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AUTHOR'S ABSTRACT

Primary objectives of this national study were to quantify resource
utilization patterns of vocational education programs effectively serving
special needs populations and to develop a methodology for estimating

resources required to successfully serve these populations.
Emphasis was placed on the disadvantaged, as defined in P.L. 90-576.

Surveyed programs were selected from nominations by State consultants
with responsibility for special needs programs, State Advisory Councils,
and other selected sources. Ninety-eight program administrators (62% of
the sample) completed a survey questionnaire designed to accept all measurable
program resources. Seventy—eight program elements were classified into
eight program components. Regource use patterns are documented in tabular

form to facilitate program planning, budgeting, and review at all levels.

A seven-step proéedure, utilizing data provided by participating pro-
gram administrators was developed. Estimates of need are provided at national

and state levels and for four types of program environments.

Findings suggested that: (1) while difficult, successful vocational
education for the disadvantaged is being demonstrated; (2) significant
numbers of eligible students are not served; (3) the 15% "set-aside" funds

are inadequate--12-20 times more could be expended effectively.

-~

The three-volume report includes an annotated bibliography with over

100 entries, and a compendium ‘of descriptions of 55 programs.
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I. INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF NEED

The research project, '"Assessment of Need in Programs of Vocational
Education for the Disadvantaged and Handicapped," was designed to provide
practical recommendations which could impact directly on patterns of
resource utilization and quantification of additional resource needs in

programs of vocational education for disadvantaged and handicapped students.

The research study, as part of the Vocational Education FY74 Research -

Program, is responsive to the Office of Education's research priority

area of Disadvaﬂtaged, Handicapped, and Minority:

Information is needed to improve vocational education and
vocational education opportunities for disadvantaged, handi-
capped, and minority populations. Applied studies will be

. supported to produce information that is designed for use by
decision makers ¢% the federal, State, and local levels. These

studies should produce information which will: (1) improve the
utilization of existing vocational education resources for target
populations, (2) improve the image of vocational education for
target populations, and (3) provide a basis for improving access
to the field or fields of employment for which individuals in

a target group or groups have been trained. lj

Emphasis has been pléced on providing information designed for use
by decision makers at federal, State, and iocal levels to improve the
utilization of existing vocaticnal education resources for the target
population of vocational educatién disadvantaged students at the secondary
level. The decision'fo place emphasis on this special needs population was
made early in the project period in consultation with the OE Project Officer
and the Project Advisory Committee. Concurrent studies emphasize the
handicapped student population, and the expressed need for increased
priority on research efforts in the area of disadvantaged were the primary

considerations in choosing this direction for the project.

Vocational education disadvantaged and handicapped students are

unusual target populations because they are limited only by the criterion

1/

DHEW, Office of Education. Research Projects in Vocational Education,
Federal Register, 38, 233, Part IIX, p. 33566.

12
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of not succeeding in a regular vocational education course. This failure
to succeed qualifies a student for special assistance. The uniquenéss of
the requirement of the statute, to provide opportunities for students who
are not succeeding in regular vocational education, has provén difficult
to éommunicate and administer for v :ators at all levels. For
example, the October 1972 report - omp .er General of the U.S.
discussed at length the need for admuuaistrative improvements aimed at
cdrrecting the situation.gj The report was reproducéd in the two volume
November 1973 compilation prepared by the House of Representétives General
Subcommittee on Education with related commentary from 8tates and State
advisory councils. Included in the report waé a detailed explanation of
thé hbr&s‘diéadvaﬁtaéed ahd hahdiéébped in fhé roationai eduéatibﬁ o
context. These words are legally and administratively distinct from all
other Office of Education and/or other governmental programs using such
descriptors.‘ Yet, the use of identical terms in describing different
programs has facilitated confusion and misunderstanding of Congressional
intent by local and State practitioners. For example, the Government

Accounting Office report, Training America's Labor Force: Potential,’

Progress and Problems of Vocational Education, contained the following

conclusions:

'

Some state and local education officials did not fully understand
the intended use for funds for disadvantaged persons and therefore
used the funds for regular vocational education programs.

As a result of discussions with GAO HEW issued clarifying guide-
lines and planned to hold regional conferences to provide further
clarifications.

These actions should provide the needed clarification but
to be effective the guidelines will have to be enforced through
increased HEW and state program monitoring.é/

The GAO Report included a concentrated analysis on vocational educati

for disadvantaged and handicapped students pointing out the problems of

2/

= Training America's Labor Force: Potential, Progress and Problems of
Vocational Education, Report to the Congress by the Comptroller General of
the United States, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Accounting Office,
October 18, 1972, p. 2. '

3/ 13

ibid., p. 2.

