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Introduction ,

t

In recent years, it has become increasingly clear that policy-
making does not end when legislation is signed into law but centinues
throughout the process of_implementing the new law. Implementation is
not a sterile process thaé cén be described in linear terms, from'
point A to point Xal It is a process in which persons iqteract within

a semi-structured environment in an effort to have an impact on the

-

)
final shape of a particular program or policy. Rationality is not the

most notable feature of program impleimentation, but éhere are ebough
regﬁlarities (custom. normative, and procedural) to perﬁit tho{; in-
volved to play. by the rules. In short, program implementation is a
political*b}ocess with substantial impl&cations'for the final appearance
of a program or policy. ' \

Although significant effort has gone into the development of
experimental career education programs, 1ittle work has been devoted to

the administrative issues that would accompany a major federal program.

This paper is divided into two parts. Part I addresses some of the

. issues on the federal level that will be imp&rtant to policymakers, ad-

ministrators, and educators, Part Il identifies in brief some of the

most important issues that must be resolved at the state and local level.
—

b o
PART I: FEDERAL ISSUES

Federal Aid to Education
Ii?recent years, the barriers that have traditionally divided programs

and ;rebponsibilities between federal, state, and local levels have been
broken down., Rather than thinking of our federal system in terms of a

layer cake., &s we once did, we now employ Martin Grodzin's marble cake

analogy to emphasize the complex and interwoven lines of responsibility

4
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that characterize American government today.

With this weakening of the traditional boundaries on governmental
activity, the restriction on federal aid to education has, to some
degree, been broken. The cohfll;ts surrounding church-state;_and local
control of education that blocked federal legislation for years have
receded. In their place a consensus has emerged that John Matthews (30)
described as follows:

Education iS no panacea“for poverty, the lack .
of job skills or the disaffection of youth.

The Federal Government, however, has a role in
helping local school districts cope with special
national problems like children from low {ncome

families, Indian children, or those with language
problems or disabilities.

In the last 20 years, federal aid to education has grown significantly,

especially in the case of higher postsecondary education where the feqeral

contribution is now in excess of $8.1 billion, or 27 percent of the total

income (32). In the case of elementary and secondary education, federal
aid is $4.1 billion, or about eight percent of the total (21).

Despite the efforts of education groups, federal aid to education

has been categorical; general aid to educatioh is a dream not yet realized.

This is not to say that feder%] funds have not had considerable impact.
In the words of one scholar £2)= ! ‘

“w..while the‘percentage of federal educational

_ support has not been impressive, the aid has
exerted considerable programmatic or financial
leverage in national policy.

|
Thus, a federal role in career education would most likely be

categorical in nature - getting the money out to states and local education

agencies for them to disburse in meeting career education objectives.




-

This 1s not to imply that the federal role be limited to signing

chrecks. What is needed is a parternership arrangement with the federal
government providing leadership as well as money to implement career
education programs. Under ﬁuch a ‘program, state and local edudation
agencfes would have to be involved in planning the programs and kept
advised of federal career education activities; they would have to

traiﬁ educators and administrators involved in career education and
participate in program evaluaiion on a post-hoc basis. Throughout all
this, the federal government would have tp carry out its rple in a manner

that would encourige state and local participation.

Federal Administration: Structural Issues’ ' »

An important questign in evaluating the federal machinery for dealing

B

_with career education is tpéwabtimum location for an Office of Career

Education. Initially career education activities were handled thrdugh the
Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education. The.EduFation Amendments of
1974 (PL 93-380) created a separate Office of Career Education reporting
directly to the Commissioner of Education. . This move gave thé office
increased public visibility and eliminated any danger that career education
might, as one observer put it, “get lost in the bowels of the bureaucracy."
Moreover, the change made it easier for the Office of Career Education to
cut across organizational Vines, an essential requirement if-career
education is to be successful. It might also be argued that the @bve helped
dramatize the idea of career education as a philosobhy of education rather
thén just a program. On the other hand, taking career gducation out of

Bureau of Occupational and Adulg Education diminished the financial and

*

»
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ﬁdﬁfnistfative resources available to it*, separated the concept fram
two of its essential components, and created another small pockef within,
the bu?@6ﬂcracy¢_ And while the creation of a new office provides some
brggnfzatioﬁal benefits, they tend to be temporary. Pressman and
Wildavsky {35) have suggested:

The advantages of being new are exactly that:
being new. They dissipate quickly over time.

