.18
33 3.30 2.85 9.40
34 3:79 3.39 12.85
3ty .: .3.58 3.30 11.81
36 , 4.09 3.67' 14.99 6
37 ('-- 3.15 2.90 V./

9.16
38 ' 4.36 4.48 19.56 1

39 .39i 4.21 18.50 2

)

.
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Table 1.

tem
Number

. 40
y#1

42

44

45

4(;)

47

48
49
50 .

51

52

53

54

55

56

A '

(continued)

I Frequency
.

Severity of k-

ofmOccurrence Problem
. (0) (S)

2.85 d 2.51

2.39_ 2.39
*21 2,94

1:15 2.90
3.42 3.03
3.70 3.55

3.49' 3..06

342 . 2 82

4112 '3.91,

T.(76 ,p3.64
3.49 3.12

3.42 3.06

.42 3.21

3.24. 3.00

4.00- 3.88,
3.64' 3.63

3.76 3.49

0 x S

. 7.16

5.72

'9.44'

9.16
1Q1J37

13.10.

10.66

8.79

16'11

13.66

10.87'

10.47

10.99

9.72

15.51

13,09

Rank Order

of Twelve
Highest 0 x

Ratings

0

3

9

5

SigAifiCant Planning Problems

-In Section 3, respondents were asked to select from Section 2
those items, expressing problems they felt to be 'most significant" or

nlanning in their state. Table 2 presents a frequency count of items.
2

thus chosen. Figure 1 clusters graphically the L6 items with the highest:,
frequency of response into eight ordinal categories. This measure of
criticality of problem areas gives a slightly' different picture from our
previous measure (0 x S).

By this 'measure, the uncertainty in availability of,future fiscal
resources for problems (Item 38) was considered "most significant" by
most respondents, corroboriting the previous. finding. Poor procedures
for estimating future employment demands (Item 54) was the next most

frequent,response in this 'section; this item ranked fifth in the (0 x S)

measure.' Items 39, 15 and 48, concerning fiscalresources for long-
rangeprograms, inadequate data presently availabfegfor planning, and ,

inadequate neasureMent of the benefit of vocational education, ranked

equally as the most frequent response:, These three Items ranked second,
eighth, and third, respectively, on Ehe (0 x S) measure. Items 8 arid

17, concerning lack of information or needs,of target populations and
different data formats across collection agencies, were the fourth and

rl
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Table 2. Frequency of Identification of Specific Items as "Most
Significant Planning Problems in Your State"

9

Item Number Number Responses

1

2"
. 3

4

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15
16

17

18

19

20
21

22

23

24
25
26
27

28
29m
30
31

33

34

35
36

37

38

19
40
41

42
43

44

A

2

5

1

4

1

5

4

12

8
`6
2
4,

2

1

14

7

11

3

7

0

4

4

'3

28
4c
I,

5

7

0

1 10
9

8

5

8

9

10

416
14,

1

1

2

1

6

4
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Table 2. (continued)

Item Number Number 'of Response

45
46
47
48
49
50:

51

52

53

54

55

56'

x.

9

5

5

14

9

2

2

4

1

,15
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fifth most frequently chosen items in-this section;thilse items ranked
twelfth and f.lurth, respectively. on the (Q x measurd'. Item 36,

concerning the lack of planning training for locallevekstafi rant e.d

sixth in frequency on this measure, where it also rankedf'on t (po x S)

rating Items ,31 and 9, concerning the lack of ad'equate,Rei-sonnel

process.data and the inadeqqacy of student follow-up data ranked

seventh in frequelicy On this measure, Whereasjfiey.ranked seventh and
ninth 5R-.the (0 x S) measure, respectively. Itemg 15 Ind" 45 also ranked
seventh on this measure, though they did no r.ankin the h,ighetf 12 on

the (O x S) measuxe. Finally, Item 9 ranked eight@ on thks,measure;

. with Items 24, 32 and 54. Only Item 9, concerning incompletenegs of
informition on targdt populati=on needs, WAs ranked in the first 12 on

the (0 x S) measure;' it ranked eleventh.

!
Comparing these 'two measures ,(Table it is clear that Item

38, which ranks highest on both-measures, is the most important problem
defined by-this study. Using Kendall's tau (Hays, 1963, p 652) as a

test of Concordance in the rankings of Items 38, 39, 48,-17, 54, 36, 31,

15 49, 9 and 83 on both measures, it appears that there is A.signifi- "
cant degree of agreement between rankings on these items. (For T =,

° .548, the test for significance provided a 'z'of 2.331,.which supports
the hypothesis that I is significantly different ,from zero a%btter
than thf. .05 leVel,) It is, therefore, suggested that these 41 .items are
representative of key problems in frequency and severity and in,priarity
for solution in the state agencies sampled. ,

Only two problems were not deemed "most significant" bYiany
state-Items 20. and 29. concerning restricted access tgt data sources and
inappropriBitd choice of data levels. All other items were identified
by'at lea one state director as being "most significant." This find-
ing 1-ends some support to the content validity of the.inStrument.