SYSTEM . SClENCES, |INec.



program effectiveness, accountability, reporting requirements, and
unserved students. The report included the following recommendation

with which the Secretaronf HEW concurred:

Instruct HEW regional offices to monitor more closely the

use of funds for educationally disadvantaged persons to insure
that these funds are being used as intended bv the Act in
compliance with HEW guidelines.

Require the states to describe procedures they intend to
employ so that funds for the disadvantaged are used properly.—

The end ﬁroducts of the '"Assessment of Need in Programs of Vocational
Education for the Disadvantaged and Handicapped" are intended to assist -
the Department of Health, Education and Welfare in responding to such comr

and to impact directly on program planning needs by addressing:

1. Identification/documentation of the more effective vocational
education disadvantaged programs and operations in the U.S. -
at the secondary level;

2. Quantification of resource requirements of the more effective
programs, thereby assisting the regional and State offices of
education to recognize and justify effective expenditure of fund

and

3. Provision of some basis for estimating the total resource
requirements necessary for the achievement of the purposes
of P.L. 90-576 on behalf of the vocational education
disadvantaged population.

RESEARCH GOALS '
System Sciences, Inc. translated these three needs into three broad
based research aims for the project. These three aims were stated as

follows:

1, Analyze the more effective programs helping the designated
target population to succeed in vocational education;

2. Estimate needs for current programs to achieve demonstrated
effectiveness levels (eliminate dropouts and expected failures,
enroll those wishing to be served);

3. Analyze findings in terms of selected administrative .and
o : budgetary implications for vocational education programs that
deal with the selected target population. More specifically,

2 1bid., p. 3. 14
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to make the initial deveiopments of a methodology that would
enable vocational educators to evaluate the magnitude of
the task of adequately serving vocational education

disadvantaged students.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

In undertaking to meet these thiee broad goals, System Sciences, Inc.

developed a series of speci task objectives which functioned as the
necessary combination o ..., achieving the aforementioned broad
goals. Specifically, th  ~ 'h was designed to accomplish the

following objectives:

1. Quantify the professional, paraprofessional, and other
personnel, equipment, supplies, and other resources employed
or consumed in vocational education disadvantaged programs
which have been selected as successful, effective programs.

2. Analyze the programs selected in consultation and coordination
with appropriate vocational education administrative personnel
‘stressing classroom educator evaluations to derive patterns of
resource use characteristic of success.

3. Develop procedures for applying effective resource use patterns
to estimate requirements of personnel, equipment, supplies, and
other elements for the successful vocational education of
disadvantaged students.

4, Evaluate the understanding and implementation of the statute and
its supporting Office of Education rules and regulations as
encountered in the course of this research project.

5. Identify problems which may be encountered in extending the
more succesiful resource use patterns on behalf of all
vocational education disadvantaged students and suggest means
for eliminating or resolving problems and difficulties
identified.

6. Summarize findings for making assistance to the disadvantaged
in vocational education programs more effective,. including
a discussion of the adequacy of the 15% set-aside funds.

MAJOR PRODUCTS

Three major products constitute the outcome of Contract Number
OEC-0~74-1754, "Assessment of Need in Programs of Vocational Education
for the Disadvantaged and Handicapped." These three products comprise

the three volume final report.
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Final Report

Volume I, The Final Technical Report, is an overview of the entire

project as well as an in-depth report on the achievement of project goals

and the completion of project tasks. More specifically, Volume I is a
narrative that explains those procedures, activities, conclusions, and
recomendations generated by System Sciences, Inc. pursuant to the completion
of the contract. Among the procedures and activities included in this report
are seminars, Btate vocational education plans reviey, the nomination process
of outstanding programs instrument development, survey field tests, survey
methodolog™ ot fon, analysis of data collected during the needs
assessment, aud conclusions and recommendations. Additionally and '
importantly, there is included in Volume I a discussion of the development

of a methodology to generate estimates of need on a national level. This
discussion includés comments on existing techniques, elements integral to

a functional model, data requirements, and the promise and problems of such
én effort. Volume I also includes a series of Appendiceé which constitute

important by-prcducts of the research effort.

Descriptions of Programs

Volume II of the final report is a Compendium of Descriptions of

Effective Programs for Vocatiomal Education Disadvantaged Students,

developed from information received in the national survey of programs.
Fifty-five entries are included in the compendium, drawn from the total

of 158 programs surveyed during the research project. This document is
designed to serve as a planning/implementation reference on alternative
models of resource utilization for meeting the needs of vocational education
 disadvantaged students. Since each of the 158 programs included in the
needs assessment survey was nominated on the basis of being a highly
effective program, the following criteria were used to select the compend fum

entries:

1. Regional/ State representation-~this specification insured a
geographic mix of different areas of the country. All ten
HEW regions and 39 of the 50 states are represented.