The organization ages rapidly. Little by little
the rﬁgulations that apply to everyone else =
apply also to it. Accommodations are made with
the other organizations in its environment.
Territory is divided, divisions of labor are
established, favors are traded, agreenments are
reached. Al} this means that .the new Organization
now has settled into patterns of its own which

it defends against interruption. Youth has gone
and middle age has come, hopefully more powerful,
certainly more experiences, inevitably less
innovative.

Although the newness will wear off, havin@ a separate QOffice of

Career Education.is essential. Besides the prestige and greater public

visibility, mentioned earlier, Leping the office withiﬂlthe_Cmnnissioner‘s

-
i e

domain will prevent the negative impact on morale th@}?fesults from

frequent oOrganizational changesr In light of these{and other previously

mentipned benefits, this paperirecomnends teaving the Office of Carger-

Educﬁtion where it is. / \ _
'Although the Office of Career Education®currently operates with a ¢

skeleton staff, any new caree; education initiative will require increaged

staff. Increésing the level of federal career education activities with-

out providing adequate staff to handle the increased workload would be

foolhardy.

*For example, the Office of Career Education now has nine full-time
professionals while the Bureau of Occupational and Adult Educaticn has v

approximately one hg:jifd.

st
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Finally, no matter how the federal government is Organized or
reorganized, virtuallﬂ'all social programs cut across the jurisdic-
tions of different bureaus, departments, and agencies. This is
especially true of a program with as wide a focus as career education.
Thus, a career education program will most likely have to be fitted into
the arrangements that have been made with other programs in mind.
~ Careful c00rd;nati0n with other executive agencies will be essential to

help alleviate the problem of extensive clearance.

Program Delivery: Some Preliminary Considerations

-

After the primary orgdnizational issues have been dealt witﬁ: attention
must be directed to the most effective means Of assuring state and local
participation in the program. Common sénse and the literature of program
delivery suggest that simplicity in policies is much to be desired. The
fewer steps involved in carrying out the program, the fewer opportunities
for problems to oOvertake it. The more directly the program aims at its‘.‘
target, and the fewer the number of decisions involved in its ultfmate
realization, the greater likelihooa that the program will be successfully
impiemented.

Federal assistance to states and local governments, private organi-
zations, and individuals has grown rapid[y‘througﬁout the 1960s and early
1970s. In 1960, federal grants to individuals -and state and local govern-
ments accounted for 29.8 percent of the federal budget, in 1976 jt is .

estimated that grants-in-aid wil) compose 54.6 of the federal bhdget

outlays (4).

e
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- administrative structures at all levels of government.

!
" government,

i
Obviously such a proliferation h?s contributed to a stress on the
This problem
has implications for state and local governménts as well as the federal
A recent General Accounting Office study {12} concluded
that state and local governments are having substantial problems identify-
ing, obtaining, and using federal funds. The report 3uggested "fundamental
changesf in the way federal funds are distributed to state and local
levels and encouraged Congress to reduce the complexity of the current
system by conso1idating.programs and organizing them so those with similar
goals are within the same agency*.
In 1971, the Commicsion on Government Procurement (5) succinctly

described the effect of federal grant policies:

Federal grant-type activities are a vast and complex 4

collection of assistance programs, functioning with

little central guidance in a variety of ways that

are often inconsistent even for similar programs

or projects. This situation generates frustration,

uncertainty, overlap, ineffectiveness and waste.

Although few studies are available on the operational aspects of

federal assistance, those that do exist suggest the following conclusions (33):

The increase of the dollar volume and purposes of
assistance programs in recent years has often overloaded
administering agencies, leaving the administrators of
programs little time to consider what assistance methods
might contribute to the achievement of the ends desired.
Organized ways of learniny of the kinds of practices that
might achieve the results desired are generally lacking.