1

Clusters of State Pllarming Problems

Ward's hierarthical clu,Ler analysis (Anderberg, 1973, p. 42) was
chosen as the method for grouping both respondents (states) and problems
(items), using: 0 x S as the elements of the-matrix. This procedurb forms
hierarchical clUsters having minimum wit in -groin variation and maximum
between-group variation at each stage of the grouping process. .

Initially, each of the N pr files can be thought of as 'N groups
or clusters, each having one membe The Osgood and Suci measure of
distance (simply Che sum of the sq ared differences between the raw ele-
ments) is used to choose t e two roups. most nearly alike. The two are
combined leavirig N1 group. is,process continues until only.one'
group is left (i.e., all pro il6s'are clustered into one gr.eup). At

.

3 Item 10 appeared 10thon the (0 x S) measure but was not ranked
high in the second measure, so it was discarded from this test.



'Table 1'. Comparisons of Rank Ordering of Items by First Measure
tr (0 K 0 and Second Measure (Frequency of Identification_

.

' . .@s "Most Significant" Planning Problems)
,t

.....-
, .

--Agenk'

Order
x S)

Table 1
4Filtquency

Table 2

2

38

39 .

38

54

t.

t

3. 48 o -39, 15, 48

4 17 8

5 54 17

6 36 36

7 31 31, 35, 45, 49

8 15 9, 24, 32, 34

9 49,

10 10

11 9

12
9 , 8

ft.

7
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each stage of the clustering process, the total within errdr and tile-

it

change in error are computed. The relative change in error is used 0,

determine with minimum subjectivity the point at whiCh the homogenOty :.

of the groups'starts to break down. . , 1

Grouping by item was thus performed. The plot of within-gtpupt
error vs- groups remaining served'as the basis for determin,ing the opti- .

:,_ mal number of clusters. After five groups were remaining to be clustered,
?

, . withi,n-group error rose sharply, indicating a cluster, solution.

,?.

. ,

Table 4 presents the rttean and standard deviations for each of the
five obtained 'clusters.

Table 4. , Cluster Analysis of Probleins in State-Level Planning"

Group. Items Mean (0 x S.D. (0 x .

I 1,

21,

2, 4, 6, 10, 16, 18, 19,

22:2'5, 26,.27, 28, 37,
10.51'

42, 45, 46, 47, 53

II 3, 5, 7, 12, 13, 14, 20, 29, 7.77 .95

30, 41

III 8, 9, 15, 17, 38, 39, 48i 49- 15.58;

,

2:23,

54.

IV 11, 23, 24,.33, 40, 43, 44, 10.24 1.40

50, 51,52, 55

V 31, 32, 34,35 56 13.11 1.53.

The items, grouped as in

Group I

able 4, are as follows: 1

Item 1. The goals of vocational education at the state evel have,
not begn clearly stated.

1

Item 2. It is difficult to translate state vocational programs to
medrurab4-e,product objectives.

'Item 4 There are difficulties in establishing the linkages be-
tween product objectives and process necessary to obtain these objective*.
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Item 6. There are conflicts betwc een the goals of vocat.ional edu-
cation and general education.

- '-., / .
,

'f
Item lb. Infoilmition is incomplete' concerning societal. needs for. .vocational education.

',

a,

Item 16. The necessary data are too costly to colk.

Item 18. Available data are collected on inappropriate popola-
tiodg. .

Item'19. Collected data quickly become outdated.

Item 21. 'Available data do not exist at an apprnpriate level of
aggregation.

r

Item 22. Reports based on collected data.are not updat'ed with
, sufficient'frequeney.

Item 2,5!' Data about available physical resources are incomplete.

Item 262. Data abojt,avdilable human resources are incomplete.

Item 27. Instruthents are not available foy the collection of
data.

Item 28. The form of data inappropriate for.storage retrieval
and analysis for reporting requirements.

Item 37, 15o1siiical const'rfaints inhibit effective data-based
planning::

Item 42. There is no adequate mechanism for determining the
number of educational professionals needed in the future.'

Item,45. Feedback 941 -tHe degree of attainment of product objec-
tives is inadequate.

Item 46. Feedback on the degree o ttainment of process objec-
tives is inadequate.

item 47. Accounting systems to m nitor expenditures by prodkam, .

category are'inadequate.

nients.

Item 53. LOCal facilities are inadequate for program require-

Group II

Item 3. It is difficult to translate state vocational programs
to observable process objectives.

2:4
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.1':,,,T, 5. Inf=re are conflicts between'state and lo4a1 als for

,. vocatiir.1! ....lucation. - 0,,

L
4

1tem 7. The needs of target populat ions have not bron adequately
tefIcted by state program goals.