2. Model representation by program type and program environment--
this specification insured.a mix of programs in terms of the
four program types and the four environmental categories
developed by System Sciences, Inc. to classify programs. Type of
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envi-onment is a population based classification utilizing
the areas defined in August 1973 by the Office of Management
and Budget as Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA).
The four specific classifications are: (a) SMSA Central
City, (b) SMSA Non-Central City, (c) Non-SMSA Urban, greater
than 10,000 population, and (d) Rural, less than or equal to
10,000 population. Program type is a second classification
system which focuses on the services, techniques and
procedures employed to meet the needs of the vocational
education disadvantaged students. The specific classifications
are: (a) regular program with support services, (b) modified
regular program with support services, (c) special program,
and (d) work experience programs. For additional information
about the classification systems and the programs involved,
refer to Chapter 11I and/or to Appendix C.

3. Utilization of a strategy,technique or procedure that may prove
useful in another setting -~this specification insured that
innovative and/or particularly noteworthy ideas that greatly
enhanced the success of a local program included in the
compendium would receive attention such that it might be
modified/utilized in another setting

4, Adequacy of information #n terms of completeness of questionnaires
and additional information --program administrators were asked
to complete the administrator questionnaire and to provide
additional program information. A total of 120 programs, or
76% of the sample responded to the survey initiative by
supplying either or both of the above kinds of information.
This does not insure that all entria2s contain the same
information; however, no compendium was written for which the
available information was considered insufficient to provide an
accurate portrayal of the program.

Each compendium entry is written to conform to a general format
consisting of seven parts: (a) identification information, (b) program
information, (c) instructional program, (d) special features, (e) results
of evaluation efforts, (f) funding mechanisms, and (g) who to contact for

more information.

Identification Information

The heading for each compendium entry includes the program name, the
address, and a contact person that local and/or State officials may
communicate with in order to seéure additional information about the program

at the local level.




Program Information

The program information portion of each entry contains general
descriptive information about each particular programmatic effort to meet
the needs of vocational education disadvantaged students. This information
includes the ﬁype of program, the population served by number and category
of student, the type of facility where the program is located and operated,
the geographic area that is served by the program and a typical schedule

of program operation.

Instructional Program

* The instructional program portion of the program description includes
a statement of the oyerall program aims, the specific goals or objectives
around which the effort is built, the vocational skill areas taught, and

any special curricular training features which have been developed.

Special Features

Special features includes an array of information ranging from
recruitment pfocedures to community involvement to special in-service
education activities held for instructors of a given program. Additionally,
placement and follow-up procedures, linkages with other agencies, and
arrangements with local labor unions are discussed. The special features
section may suggest effective, low cost arrangements and innovatiaons with

high transportability.

Results of Evaluation Efforts

When such information was available, the results of evaluation efforts
conducted by the local education agéncy or by the State agency are included.
Of particular interest is the variety of measured outcomes evaluated
and the degree of effectiveness experienced by the programs. Within the
compendium entries these ranged from development of self concept to

adequacy of skill training.

Funding Mechanisms
Information about funding varied considerably among programs, both
in terms of amount of resources and patterns of resource utilization.

Where available, the compendium entries contain information about the
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vocational education disadvantaged student, the average cost per regular
vocational education student, and the comparative difference in cost between
the two populations. Additionally, there is an indication of spending

by priority area. The priority areas, referred to as program components,
represent eight major areas of program expenditures developed by the project
staff to quantify and classify the data gathered during the national survey.
The eight specific areas of funding include the following:

Program Support Services,

Instructional Materials, Supplies, and Related Needs,

Instructional Personnel,
Instgpétional Related Needs,
Staff Development,

Communicy Public Relations,

Administration and Supervision, and

0 N OWm W

Facilities.

During the course of the national survey, local program administrators
were asked to indicate either the amount spent or percentage of costs for
the past two years for each of these components as well as specific elements
within each component. Additionally, administrators were asked to indicate
which of the components (and elements) they judged most essential to a
continuing, successful program. Information regarding linkages with other

agencies relative to funding is also included.

Who to Contact for More Information

The last paragraph of each compendium entfy includes the name and
address of both the local and State contact person with responsibility for
the program. The reader is encouraged to contact these persons relative

to accessing additional information for program planming and development.