Conscious administrative experimentation has been lacking.
There often is little understanding of what particular
inputs produce what particular outputs. Program design
tends to be based on conjecture and individual experience.
There is no systematic body of pertinent knowledge.

*Gee Appendix I for an example of how complex federal d551stance programs
to states and localities can become.

9




Different perceptions of federal/nonfederal rela-
tionships, the respective roles of grantors and
grantees, exist. The'uncertainty of who is responsible
for what ends in confusion and conflict which is
detrimental to thg achievement of program objectives.

Extensive similarities and differences ¥n the im-
plementation of divérse assistance programs exist.

The nature of and the reasons for these similarities
and differences and their relative costs, benefit$,
advantages, and disadvantages to various parties

have not been systematically analyzed and are not
well understood. The assumed values of uniformity
and diversity are largely conjeCtural and are

based more on folklore and belief than analysis amd
comparison.

One operational case study {11) of a federal education program - an
evaluation of Part D of the Vocational Education Act Amendments of 1968 -
concluded:

In general, neither the federally sponsored activities nor
the federallygexpected student level outcomes of the
program occurred at the level planned. While a number of
reasons for this are possible, the findipgs suggest that.
the most 1ikely are associated with the Eeneral lack of a
set of clearly defined objectives, definitions and mana-

. gerial requirements and procedures at both the project
level and at the federal level. .

A second case study, an examination by Martha Derthick (8) of

President Johnson's 1967 proposal to build model ébmmunities on surplus,

s

federally-owned land in metropb]itan areas., arrived at the same copclusion -

the tendency of the federal government to conceive goals in ideal terms.
In Derthick's words: .

- -
A final cause of the program's failure....was that federal
officials. had stated objectives so ambitious that some
degree of failure was certain. Striving for the ideal
they were sure to fall short. Worse, striving for the
ideal made it hard to do anything at all.
Vel

As the two preceding examples of other social programs have shown,

reform is not assured by the passage of 1e§is1ation. A study by Jerome

-




[ ]
Murphy (31) of Title I of the Elementary.and Secondary Education ~™,

Act {ESEA) restates some .of the previously identified problems of
implementation and sugge;ts a limited capacity of USOE and state edu-
cation agency officials to achieve reform goals:

: \
To blame the problems on timidity, incompetence; or
“Selling out® is to beg the fuestion. I have identified
“a rumber of contributing causes:~the reformers were not
the implementers; inadequate staff; a disinclination to
monitor; a law and tradition favoring local control;
and absence of pressure from the poor. The primary
cause, however, is political. The federal system--
with its dispersion of power and control--not only
permits but encourages the evasion and dilution of
federal reform, making it nearly impossible for the
federal administrator to impose program priorities;
those not. diluted by Congressional intervention can be
ignored during state and local implementation (14).

This dispersion of powér and control make it difficult for a

program administrator to impose federal directives that conflict with

local priorities and viewpoints. In this context, Morton Grodzin's (15),

i -

description of a good federal administrator is useful:

The dispersion of power compels political activities on
the part of the administrator. Without this activity he
will have no program to administer. And the political
activity of thewadministrator, like the administrative
activity of the legislator, is often turned to representing
in national programs the concern Of state an cal in-
terests, as well as other interest group constitiepcies...
always the administrator must find support from- legislators
tied closely to state and 1ocal constituencies and state
and local governments. The administrator at the center
cannot succeed in his fundamental political role unless

he shares power with these periphé€ral groups.

As a resuit, administering change is usually done by incremental,
marginal changes and not great leaps forward.

A
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Program Delivery: PoOlicy Recommendations

+

. The examples noted above suggest several points to be kept in
mind jn desjgning career*education legislation. Ejr;t, definitions,
objectives, and managerial plans need to be c!eﬁrly specified. Although o 1
goals need to be set, they should not be set so high as to exceed . 1
governmental capacity to achieve them. Despite many attempts at definition,
career education is still regarded as an abstraét concept lacking™ A

specificity. Although the definition used in Section 406 of the Education
Amendments of 1974 was sufficient to establish small demonstration type .
programs, there is some dBuGE'hhether it is sufficient for a larger
program. Further ngisﬂﬁtiOn will require ; more precise definition and
expression of ghe objectives of career education. .