Itc71 !2. Mere is uncertainty at the state lev:1 about the put-
pose of ,=;tace planning for vocational education.

' Tne users of planning information are not clear*:
define:!:

itc1
* 14 The level of aggregation of information for particular

users is loL clearly defined.

[Lem °O. There is restricted access to data sources,

item 29. ;he choice of level of analysis is inappropriate.

Itt;ri, 30. choice of method of data analysis is inappropriate.

Item There ip little assurance that funds allocated to the
lodal schools will be used according to state-level intentions.

Group [11

Item 8. Information about the needs of target populations is -

incompiet.

Item 9 Infgrmation is incomplete concerning the characteristic
of target pOpulations.

Item 15. The presebtly available data are inadequate fOr planning
purposes,

Item 17. Data collected have different formats acros, collection
agencies.

,

Item 38. Fiscal ,resources that will be available in the future
to support programs are uncertain or unspecified.

4

1Lem 39 Fiscal resources avai le to support long -range oiwo-
grams are insufficient.

Irem ?8. Systems to measure benefits of vocational education pro-
grams art: inadequate.

Item 49 ,Student follow-up data are,inadequakte.

Item 56... Procedures for the estimation of future employMent
demands art= inidequate,.: ,

a
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Grlun. IV
.

Item 11. Target populatio are inadequately represented in the
planning process.

2'; Data about available fiscal. resources'are 'incomplete.

Item implications of data are not clear for.decision-
making purposes..

Item 33. There are iradequate physical facilities to Acess
and analyze the desired Ate.

Item 40. Allocation of Funds is biased by political considera-
tions.

Item 43. Teacher training ,institutions are not sensit'ive to the
needs of the state for trained personnel.

Item -4, Inservice training for state department personnel is
,

.

.

...Item,5A Unsuccessful programs are difficult to terminate.

Item 51. Criteria f t selection,of alternative program strategies
are not specified.

Item 52. Policies are inadequateon how information will be used
in decision- making.

item 55. *There is insufficient control_over the placement process.

'croup V

Item 31. There is an inadequate number of personnel available to
process and analyze desired data,

Item 32. Th.cre are inadequately trained personnel ,available to
process and analyze desired data.

\- item 14. Reso:JrcA allocated to state-level planning 'are in-
sufficient-

Item 35, State-Level staffs are not trained in planning techniques:

:rem 36. Local-level-staffs are not trained in planning techniques.

Item 56. Coordinaeion of general and .vocational education is'in-
adequate.

, 6
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Statistically, the'clusters terms of

the variances in responses generated for.the ett of items :J.11.-hin the'

cluster Thus., it was probable theta respondent who s'al,oae of,thes,
items within a.palticular cluster as a probleM would tend to see ths,
other rtems in the cluter. similarly. Conversely,. if 6ne of the items

is not seen as'a 'problem, the remaindprof iten1S in the ciUsteE, tend
not to be also for that respondent. Cluster conte ~ever, in terms,
of what items appear to be addressing, does
exclusive across categories. That is, some

simAPay clas,,cs of planning problems are lod
(e.g., items 8 and 10). Careful, ,though )u

nevertheless, of the item'content within clu
of some homogeneity, enabling the tentative :ti ing, of clu.-ters accord-'

ing to general c8ritent class. Group I contains items predominantly
concerned with procedural constraints surrounding the Rlanning pr ss

in the areas of goal'expressioh, data collection procedures and f d-

back Thi,, group is, therefore, Called the procedure) /contextual lus-

ter. Group IIloppears to be primarily concerned with the`ends toward

of s

tems

d i

ent

er

'to ba strictly
that see.m,to conden
different categories'
1, copfs'ideration,

has yielded evidence

which the planning-process is directed: goals, objedlitives And user
t

grodps Grbuo II is thus nam4d the directional cluster. The' third

cluster deats wvi.th the problems surrounding the planneis' nc ad for in-
formation and is called the informational cluster. Group IV concerns
specific and substantive operational problems, though Cdvexigg a wide
range. This is the least `homogeneous of the categbris and'is;callesd
the operationalisubstantive'clusteni Group V mos,tly,Contains items

that addryss the quality and qualitify of resoptces, particularly trained
personnelravailable for planning tasks instate.agencies, and is thus:-

: ,

p called the.resources cluster.
.

.

By examining
.

the mean of means' for the item ratings associated
with problem areas, it was determina that Rate directors felt that
informational' and resource problems'were the most significant.

. 1

,'The third, or informational, 'cluster contains nine out of the
4 .,

Ii.,;A:-- 11 items on-which concorda ce.Was found Co bettatittically significant,
'which ,shows that respondent tended. to respond in the same manner' to

most of those items (resulting In low Within-item variance across 'respond-
ents). One suggested explanation for the saliene of these items, both .
in rank order of frequency/severity And innsignificance," is that they
tend to specify' problems over which ,the respondents may perceive thed-.
,selves as having `little Control. Theothef twp items ,highly ranked by
the earlier- measures are in Grbtip V,e the resource cluster. IC can be
hypothesized, therefore, that state- directors' key problems seem to
center aroun& the shortage of necessary" information and resources with
`which to plan,..andthat,theSe problems may be characterized- by a per-
caption of their solution'as largely exogenous to state agency .