Biblimpraphy

%olume III, Bibliography, was compiled to provide vocational educators

witir a convenient, comprehensive survey of pertiment literature relative to

vorational education programs which meet the needs of vocational education

disafiwantaged students. 1 9
8
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The bibliographic entries have been grouped into five major sections
as follows: (1) demonstration projects, (2) research studies, (3) curri-
culuu development materials, (4) in~service training information, and
{5) program planning and development information. Within each of these
Sections the annotations are subdivided into three categories:

(a) journal articles, (b) information retrieval system publications, and

(c) monographs and government publications.

The form.. of the annotation has been designed to provide the
vocational education practitioner with quick access to relevant information.
The format includes: (1) description of the article, (2) suggested use,
and (3) reference for obtaining the report. The description of the article
offers a brief discussion of the purpose and major focus of the article
and information contained therein. Each annotation contains suggestions
for use of the information by vocational students, teachers and administrators;
specifically, there is identified the most probable user and how it
may be of value. Lasﬁly, each annotation provides sufficient information

for the reader to obtain a copy.

This bibliography was developed by accessing the Educational Research
Information Center, the Current Index to Journals in Education, Abstracts
of Imnstructional and Reseafch Materials in Vocational and Technical
Education, U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare documents,
Department of Labor documents, materials from various State Departments of
Education, and independent {ibrary holdings. Of the hundreds of possible
entries surveyed, the entries cited were selected to include those believed

most relevant to vocational education disadvantaged practitioners.

20
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11. LITERATURE REVIEW, ISSUE ORIENTED SEMINARS, AND STATE PLANS ANALYSIS

A series of initiatory activities were outlined through which
the goals andvobjectives of the project were achieved. These tasks
included consultation with the USOE Project Officer; srature
update and review; seminara® State plang analysis; Stat¢ | au8 sepucy,,
development of analysis methodology; survey plan development; con-—-
ducting the national survey; analysis and evaluation of the results;
and, project documentation. The first several of these tasks were
preliminary to the development of the survey plan, conducting the
survey, analyzing the results, and devising a methodology useful for

estimating needs at the national level.

. Three tasks in particular, the literature update and review, the
seminars, and the State plans analysis and report were useful for providing
_preliminary information necessary for devising the fundamental conceptual

framework.

REVIEW AND UPDATR OF THE EXISTING LITERATURE

The review and update of existing literature involved an extensive
review of published literature, retrieval system information, monographs,
and government publications for the purposes of extracting information
applicable to developing needs assessment methodologies. Also, information
considered potentially useful to vocational education practitioners at
State and local levels to assist them in more effectively meeting the

needs of the vocational education disadvantaged was reviewed.

One outcome of pérforming this task is a current, annotated biblio-
gfaphy of information, prepared as Volume III of this final report and
intended as a separate, easily disseminated reference for vocational
education practitioners. System Sciences. Inc. has developed this
information update as a mindful strategy to assist practitioners in
keeping abreast of new or purportedly new information as it becomes
available. Further, not only is the format désigned?xo assist practitioners

in overcoming the information glut, but also it is designed to mitigate
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the time press of derision-making, the exige ‘'es of planning, and the

energy absorbed ., responsibilities.

The 121 entries in the anuvtated b?hi”:graphy were selected from
among approximately a thousand possible ies on the basis of potential
usefulness for local needs assessment o: - aptation of innovative ideas
by local and/or State vocational education administrators. The selections
also reflect the literature that was useful for developing the needs
assessment methodology and analysis instruments. For example, the reports
on "Operation Bridge" suggested innovative support services such as total
family counseling and tutorial assistance. 2 Several government documents

such as Abstracts of Exemplary Projects in Vocational Education listed a

number of programs which utilize innovative practices znd which were con-
sidered for inclusion in the survey. s/ Other entries such as Lawrence

. Weisman's "Program Implications of Characterisitics of Disadvantaged Students"
describe novel patterns of resource utilization which hold potential for

adaptibilityALo a new situation or environmént.-z/

The emphasis which provided continuity to the selection process is
the potential to impact on services delivered to vocational education
disadvantaged students. The reader will find the Bibliography contained

in Volume III of this final report.

CONDUCT SEMINARS

During the course of the resear;h project, System Sciences, Inc. =
conducted two seminars of one and two days dﬁration which facilitated the
accomplishment of the ‘project goals. The complete records of agenda,
pfesentatiéns, and notes for these conferences are presented in Appendix A

oﬁu;hg_Technical Report, Volume I.

3/ Heary Deptro. Operation Bridge: An Innovative Comprehensive

Vocational Education Program for Disadvantaged Youth. First Interim
Report, ED#062549 VT015254 of the ERIC Retrieval System, February 25, 1972.

8/ U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Abstracts of
Exemplary Projects in Vocational Education. ‘Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, June 1973.