Second, to insure the proper expenditure of funds, céyéful statewi?e
ptadning and evaluation ptpcedures shOufﬁ be incorporated into the legis-
lation. Although planning and evaluation ac;}vities areViewed wifh

—cynicism by many*, they cathelp‘ESSure that federal money for caréer
education is spent in a manner consistent with Federal goals. Another
way to achieve thit goal is to assign care?n education coordinators. at
the state andﬁlocal levels who are responsibie for career education /j‘.
acfivifges. . . a2
- A final posgibil;ty is through,;eminars, meetings, and training programs

_ for state Pnd Jocal administrators, 1ocal sckool board memﬂers, guidance

[ ] ' R .".
counselors, and, of course, teachers. This will provide an orientation for

those indirectly involved in the day-to-day administration ‘as well as create

. . :
“*The justifications @nd prgblems inherent in state planning and evaluation
activities are discussed-in some detail in Part II.

‘*-?/ o T q
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a group of peoplé supportive of career education with an interest in

seeing career education programs continued.* ' -

2

Federal Funding Arrangements

.-/f;' .. The most aignificant questions about a new federal fole in career
educatlon may well center around the distrlbutlon of funds. wa the
money shbuld be dlstrlbuted, who should be eligible to receive it, and
what types of spec1f1c strategies should be incorporated into'the
legislation are issues with sibnif{cant implications for the final form

| of career education programs.

We begin with the assumption that federal funds should be d1§tributed

) to state education agenczes, be matched dollar for do]lar by the states,

g .

and then be real]ocated wlthin broad programmatic areas specified by

federal guidelines. THis procedure would utilize existing channels,
s . f".‘ _ ’ .

.. insure that federal funds 013'11 act as a lever .to generate state activity

» and interest, and allow states considerable freedom in detenninina'their

&
career education priorities.

2
Although federal funds will, of course, be distributed to local
education agencies, other public bodies and private grouEE'?hould be
» . .
eligible to receive funds. Encowraging the participation of groups outside
the strict cog@rnes of education }s desirable in light of career education's .

prlmaqyuobject1ve to bring the worlds of work and edugataon closer together.

*This practice is often referred to less flatterlngly as “buying people.”
In a recent article, David Stockman (38) suggests that there is a trade-off -.
involved in cases such as this. The goals of career education are laudable and

S the need for individuals personally committed to help implement the program

can easily be documented. Like post organizations, however, such groups tend
to become.self-perpetuating and¥esist any changes. Citing the Federal
experiénce with Impact Aid and Hills- Burton, Stockman suggests that

the creation of social program interest groups should be permitted

after only the most careful consideration of the possible consegquences.

-
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1 :
ﬁﬁoreo;er. the éﬁvorable early eva]hatiohs of NIE's "Experience -
Based“'career eaucatioﬁ programs EUggesp that groups outside of education
can and d$ provide ﬁeaninbfut educatioﬁa] programs .
As indicated above, a grant program is qesirgaﬁlé in exbanding N
federal inf&rest in.career gducation. However, the exact type of. drant 5
‘needs to be more cleﬁrly specified.

Categorical vs. Block Grants: Two basic types of federal funding- -

arrangements are céfegofica] and block grants (35).. Categorical grants.
are used, for the most part, for narrowly defined n'lposes, allowing
little room for discretion on the pért of a recipient government. Block
grants, qqithe other hand, while tied to a general area, are broader
in scope aﬁu-do not sspecify the exact objects of permitted expenditure
and hence érehte much larger zones of d{scéetion for the ;eceiving
~ government or agency. In cgreer education, block grants could be put
together by combining many of the existing authorizations into & single
o program. .
) Altho&gh there is widespread federal interest in moviﬁg toward block
gr;%ts to permit greater state and “Tocal discretion, they may be inappro-
priate for use.in career education. Given the abstract nature of ?Fh
career education in the eyes of most state and local officials, it is
important that the money be targeted for specific purposes rather than
Just given to the states for them to ;1focate as they see necessary - at
least at-the present. Maintaining some degree of federql conirol will
q\? that career e&uéation objectives are being pursued, that the

help insur

funds are not being sidetracked into other areas, and that student and

+
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conmunity -needs are being met. In the future, when the term gggégg
education is established enough tp elicit a uniform responsé.lb1ock
graﬁts may be more desirable, but for the present some measure of
‘ federal oversight is needed. | | H