,,
itself. This explanation is tentative'and take's the form of a hypothesiis-

for future research rather than a 6Crongly doctimented empirical con-

clusion. It is, however, supported somewhat by the Observation that
two of the other three clusters which did not figure as importantly-'ins,'
identificatioa of problem areas (Groups II and IV) are characterized by

-...

, .
fh ' .

'y

-

or

wr

lee

.(
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agercy TeT is reasonal-,le
to (1,-TirX of ?rOhl-= areas as, to.somr extent,
within tho, jurisdil'71o7 an2:1, charefore, control of the scat':, ireotor
and, this, Lt *-1-c,m as less problematial. Tht. remaLling

/".
ter (cmur 1), no-,7,ver, is largely ...c,:textual aac, therefore, exognous;
yet it dies ret cootaiv any of rho particularly salient problems. It is
the last i-to s,.:me question the'aform,rtioned con-,

Clust,-.rs of Stares
0- 4

hiererel-kica! procedisres wore applivd to statas al.;o. The
purposr her,- was to determine if the states' tendency to respond alike
has any r,-lationsh4r to th4 tf,me spent in plarni. Thrke state clusters,
were devive0 (See Table 5,

a. Grou' 1, whose mear S.qas 6.9f,, spent 71 mar-mcinths'in
planning, 6.3 man-months in Stata Plan development, and 16
oereent of total avdilable,time in planning.

b. Group II. whose mean 0 x S was 11.18, spent 48.5 man-months 4
'in planning totally, 13.8,man-months in State Plan develop-
ment, and 25,9 percent oE the total available time in'Plan-
ning.,

C, Group III, who3e mean 0 x S Was 14,0, spe t 65 mar-months
in planning, 14 man-months in State Plan development,, and I
13 percent of their available time in- planni.g.

The high (Group III) and low,-(Group I) rating grou t states,
as ratecr-by 0 x S arid time spent on. State P1,-on development, spent
approximately the same man-months ir. Planning and approximately the same
perce.atage of time, Hower, 444,rating states (Group III) spent
almost-52 percent of their total.available time on State Plan develop-
ment, while the low rating -stat_s (Group I) spent, only 8.87 percent of
their available planni,ng time n State Plan development Group
evidently small Qtate:., perceive a modsrate ie'el of planning problems.t

The only pattern -emorgAlg from this findin r iat s to 'the amount
.

of time spent in State Plan development versus' other types of planning. ,

An Inspetion-of the data rP7eals that the states with the lowest 0 x S
spent the leaQt'trme, in -State Plan development and, the'highest Lime in
-pveralliTann..ing.--,Conv,:rsoly, the states with the highest 0 x S re,
portedthe greatest'amounr of time spent in.S4ate Plan development, It
4rould.hs.1,,c.tlag-t,? iqfcr from this that states which_5;pcnd more time/

0 on..,coMpli planning (i.e., State, Plan dev.Aopment) have morn problems;
however, the' data do rot suprort a determ.nation,pf'cause andeffect. It
may be ,chat tl'e statrs nli2or;ing fever probl.:me (lower-0 x S) have already
solved, many plannzng probm, and, as a ronsaquence, spend less time on.
State Plan development Furth'ermQre ariab5.-clute figure of, for example,
25 mar - month,-.. may'' r.Tresent a small amount cf total tine for a large
agency, or a larg amount for a small agency.
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Table 5. Mean 0 x S RaO.ng,;ilagter- of Man-Month4Spent in Planning,

Number of Man-Moniha in State Plan Delielopment, avd.

Percentage of-TcarAliailable'Time,,Spent in 'Planning for

Three Groups f Ottes,Clustere0Abcording to' Similarity

in Responses

Man- Months Percehtage of

Mahl.onths Spent in Total Time

Mean -Spent in Stag Plan "-Spent in

Group 0 x S Planning Development Planning

- /

I 6.96 71.0 ---/ , 6.3 16,. 0%

II , 11.18 48.5 13.8 .9%

III " 14.64 -. 65;'0- 34.0 13,0%

,

-% `). .

the data do-not Suggest a cause aneeffect relationship, hoW-

'everk_they-do demonstrate that a great disparity exists among states in

the number of pobleMs faced and that -solue states,:have.found-ways of

overcoming Common planning problems. This, in turn, suggests that

- ndividdal states can have considerab control over their own destiny '

asq5law6ers., Stated bluntly, it ma seem that individual states can

-. improve their state planning processes without additional federal assis-

-<:,: :trance or interVent ion.
.;
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CONCLUSIONS

The important findings from this study fall-into two general
cAegories° those concerning the amount of time spent on planning in
state vocational education ageaoies and those concerning the kinds of
planning problems state directors find most acutely in need of solution.