1/ Lawrence A. Weisman, "Program Implications of Characteristics of
Disadvantaged Students." Illinois Career Education Journal. Vol. 32,
No. 2, (Winter 1971), pp. 6-9. 22
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Each seminar was designed to provide a forum for a limited number of
experts in the field to be brought together to discuss specific issues.
The participants were chosen through consultations with the Project
Officer, project consultants and project staff. Each participaﬁt was
provided with issues or questions to address and was asked to prepare a
several page abstract of their presentation. These agendas and abstracts

are also included in Appendix A.

Participants in the first seminar, held in Washington during September
1974, focused on the questions of: ‘

° rules of thumb and justification for estimating disadvantaged
needs in rural and urban env1ronments,

defining program elements to be included in a successful vocational
education program for the disadvantaged;

effective administrative arraﬁgements for implementing "successful"
vocational education programs for the disadvantaged.

The day-long session featured presentations by Dr. Walter M. Arnold,
President of Arnold Associates, who chaired the seminar; Dr. Bryan V.
Fluck, Director of the Admiral Peary Area Vocational-Technical School in
Ebensburg, Pennsylvania; Mr. James W. Smith, Coordinator of the Special
Programs Unit for the Division of Vocational and Technical Educ;tion,
Illinois; and, Mr. James Little, Vocational Director for the East St. Louis,
Illinois School System. |

®

During the course of the day-long seminar, a series of recommendations
keyed to the designated issues for discussion were generated. Among the
generated recommendations, the following several were judged to be the most

important: 2
}

1. regional labor market surveys should be conducted in order to
match manpower supply and job demand with vocational training
opportunities;

2. local markets must be convinced of the worth and adequacy of the
training, including confidence in the ability to gear up for
training for prospective industries;

3.~ - relative success of graduates can be judged through follow-up
guidance services;

23
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4, vocational education should investigate the feasibility of
becoming the coordinating agency of various social service
programs in the area;

5. vocational education programs have a responsibility to access
all possible community resources and to involve all possible
community citizens and groups;

6. socialization of students is a prime responsibility of any
successful vocational education program;

7. plans, at all levels-~local, State, and national--should be
written such that they comply with the law, and that they include
an cperational component;

8. LEA's should sponsor third party evaluations of vocational
education disadvantaged programs in order to gain more accurate
knowledge of relative success, effectiveness, and needed improvements;

9. vocational education disadvantaged .programs might benefit from
increased emphasis on development of individualized instructional
curriculum materials; and

10. in-service education is a prerequisite for successful vocational
education disadvantaged programs.

Presenters at the second seminar, held -in Phoenix, Arizona, in
conjunction with the NACVE/SACVE Joint Day of Planning, 13 November - 15
November, 1974 were asked tc address the following issues:

° ‘legislative implications of estimates of need in vocational
education for the disadvantaged and handicapped;

insuring accountability of vocational education programs to
disadvantaged and handicapped population: (a) role of
State Advisory Councils, and (b) role of State education
agency officials with responsibility for the disadvantaged
and handicapped; and,

alternative approaches for meeting the needs of disadvantaged
and handicapped in vocational education.

Each of these topics was addressed during a session attended by seminar
participants, SSI staff and delegates to the NACVE/SACVE Conference. For
example, the session dealing with "legislative implications of estimates
of need in vocational education for the disadvantaged and handicapped,"
held the evening of November 13 was attended by 23 NACVE/SACVE delegates
as well as the presenters and the SSI staff. The result was a good exchange

of information which resulted in the generation of several recommendations.
13
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Among the more important ones were:

1. maintaining prescribed minimums which must be spent on the
disadvantaged and handicapped;

2. increase the overall dollar expenditures;

3. develop a system that does permit somewhat more flexible use
of designated, categorical funds;

4. assistance in developing identification systems for better
serving students;

5. improved dissemination of important and immediately useful
information;

6. increased smphasis on in-service training of teachers in order
that they may more adequately deal with vocational education
disadvantaged students;

7. emphasis on local needs assessment;

8. reorganize funding mechanisms to channel more money directly
to the point of impact; and

9. mandated, extensive coordinated planning to better meet the
needs of vocational education disadvantaged and handicapped
students.

Presenters for the November 13 evening session included: Dr. Melvin
Barlow, Director, Division of Vocational Education, University of California
at Los Angeles; Mr. Lee Cornelsen, Planning Officer, Bureau of Occupational
and Adult Education, Office of Education; Mr. Reginald Petty, Deputy
Director, National Advisory Council on Vocational Education; and Dr. Joseph
Clary, Executive Director, North Carolina State Advisory Council on

Vocational Education, who chaired the meeting.