Formula vs. Project Grants: A second distinction that should be .

made is between formula and project grants. Formula grants are

divided among all eligible recipients on’%he basis of a commoOn criterion.
A project grant, on the other hand, requivres specific approval by

federal officials of the propoéal madelby a potential recipienf. Rather
than continue the project grant method now being qsed to finance career
educatioﬁ projects, efforts should be made to move to a formula grant,} e
Moving in this direction would help establish career education as a
national priority and attract more attention from state and local govern-
. ments, since the need to obtain federal approval would be minimized.
However, the grant would be categorical, which ﬁeans that the states
would have to sﬁénd the money within 6arefu11y‘defined areas such as
leader training or the develiopment of state plans.

" This paper, therefore, recommends a categorical grant program awarded
to states through a formula based on a percentage'éf the total population.
This would allow the federal government to establish priority objectives,
but it would allow the states Jeeway in choosing which goals to emphasize. . .

Demonstration and Exemplary Projects: Federal money for career

" education projectS‘is currently delivered through demonstration and exemplary
project grants and research activities funded largely through NIE. A
-

decision must be reached regarding the future rople df such demonstration

157
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and exemplary grant programs. Although a case_cﬁu[ﬂxbé miae for

énding sugh fundiné and putfing the money into speci&%c p;ogram

areas, éhese innovative programs should be continueqi Career education ,
is sti1l in its embryoni¢ stages, and’innovative programs that explore
alternatiqe avenues a meeting career education objectivés should be

encouraged. In awarding demonstration and research funds, emphasis should

be' placed on establishing criteria for evaluating program effectiveness.

This will enhance the chances of individual program syccess as well as
demonstrate that career education is a "workable" coneept with useful
benefits to both students and societyf

Set-Asides: A finai issue relating {o funding career education pro-
grams involves the incorporation of specific strategies in the legislation,
such as sét-asideé, to insuré'that the needs of minoéity groups are

-

conéidered in program activities. Experience under PaFt‘é bf the N
Vocational £ducation Act suggestg that set-asides have been only moderately
successful, in meeting their objectives*. Although the social needs that
set-asides attempt to address are of major importance, it is questionaple
whether such provisions should be 1ncluaed in any career education put

forward this year. Including set-aside provisions would fragmentlwhat will
undoubtedly be a small amount of money and handicap state and local officials.

s
Provisions to assure that the needs of minorities are being met should

unquestionably-be included- in any legislation, but the inclusion df;specific

ey

*Relying on Office of Education data, the General Accounting Office Report (14)
suggested that the set-asides were not receiving high priority by state
governments. In fiscal year 1973, 14 states spent less than 15 percent of
Part B funds on programs for the disadvantaged while an additional 12 states
spent between 15 and 16 percent. A similar situation was reported for
handicapped programs. Although states are permitted to spend any fiscal year
allotment over a two year period and thus may not be operating illegally, some
states are clearly not giving high priority to Programs with special needs.

»
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percentage allotment of funds may be best included in future o

‘legislation when career education has become'‘more firmly established.

L

PART I1: STATE AND LOCAL ISSUES

Alternative State Roles in Administration

- : b
. In most states, departments .of education serve as leadership force

in the developmgnt and implementation bf local career education programs.
One reason for ihis‘role is the importance of state vocational education
agencies as the primary funding source for career education programs.