From the survey on time allocated to planning, the data indicate
that overall state,-planning constitutes approximately 20 percent of the

,.total man-months available for ell purposes in the average state agency
of vocational education., State Plan development, on the other hand,
takes about five percent'of total available time. Our analysis tends
to suggest that these estimates are rather low, for reasons elaborated
in the results section. The data, however, yield prima facie support
for the contention voiced in the introduction that state planning and
State Plans should be carefully distinguishe.d, The finding that states
appear to,spend only about one-quarter of their planning time on the
,

atate Plan offers some possible reasons for the National Advisory Coun-
cil's dissatisfaction, also documented in the introduction to this
paper,

'kn the second category of findings, the most pressing problem
facing state directors, by two distinct measures, was the uncertainty

,wirh2Whicz-ii. the availability of future fiscal resources for programs was
Also perceived as problems high in both frequency and severity

viere-.the insufficiency of funds to support long-range programs,-inade-
quate systems for program evaluat'ion, confusions and inadequacies in
data format and content, and lack of staff and adequately trained person-

- nel for planning at -both the state and local evels.
...

Of the 12,problem stateMe is rating highest in both frequency
and severity, the first two expr ssed concern over the uncertainty and
Insufficiency of funds. The oth rs all stated either dissatisfaction
W'ith either shortage of data or atk of trained-staff needed for plan-

Cluster analysis permitt d fUrther collapsing of problem areas
jilt() five groupings: 'infbrmati nal; proZiedural/COntextual, resource,
d;;Eectional, and operational su stantives.. It appeared that the most
ii*ortant problems center around deficientes in the necessary informa-
tWn data and resources (fiscal/and personnel) with which to carry out
planningobligations, The findings suggest the conclusion that. the two
important problem groupings tend to contain exogenous issues over which
st to dit.ectors perceive themselves as haying little control. One of
th three remaining, and the 1 rgest of the cluster of problems ,(pro-
ce ural/eontextual), however, ontfained similarly exogenous issues,
n ne of which achieved consens s in designation as highl. 'sy salient by
aly of our measures. The two other clusterss(dfrectOnal and oper
ional/substantive) were both characterized in problem content
gency-oriented ,.issues, and a ain they did not include any the prob-

/ems judged salient by, many s aces.. tempting, th- e ore, to
/conclude that state directors diagnose as nost'pre .'ng those'problems.

21 )4,
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in areas elver which they have less control, and as its pressing those

problems th ,:. solution of which is perceived to lie w:thin,the jurlsdic-,

tion of the agency. The presence of a large cluster of exogenous but
non - salient pro-olems dictates that such-a ConclUsion should, remain

--\\entative.

When states were cluster ed according to sithilarit): in responses,

a relationship was established between the amount of time 'spent on
Statert!an dev6lopment and the frequency and severity of prolatks

endounterWl.' States reporting the highest problem rating spent the
most time in.State Plan development. 'States reporting the lowest prob-

lem rating not only spent the least.t,ime in State'Plan deveiopthent, but
the most time in overall state planning. These data do not permit more
than associational conclusions to be, drawn from their interpretation,

4 and yield no information on cause and effect, However they suggest a

clear hypothesis for further research: holding pi-Ventage of total
time spent .inpranning constant, those stases which devote the ledst of
their planning time to the State Plan', and more time to state planning:
in general, have the least, severe planning problems.

0

I(

Finally, there is nothing emerging from the results of this
'study to refute the National'Advisory Council's 1970 verdict on the
State Plan referred to in the introduction to this report. There is/,

rather, some evidence-to support that verdict in that states, on the

average, spend comparatively little'time -in State Plan 'preparation../

Moreover,.states who spend,the most time in its preparation also re-doLL

morese'vere and frequent' problems.
-.-,
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APPENDIX A

A SURViti OF PROBLEMS IN STATE-LEVEL
PLANNING FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

°

Instructions

This survey instrument is intended to develop information on the
occurrence and severity of various problems in planning for vocational
education at the state level. Each of the items shown represents a
potential problem for state planners. Please read each item carefully
and rate the problem according to its frequency of occurrence in your
state and the severity of the problem on the accompanying scale..
Circle the 4-lumber on the scale to indicate your estimate.

Section 1

Before beginning the survey, there are three questions we'would
like to ask which do not fit the survey format:

1. Iir.proximaiely how many man-months are allocated to planning
in your organization!

2. Approximately how many man-months are spent An the tevelop-
ment of tlie State Plan for your.state (not including local
time Spent nn local plans)?

3., What, percentage of total man-hours would you estimate is
spent on'the planning function in your state organization
(inc,luding not only development of the State Plan, but all

planning functions)?