November 15 was a day-long session, again combining presenters, SSI
staff and NACVE/SACVE delegates to discuss the remaining two aforementioned
issues. The following points are among the most critical ideas.that were

generated during this discussion:

1. increased in-service education;is an absolute necessity;

2. SACVE must expand its efforts to insist on accountability and
' insure that vocational education programs for disadvantaged
and handicapped students are more than bookkeeping exercises;

3. effective State Department of Education and SACVE cooperation
and coordination must be achieved; .

25
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4, information about viable program models must be disseminated
more efficiently in order to assist local program directors
to do a more effective job.

Presenters for the November 15 meeting included: Dr. Joe Clary,
who made a presentation in addition to serving as chairman; Mr. Robert
Kennon, Supervisor, Disadvantaged and Handicapped Programs Unit, Vocational-
Technical Education Service, State of Michigan Department of Education;
Mr. Clifford Jump, Michigan State Advisory Council on Vocational Education;.
Mr, Stewart Miller, Supervisor, Special Needs Programs, Division of
Vocational Education, Arizona; Mr. Larry Noble, Coordinator of Rehabilitation
Services, Colorado Indian Tribes; and Mr. Jack Riddle, Director, Maricopa

County Skills Center, Phoenix, Arizona.

STATE PLANS ANALYSIS

The purpose of ;he review and analysis of State Plans for Vocational
Education was to identify trends and changes in approach to serving the
disadvantaged and handicapped as well as planned and on-going programs to
serve the d¢isadvantaged. This analysis focused on three major aspects of
the State plans: (1) definitions of disadvantaged and handicapped students
used by the States, (2) means used by the States to determine the populaticn
in need, and (3) identification of emerging trends and strategies used by
the States in programs for these two target populations. A total of

fifty-two (52) plans were reviewed.

Ll

In reviewing the various State plans ip terms of the definitions used
to identify disadvantaged and handicapped students, an attempt was made

to determine the following:

1. utilization of the standard statutory definitions;

2. utilization of non~standard categories in defining disadvantaged
and handicapped;

3. effect elements included in State plan definitions; and

4. the extent to which States included an "inability to succeed"
clause in definitions used.

26
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The term "standard definition" means the definitions provided in
Section 102.3--Definitions, Federal Register, Vol. 35, No. 91, Saturday,
May 9, 1970, page 7335, and reproduced in Figure II-1.

State Plan Definitions: Disadvantaged
Tables II-1 and II-2 provide frequency data on the types of definitions
used to identify the disadvantaged.

0f the 52 State plans reviewed, 40 used the standard definition, either
quoting it verbatim or paraphrasing it. Twelve State plans used non-standard
categories only, and thirty-one State plans used a combination of the
standard definition and non-standard categories. A total of 49 different
non-standard categories were used. Compared with a przvious analysis of
State plans conducted by SSI,§j this figure indicates an increased usage
. of non-standard categories, from 33 to 49, by the State vocational education

agencies.

A problem noted in the earlier SSI study was a confusion on the part
of vocational educators between cause and effect. The #:1lysis of the
FY75 plans indicates that this confusion still exists, &.° ridenced by the
number of "cause' categories found in.the list provided in Table II-1.
It should be noted, however, that "effect" elements were mentioned in some
of the State plan definitions. Table II-2 lists those effect elements that
-~ were—included;-  ‘and-indicates the number of‘States“using“them “““ in“their " 7
definitions. Furtﬁer, 40 of the State plans included the "inability to

" clause in their definitionms.

succee
State Plan Definitions: Handicapped .

Tables II-3 and II-4 provide frequency data on the aspects of
definitions for the handicapped under consideration in the analysis.

0f the 52 State plans reviewed, 38 used the standard defintion, either .
quoting it verbatim or paraphrasing it. Thirteen State plans .used only

8/

—_— System Sciences, Inc., Classification System and Definitions of

——€ategories—of—theDisadvantaged amdthe Handicapped for Reporting on

Vocational Education Programs, USOE, Contract No. OEC-0-70-4889, October
16
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Figure II-1

Definition of the Disadvantaged

(1) '"Disadvantaged persons' means persons who have
academic, socioeconomic, cultural, or other handicaps that prevent
them from succeeding in vocational education or consumer and home~
;making programs designed for persons without such handicaps, and who
for that reason require specially designed educational programs or
related services. The term includes persons whose needs for such
programs or services result from povertj, neglect, delinquency, or
cultural or linguistic isolation from the community at large, but
does not include physically or mentally handicapped persons (as defined
in paragraph (o) of this section) unless“such persons also suffer from

the handicaps described in this paragraph.