Such agencies are responsible for the allocation'of‘funds received under
Parts C and D of the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 (PL 90-576).
Thrcugh these and similar programs sfate departments of education are able
£0 initiate and influence local career education programs. The'Specific
Scop¢ and role of individual departments, however, varies from state-toﬁﬁm
state. Some departments assume a positiqe and aggressive leadership role

in fostering the development of specific types of career education programs.

Others serve primarily as regulatory and fiscqﬂ processing agencies and"

depend upon local educational agencies to initiate career education programs .

Most departments, however, adopt the first role. o

Within each state department, a variety of strategies are used to *
influence development of local ‘career education programs. Techniques

to encourage and support local agencies in career education activities
17
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include: specifying goals jand objectives, developing and disseminating
guidelinesxfor the development and implementation of career education
programs, reviewing and apgbroving local programs requiring the

expendjture and dist;ibut on of state and federal funds, monitoring and
evaluating, identifying atbeas to receive special attention, and providing
¢onsultant services to local school districts. In short, there are
num%rous opportunities for staié invplvement and influence in developing
and implementing career education programs.

As previous]y noted, state vocational education agencies have played-

an active role in promoting the expansion of career education. In some
’st§tes, they have become the unit resporisible for the administration of
céreer edycation. In other states career edu;ation programé are administered
through other agencies. such’aévthe offices of pupil se’Lices; cdrriculum;
and in;tructjon. Thus the content and administrative nature of career
- educafion programs can vary considerably. This diversity, while in many

.- -- respects desirable, reinforces the need for the establishment of major goals
‘by‘éhe federal government. | '
* The.imq}ementation of a new career educatien program will require
g .thé identification of new roles within existing state deparfments of
| education. Attention should be éiven to identifying the-optimum state~
lev?}’ﬁﬂm1nistrative unit to coordinate a new career education program.
Whether an existing unit should be designated or a new one will be created,

two key characteristics are important.

First, the administrative unit must have the capacity to implement

career education on a kindergarten-through-adult continuum for all

§egments‘0? the population. Pigeon-holing the unit responsible for

18 -
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administering career education with an administrative structure
bound by grade level or subject matter parameters would stifle the
implementation of a éomprehensivé program.

Second, the administrative unit must be so placed witﬁié the
state department of education that it can effectively monitor and communicate
with all state level agen&ies invo]yed in education. Since one of the

key objectives of career education is the. infusion of career education

v
-

principles and concepts throughout the mainstream of education, it is
important that the administrative unit at the state level be in a positiqnc

to know what is happening in all facets and levels J&,educafion.

State Career Education Agencx

Both of thesg charactert5;1cs Suggest an administrative unit within
the state dgpﬂrtmghts of edudgtfon above the d1v1510na] Jevel (third
echelon}. This would take advant;ge of the organlzatlona1 principle
that meaningful change usually moves from the top down: Thus, to L
effect the necegsary‘changes required to implement careeir education on a
a statewide basﬁ§,-the administrative unit must be in a position of
authority that will permit it to interact in a catalytic way among
present divisions. —Relegating state administration é? career education
to a unit without such administrative power will result in a continuance
1of more of the same. Although the relocation of the state machinery
for dealing with career education will cause anxiety among state
department of education §taff, in light of the broad based nature of
career éduéation and the need for administrative lgverage, this paper

recommends the establishement of an administrative unit at the

assistant commissioner level.

19
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ﬂ_étatewide Director of Career Education

e Along with the need to estabfish the administrativé unit described

" above s the further need for a person to coordinaté the-operation of
the unit. The statewide coordinator of career education will be

" responsible for shaping and proposing policy relating to the plaﬁning,'
evaluation, and implementation of career education on a statewiJe
basis. In this capacity, the coordinator should work closely.w%th
representatives of education and industry throughout the state to
facilitate thé development of the most effective career education

programs .