Thank you for your time and your assistance in completing this
survey:

.1
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Section 2

1, The goals pf vocational education at the state level have not been.
clearly stated.

OCCURRENCE: 1 N2ver, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

2lt is difficult to translate state vocational programs to measurable
product objectives.

OCCURRENCE: I Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

'3.- It is difficult to translate state vocational programs to observable
'process objectives.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never,
,

2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually,

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

4. There are difficulties in establishing the linkages between product
objectives and the processes necessary to obtain these objectives.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely,\3 Ocean. nally, 4 Frequently,.5 Continually

'SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical'

5. There are conflicts between state and local goals for vocational
education.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4'Freuently, 5 Continual

SEVERITY:' 1Inconsquential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable; 4 Major, 5 Critic

6. There are cenflictilbetweentthe goals of vocational educatiod and
general education.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Conti wally

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Cri ical
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7. The need- of target popuslatio::s for vocatiolal t2.3u:atIon have not
been adequate!y reflected by state'.ftogram goals.

a

OCCURRENCE: : Never. 2 Rarely,.3 Occasionaity, Trequf:ncly., 5 Continually

SEVERTTY: i Ino),:equeatial, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable; 4 Major, 5 Critical

8. lnformacioc about the needs of target populations is incomplete.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally,' -. Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable. 4 Major, 5 Critical

9. Information is incomplete concerning the characteristics of target
populations.

OCCURRENCE; 1 l\lver, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, A Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

10. Information is incomplete concening the societal needs for vocational
education.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, -4Fr.4gantly5 ontinually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential; 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

11. Target populations are linadequately represented in the pladning
process,

OCCURRENCE; 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY; 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerabl,, 4 Major, 5 Critical

12. There is uncertainty at the state level about the purpose of state
. planning for vocational education.

1CCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 lnronsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

. 13. The users of planning information are rat clearly defined:

,

OCCURRENCE: I Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

, s f
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14. The level f aggregation of'information necessary for particular
users is no clearly defined.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Ne1ver, 2 Rarely, 3 Ocisionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually,,
o.

SEVERITY: 1 In =sequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

15. The presently available data are inadequate for planning purposes.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 COtinu

SEVERITY:, 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable;.4 Major, 5 Critical

16. The necessary data are too costly to collect.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Maj.dimf 5 Critical

17. Data collected hake different formats across colle4ion agencies.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually .

SEVERITY: 1 inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

18. Available data are collected on inappropriate populations.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 COnsiderable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

19: Collected data quickly liecome outdated.

OCCURRENCE:* 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently,'5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

20. There is restricted access to data sources.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical
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, 4

21. Available data do not exist at an appropri,:itt-. le):,1 of aggregation.

OCCURRENCE,: 1 Yeer, 2 Rarely, 3 Occaionally. 4 Frequently, 5 Continually
. .

SEVERITY: 1 :,,consequential, 2 Minor, 3 Cinsl'Icrao, 4 Major, 5 Critical

.
03.

22. Reports based on collected data'ane not updated with sufficient
frequency,

OCCURRENCBto* 1 Never,"2,Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

'SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential', 2-Minor, :Considerable, =. Majot, 5 Critical-
s:

23. Data about ava,,I. a -e isa resources are incomplete.

OCCURRENCE: Nev rI 2 Rarely,43 Occasionally, 4 FrEAuently 5 Continually

SEVERITY, 1 Inconsequential,, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

ae

24. The implicattons of .data ard.not clear for!..4ecit,i,,qn-makipg Purposes,. -"
..-,

,

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never,.2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually
! ,

1
.

, .

SEiER1TY! 1 Inconsequential, 2 Mkncir, 3 Considexahle, 4 Major, 5 Critical
R

, ,

25t Data about available pkysical resource.
,
are incomplete.

OCCURRENCE:, I Never, 2:Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequent-4.y, 5 Continually
,

.

,

SEVERrTY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 ,Minor, 3 Considerable, k Major, 5 Critical

a

26. Data about available human resources are incomplete.

OCCURRENCE: I. Nevers.2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY:. 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considr9b1t,, 4 Major, 5 Critical

27. Instruments are not available fof the collection of needed data.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, I'Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5, Continually

lncons,equential; 2 .MOor, 3 Censicrerale, Major, 5Critical

,



28. The form of data is inappropriate , for storage, retnieval and
analvsii,,for reporting requiremenr.f?.

OCCURRENCE. 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally,:4 Frequently, 5.0ontinually,

SEVERITY -1 Inconsequential. 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical].

29. ,The choice of level of data analysis is inappropriate.

OCCURRENCE 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor,.3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 ,Critical

30; The choicepf.method of data analysis is inappropriate.

OCCURRENCE' I Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Miner, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

t"
3L. Thene are in equate numbers of personnel available to process and

analyze the esired data.