Definition of the Handicapped
(o) "Handicapped persons' means mentally retarded, hard of
hearing, deaf, speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously

emotionally dibturbed, crippled, or other health impaired persons who

by reason of their handicapping condition cannot succeed in a vocational
or consumer and homemaking education program designed for persons without
such handicaps, and who for that reason require special educational

assistance or a modified vocational or consumer and homemaking education

program.

Source: Section 102. 3-~Definitions, Federal Register, Vol. 35, No. 91,




TABLE 1I-1
1974~1975
STATE PLAN DEFINITIONS: DISADVANTAGED

Standard Definition Only . 9
. Standard Definition and Non-Staudard Categories 31
Non-Standard Categories Only A2
TOTAL: 52

¥k k kX kk kkkk ok

Non-Standard Categories Used and Frequency

y 25 Economically Illiterate
2 for Grade by 1 or More Years 19 Broken Home
1] Isolation Deprivation 17 Lack of Motivation
stic Isolation 14 History of Failure '
Receiving Social Agency Support 12 Physically Handicapped & Disadvantaged
lal/Actual Dropout 11 Residence in EDA Area
lency 11 At Least 14 Years 01d
it Absences 10 Inability to Adjust to Democratic Society
1levement 10 Communication Problems
\chieverent 10 Poor Family Relations _
10 Adult with < 8th Grade Education

1ding Level

= e e b e e s e e e e b e RO O RO O PO

7 Bilingual
iconomic Assistance for Schooling 7 - Dropout with Good Scores
1y /Frequently Unemployed 6 Disregard for Authority
~ ESEA Criteria 6 Pregnancy
of Minority Group 5 Correctional Institution Inmates
- of Migrant Families 5 Failing 40% of Courses
ed from School Environment 5 Live in Families/Communities with Problems
hic Isolation 5 -Social Withdrawal
1ly Disadvantaged 5 Live in Area of High Crime
and/or Written Communications Problems 4 Institutionalized
Deficiencies 4 < 23%~1le on Standardized Achievement Test
ctually Handicapped 4 ‘Principal Family Wage Earner Unemployed or
from Target Areas 3 Underemployed ‘ 1
e Self-Image 3 Identified by Teachers, Counselors, or
3 Administrators as Needing Special Assistance. 1
1-Neglegt —— oo o mre e g e “"Emotional Problems 1
Poor Fersonal Relationships 1

Desire to Be in Voc-Ed Program, But Under
Qualified




TABLE I1~2

STATE PLAN DEFINITIONS: DISADVANTAGED
(1974~75)

EFFECT ELEMENTS INCLUDED

Language Deficiency
Reading and/or Writing Deficiency
Computational Deficiency

Hostile, Defiant Attitude to Others
Passive, Apathetic Personal Attitudes

Economically Disadvantaged
Geographic Isolation

k k k k k k k k k k k k %k

"Inability to Succeed" Clause Included

Yes 40

No 12

31

19



TABLE II-3
STATE PLAN DEFINITIONS: HANDICAPPED

Standard Definition Only

Standard Definition and Non-Standard Categories
Non~Standard Categories Only

Categories Not Specified

TOTAL:

* % k% k % % *

Non~Standard Categories Used and Frequency

Visually Handicapped

Mentally Retarded

Over 14 Years 01d

Social Development

. Emotionally Disturbed or Maladjusted

Communication Skills

Assessment of Performance

Perceptual Motor Development of Neurologically Impaired
Diagnosis of Physical or Mental Condition which Indicates a

Vocational Education Program Will Help

Need for Remedial Reading

Slow Learner

Unable to Attend School

Physically Handicapped

Custodial

Criteria Established by Division of Special Education
Chronically I11

...Identified According to._Testing Policies of DPE,. DVR, or.ESC

Handicap is a Substantial Obstacle to Employment

Minimally Brain Damaged

Pregnant Students

Motor Handicaps ,

Persons Identified by Special Education, Pupil Personnel,
Mental Health, Vocational Rehabilitation

Non~violent

Able to Understand Simple Directions

Emotionally Stable to Function in a Group

Able to Profit from Instruction

Either eligible for or Enrolled in Special Education Classes

N

18
20
13

52

b
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TABLE II -4

STATE PLAN DEFINITIONS:

HANDICAPPED

EFFECT CATEGORIES INCLUDED

Educable Mentally Retarded
Trainable Mentally Retarded

Learning Disabled
Seriously Emotionally Disturbed
Crippled

Partially Sighted
Blind

Hard of Hearing
Deaf :