The Value of P]anning and Evaluation

Although state planning and evaluation requirements have beéen

5

- written into much federal legislation in recent years, they are

i

viewed with considerable skepticism in Washington gnd apprehenéfon
in many state capitals. The alternative, however, is no planning,
e which seems even less attractive. )

Plannlng and eva]uatlon requirerents are based on the aSSUmptan
that articulating goa]s and objectives and identifying alternative
paths will enhance the chances of achieving the desired results. The
jdentification of a causal relationship between plans and outcomes,
however, is a difficult, if not impossible, task. Thus io some degré@j
the cynicism that surrounds state planning and evaluation activities is
justified. Changes in the political climate, shifts in state and
national priorities, and fluctuations in the economy represent variables

over which states have little control. The unpredictable §ide effects

caused by these and other variables often contribute to the "failure"

-
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i
of even the most carefully drawn plans. As a result, planning and

evaluation are often cast in a perjorative context.

Y et

Yet such "failurés" do not mean th&t“zﬁé process itself is worth-

~y e .
less. Frequently the activities in the planning and evaluation process
are equally and sometimes more import%nt than the outcomes of the v

planning document itself. Elements of the planning process (such as*

identifying goals and objectives, identifying resources, establishing

.. 1inkages between other sectors, and so on) apd the unintended side

effects (such as the identification of previously uhtapped resources
and the opening of new channels of communication) may be as valuable
as the actual planning document. In short;-the means may prove more

valuable than the end product.*

-
3

With the above in mind, this paper recommenia,that state planning

and evaluation activities be required in any Fedéral career education

legié]atidn. Some of the difficulties usually associated with the
planning process as well as the lack of precision and newness of

career education suggest that the Office of Education should consider
1

providing states with technical assistance in preparing state plans.
A continued Federal role through monitoring and auditing state plans

may also be useful to assure that states are pursuing career education

&

objectives.

Yo

P R
[

*Two recent examples, in Georgia and Texas, involved activities generated
by the planning process that were valuable in their own right althbugh
meaningful measurement of their impact is almost impossible. In Georgia,
ane recent statewide assessment study asked teaghers to identify the key
goals and objectives Tn career development proghams. In Texas, a state-
wide study involved a broad spectrum.of individuals, both inside and out-
side of education, in determining state goals and objectives in career
educatfon. Both these planning activities involved the participation of
a wide spectrum of peoplesr Thus, the planning process served to stimulate
interest gnd informed discussion, provided a variety of viewpoints, and
incretisedimupport for career edu?ation programs. )

Vd !
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Characteristics of Pianning and Evaluation Activities

The" successful tmplementationﬁof\a state plan for career education
) requires the provisidn: of a continual flow of information for decision
making purposes, commonly known as evaluation. Plann{ng and evaluation
activities sﬁou]d proceed on a coequal basis. The goals, objectives
and alternative paf%s for their achievement are established through
planning, while evaluation identifies the d;gree that anticipated
objectives have been achieved. Divorcing the two would dilute the
effectiveness of each.

Evaluation provides information to help conduct periodical review
and modification of state plans. State plans should not be cut in
stone; they should be flexible enough to be changed to meet new trends
and priorities. Similarly, planning should be conducted on a ¢yclical
basis, not as a one-shot project. In light of the "gearing up" approach
recomnended previously, initial state planning efforts should be grepared‘

for an extended period {i.e. three years) with annual reviews by the

federal government. In the future, when career education is more firmly

established as a nationwide priority, annual state plans may be desirable.

State plans must not be developed in a wvacuum. The identjfication
and active participation of groups not traditiona]]y associated:with
education should be encouraged. This wouléﬁggpand the bases of career
gducation and increase statewide support $tate plans should contain, i
but not be 1imited to the following:

* Assessment of existing carser education programs and facilities

and projection of needs
Establishment of a comprehensive data baSeTfor policymaking,

policy analysis, and evaluation purposes

- 22
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Identification and description of linkages be;ween education and
work within the state and local area
Development of strategy to infuse,implementation of the career
education into elementary, secoadary. and postsecondary education
Identification of target populations to be served including
alternative program design for special segments of the population
such as the educationally disadvantaged and physically ahd mentally
handicapped
Developmeqt of procedures to insure continuous planning and
- evaluation
ﬁlthough the broad goals and objectives should be articulated By
the federal government, states should have a wide degree of latitude in
pursuing them. State'planning documents should include guidelines,
procedures, and criteria to be used in deciding which projects or progrq@s

to fund. The'distribution of funds on a categorical-formula basis coupled

with the development of specific procedures for distribution and allocation

of funds at the state Jevel will increase the likelihood that career

dlucation objectives will be pursued and that the funds. will not be

shunted into other areas.