OCCURRENCE. I Never, 2 Rarely; 3 Occasiolnally,4,Frequently; 5 Continually'

SEVERITY. 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

32, There are inadequately trained personnel available to process and
analyze the desired data.

OCCURRENCE; 1 Ne,,er; 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERM, 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

4-1A

33. There are inadequate physical facilities to process and analyze the
desired data.

OCCURRENCE. 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally,'4 Frequent,y, 5, Continually

SEVERITY: i Inconsequential, 2 Minor. 3 CAiderable, 4 Major, 5crftical

34. Resources allocated to state-level Kiing are insufficient.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely,'3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently. 5 Continually

SEVERITY; 1 inconsequential, 2 Minor. 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

4.4
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35. Statc-1::,-el staffs are not `trainee

OCCUIWNCE., 1 Y.z\er, 2Rarely, 3 Occ%,-J,-,1011,2 7.!--quer,tly, 5 Continually
-1.

SEVERITY: In- casectuential, 2 Minor, -3 Mak:b. 5 Critical
. 4

0
.

36. 'Lccal-le-el staffs are not trained 'in teenvique?'

OCCURRENCL. Nev-.a., )-Rarely, 3 Occasiono0;:, Fr:quentley, 5.Continually
,

SEVERITY 1 Irf.onsquential, 2 Mihor, 3 Co zsiTic.7r3tle,P. Major,5 Critical

I

.

37. Politic-al c'lltraints inhibit effective data-,1.-Lo,p, anning.
v.)

OCCURRENCE i Ne-p2r, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasicna:J.,0 '-, Fr,quently,,5, Contirivalli .4 .

4.,
,

SEVERITY' 1 In:onc.oquential, 2 Minor, 3 ....o,=id---ag,-., tA Ma'jr, .5 Critical .

, .. ...

.,,, .

38. Fiscal resources that will be.avaiaole
t

itt't1-,:- futurc.to support .

,

. . . ..:,.,programs are uncertain or unspecified. - p
c

.. ,

. , .

OCCURRENCE 1 Nver, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasdonaliy, !. frtquenty: 5 Continuall, . .k

v ), '; - s -- .

1

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequeritial, 2 Minor, 3 CoviWPr,,ori:. 1 Ntajor,-.5- criti'cal, % .... ., '-'

. .
t 0 . . .41

.

, .

et,' , .
. , C.

39. Fiscal re.sources available to support loi,g."-tallgi_ orourams are

insufficieE,
..'

.

. t

. ,..4,
0 _

OCCURRENCE. - l Never, 4arely, 3 Occasiooa!i, 4 Fre.qu,-.:ntly,..5 Continually

-

, ) ,..,

SEVERIT ?: 1 inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 :".or_cid,-r'a.rh, :, Major, 5 Critical'''i. .

. -----T
.

40. Allocatiof funds is biased by politi,..al c:ensi4ratLons. t

°
os,

.
. 1, .

. i ; 1..

OCCURRENCE, .1 NCP:r, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasioraliv 4 Cr. quer tly .5 Continually
; 'Iv IC

4 %, 1

SEVERITY. 1 1r,msequential, 2 Minor, '3 CO..cideroolo, 4 Major; 5 Critical'
i

St c

v
41. There is tittle assurance that funds ailoce

11

,:d to this schools 0.e
1.1'will be used according to state-la

A

OCCURRENCE: I Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Odcasionally.4,Er;:.queetly, 5 Continualla

SEVERIT7; 1 Incons4quentkal, 2 Minor, 3 Major, qritical .;

°

0s

n

an
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42. There is not adequate mechanism for determining the number of
educational profesilonals needed in the future.

'OCCURRENCE. 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

43:. *acher /aining hetitutions are not sensitive to the needs of theot.;
Aate f trained sonnel.: 4

-:,-

t;

/ - 1,
OCCUR- NCEy 1 Never, 'ray, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

//
4"

SEVERITY 1 Inconsequen 41, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4Major, 5 Critical

44, I service training

0CdURF NCE: 1 Never, 2'

-state department personnel is inadequate.

SEVERI Y: 1 Inconseque

/ 1
45. Feedback on the'degr

inadequate.
a

k

OCCIJRRNCE: 1 Never, 2
.

SEVERIik: 1 Inconsequent

, 3 deCasionallys 4 Frequently,'5-Continually

, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical.

a

attainment of product objectives is

3 OccasiOnally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

2 Minor, 3 Copsiderable,'4 Major, 5 Critical

. taiir. ---,_

Feedbatk on the degre
.,., , attainment of process objectives is

, ,
inadequate.

: *kio

4 ....

ot 1 Never, 2 ttae- 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually :

SEVERIT 1.InconseqUenti i 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical ;v
.,.

..e. ',

47. AcCounting syste$ expenditures by program categories
era- inadequate.

. 4: . ,

\ :.
OCCURRENCE 1 Never, 2 Rately; 3 Ocdasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually '4,-.