Determining Eligibility to Receive Funds

Attention must be given to issues of eligibiflity and distribution
of funds since decisions relating to these issues will play a significant
fsle in determining the shape and nature of career education in each
state.

“
\Institutions and agencies outsiqe the educational mainstream (such

as private industry. trade unions., philanthropic organizations, and

23




¥

. ° . =21-

service clubs) should be encouraged to participate in and provide resources
for'career education programs. To further thts objective, eligibility
requirements should be flexible enough to stimulate their participation.

Two “strategies might be used to pursue this goal: first, allocate to

.specified agencies a set proportion of funds. For example, 10 percent

of a state’s allotment may be resggved for trade unions. A second _
approach would encourage states to include in their plpnning activities
ways of identifying the reseurces other groups can provide.and seeking
their participation in meeting state objectives.

Thjs paper recommends the adoption of the second strategy, which
maximizgs the matching of resources with(qeeds and i§ consistent with
federal goals in allowing states flexibility in pursuing their own
priorities. The first.approach, on the other hand, would divide the -
funds available and handicap state administrators. The identification
of paFticular groupglmay also result in the failure to identify all
potential contributors. ' -

R

Leadership at the Local Level

‘ Just as there is a need for a well-placed coordinator of career
edudﬁffaﬁ at the state level, so there is an equallyﬁimportant need for
leaderﬁﬁib at ihe local level. Although most local administrative
structures-have persons responsible for subject matter areas such as
English, history, and mathematics, the placement of a coordinator at
that level in the hierarchy migﬁt Jjeopartize the implemEntatioanf a
cgmprehensiVe program. Since career education involves both the worlds
of work and education, the ideal location for a local coordinator of

career education would be in a position to influence the key educational

24
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people ‘at the“]qcal level. In light of the‘ﬁerSUasive role qf the local
_coordinator and the potential impact this role has on‘iﬁfluencing qng
total educational system, a local coordinator should be ‘appointed at a
high administrative Tevel.
The locai CObrdinater of caree; education will be responsible for
ultimately implementing:a c0mprepehsive career education program for
'k1ndergarten through adu]t The coordinator will participate(kn'the
shaping“of“loca} educat1qpa1 p011cy for career education, provide in-
service trai 1ng for 1nd1v1duals, and c00rd1nate 2€ﬁ)1ntegrat10n of
career educgtion concepts acros¢ and between grade leveds and among .
subject matter areas. Responsibilities should.also include keeping ‘n—-’“l
the state coordinator informediapout‘local activities, providing the™y ' Yy
state with the necessary fiscal aﬁﬂ studeng data'reQuired for state and’

)
federal-level #eporting,*and securing funds for local career education

‘
activities. Since many djstriéts will be moving in the direction of
career educatiOn.for,the first time, a local coordinator may require
extensive %nrsefvice training at the intended level of effitigncx and
effort. -

SUMMARY

Begihning with the premise that program implefentation is }Qrgély
? political proc:;s with ;“Bstantlal imp]icatioﬁa for the#?ina] shape 4;
of a progrip or policy, this paper. identified key administrative issues
that neéd to be addressed before new career education legis]qtion.tg
proposed. Organizational issues, legtslative requi?ements and resti-ictions,
planning of CﬂaLuation-activifiés and funding arrandéments were discussed

in’some detail, and policy recommendations were advanced. Rather than
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advocating a SpeC1f1c position, however, the preceed1ng d1§2§h§ions and

recommendat1ons was intended to.p&fht up key i§!hes at ‘the federai,
state and local level and provide some background for discussion

+

'between péft1c1pants 1n the pol1iymak1ng process.
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3 ’ APPENDIX I . i
- : o 7 g’ .
This chart, taken from the recent GAO repart (L&), illustrates how complex programs of federal .

Y I, - '
aid can become. . .'
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