. -4 , P,..V-
"tl.'

.

SEVEkra! 1 In onsequenti4b 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4-Major, 5 Critical \
4j

J

(

9
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.. i

r,

. -

48. Systems to measure benefits of vocatioxial edk.ation pro: rams are

inadequate. ,_

4-
.

I,
s

s '

OCCURRENCE: 1 Nel.er, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, A;FreqUeritiv, 5 Continually
1 N. - t ; ',_.."

k

SEVERITY; FInconsequgntial,
1
2 Minor,'3 Considerable, 4 Majpr, 5 Critical

49. Student follow-up data are inadequate.

-
OCCURRENCE, 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally?4 FrequOtly, 5 Continually

4 -

SEVERITY: I Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4'Major, 5 Critical

50. Unguccessful programs are difficult to terminate,
1

OCCURRENCE: l'Never,02:,..Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 1?..ieqLwntly, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable,' 4 Major, 5 Critical

. Criteria for the selection of alternzlve program strategies ar
not specified.

.

t

.
. N

OCCUXENCE: 1 Ne'ver, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

52. Potieies are inadequate on how information will be used in decfsion-
Taking,.

OCCURRENCE:, 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: ,l. Inconsequential, 7 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

53.. Local facilities are inadequate for program requirements.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasion ally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

54. Procedures for the estimation of future employment demands are
inadequate.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never,.2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Fxequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical
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55. There is insufficient control over the placement process.

C .00CURRENCE: II Never, 2. Rarely, 3 Occaionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually
6,

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor,'.3 Considerable, 4, MajOr, 5 Critical
,

t

56. Coordination oaf general and vocational education,is inadequate.

OCCURRENCE :, 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: '1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major: 5 Critical

;

Section .3

.
;

,
. .

From the previous pages, indicate the number of 'the statements which iden-
tify the'mott pi,goificant planning problems in ybur state. '':

.
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american vocational association inc headquarters office washington d c

..@

-

January 16, 1973

TO: State j)irectore . '

FRW1. Lowell Burkett., Executi7 ,i,e-Iiirector

- - .

fhc American Vd-catiaial-Association is sponsoring a series of'conferences
'1-.1

on state planning,fv qIcatiOnat'education to be held here, in Washington,_ D. C.,
dur1n2, Janur., and F,i.h,ruary. The intent of The conferepce series is to develop
a $et of guidelines yhich. may be used by stat\ directors of vocational eddca-
ti&r. In the prepararlori of theH state plans. Three groups of nationally known
state directors, educators, economists and planning specialists are being
4atbered to construrt, these'guidelines as a'service from the American Vocational
Association to the field. The Centet for Occupational Education, .located atIe ,...

,-..North Carolina State University, through its Division 4f,Dynamic Analysis and
Strategic Planning (DASP),'is cooperating with,-the AVATfil the, conduct of the con-
ference and has provided the funding. Aaff from- the e'enter.will provide assis---
tance in the anal) sis of data and the final prod tioh-oft guideliligs, as

_--

-..
,Ipallas partitipating in the conference itself.

4
.

.

,n urLer,to provide our conf4r-ence participants with as clear,a picture
as possible of the problems which now exist in the planning process in the '

states, we ha,re developed a brief qupstio;naire which attempts to coygr,some of
the, most notable prOklems_facing Oanners.in the states. I would appreciate-it
.,ery much if you 'could take a bit ofyour:timq to complete this questionnair&
and returp,,it, in Cie enc-Ised envelope, to the Center. foeOccupationalEducation
f-r analysis.' -}:very effort is beIng.made to makes,the responses complly anony-
mous, -so.we will be unable to send individual reminders to each of you.. There-
fore, I t,ri,en,tly request that jciii find a little our time, or gssig4 someone

:.

familiat with the planning 'problems in you,gtZf-lyto complete this questionnaire.
. tr. 4

J sincerely believe that it will be in the"best interests of the stas,j.f.this
iciformation.c.an be made available, to our, participants.

- ::

.!'
Bec4use linds for these-Conferences have ohlyrecently become available,

there L$ v-r1:-11ttle,time before our first 'Conference.' Consequently, Ilam
askirg not .),11 -,tha:syous.comple.te our questionnaire, but also -that, it be returned
in the short--5,t .possible time. I am well aware that for most of you this is a
1-.art cularl leManding, time.on a lsually deMapdingflob. 'However, if we can
-,t,,,* t'Ls rif'Nrmar:ion,in timee for its uve by our conference participants, we can\\
,v1-.: Ins;.,nz tne kind mf quality product which may"make your job of state planning

';') a 1Lttl,.1 easier The guidelines shouldb available for release by mid- spring
make arrogeflieni$ to have copies .shipped to each of you as soon as

ar.

Thank voufpr y9ur coop-.:ration.

lowell- a burkett
4

executive director