Speech Impaired
Other Health Impaired

Multihandicapped

kk k kk ok ok ok ok khkhk ok hk Kk k ok k Kk ok ok %

"Inability to Succeed" Clause Included

Yes

Mo

31

21

29
19

12
44
44

27
28

42
41

40

38

33

21




non~-standard Categories, and twenty State plans used a combination of the
standard definition and non-standard categories. Ona State plan did not
specify any categbries, nor did it apply the standard definition. A
total of 24 non-standard categories were used. Compared with the
previous analysis of State plans conducted by SSI, this figure indicate§
an increased use of non-standard categories, from 10 to 24, by State
vocational education agencies. It should be noted that the categories
"visually handicapped"” and "mentally retarded" are included in the list
in Table II-3. The purpose for doing this was to determine how many
State plans mentioned these general categories as opposed to the more
specific listing of educable and trainable mentally retarded, and
partially sighted and blind. Comparisons can be made between the data
given in Table II-3 with Table II-4. Eighteen State plans used the broad
categories of mentally retarded and visually handicapped. Twenty-nine

- State plans used the specific category, educable mentally retarded, while
19 used the more specific category, trainable mentally retarded. Twenty-
seven State plans used the more specific category, partially sighted; and
twenty~eight State plans used the more specific category of blind. These
more specific categories were outlined in the U.S.0.E. publication;
Guidefines for Idemtifying, Classifying, and Serving the Disadvantaged

and Hendicapped Umzder the Vurational Education Amendments of 1968;2/

Alsssmutlined in this pubifwmation were the effect catggories of "learning
disgEied," and "handicappec.”

The increas=d use of nmm-standard categories for the handicapﬁed
Fmdmares that canfusion about the cause~effect issue still exists.
¥ormover, some of the caszeguries used in the State plans for the handicapped
ingr==== some degree of carmmTusion between the disadvantaged and handicapped
defin~—ions, although tixis is minimal.

9/ Office of Educatiom, Gmidelines for Identiﬁying,‘éiéésifying, and Serving

the TEsadvantaged and Handirapped Under the Vocatiqnal Education Amendments
of I9¥%8. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
WeIfare, National Center for Educational Statistics, DHEW Publication,

No. (OE) 73-11700, 1973.

. N 31
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The data provided in Table II-4 on the type and frequency of effect
categories included is more encouraging, since it tends to indicate that
States are using the Office of Education guidelines and classification
document in identifying and classifying handicapped students in vocational

education programs.

On the other hand, only 31 of the 52 State plans included the
essential element of an "dinability to succeed" clause in their
definition. This is a much lower percentage (60%Z) than found in
State plan definitions far the disadvantaged (80%).

Universz of Need
In ary planning effort in which provision of human services is involved,
an essential first step is determining the population of concern, and

quantifying or estimating as best as one can the number in that population

‘group. On this point, the FY75 State plans were very weak. In planning

the analysis, it was hoped to be able to determine the following:

1. The number of fisadvantaged students at the secondary level
projected to rmceive services in FY75, and “in FY79;

2. The pevcent of disadvantaged students of the total projected
student enrollment in Vocational Education .at the secondary
level in FY75, and in FX79;

3. 'The percent of :disadvantaged students projected to be.served
An secondary wocational education programs of the total
estimated Aumber of disadvantaged students ot secondary schanl

o ageTin FYTS, and inTFY79; T T

4.,  The mumbes =f handicapped students, at the s=condary lewel,
Erojectet w receive services in FY75, and in FY79;

5. Te percen:;of&handicapped students of the total projected
szudent enrol¥ment in Vocational Education at. the setondary
I=vel in FY75,. and in FY79;

6. The percent of handicapped students projected.to be served
in secondary voeational education programs of the total estimated
number of handicapped students of secondary school age in B¥7S,
and in FY79; and,

7. misqggregamﬁd projectad enrollment figures for these two .zarget
populatioms Fnto (a) enrollment in gainful programs; “and ¢b)
emmyllment ir consumer.and homemmking and otfzer program areas.
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Due to a number of limitations of the data available in the State
plans, this proved to be an impossible task. The limitations encountered
included: (a) enroliment figures which could not be disaggregated,

(b) informatiom not provided, (c) lack of compatibility of the data
between States, (d) few sitates estimated their universe of need in terms'
of these two target popul=tions, and only tnree or four broke this
information down by level. and (e) internal inconsistencies within State
plan definitions and datz -which made the data suspect and, therefore,

not reliable,

Illustrated in Figure II-2 are examples of data “rom four States for
the disadvantaged and from three States for the handicapped which the project
had hoped would be obtainable from the State plan documents, on a State
by State basis. These examples are unuseal. few states provided as much detail.

One of the serious deficits is the failure of Stmtes to =stimate their /
populations of concern by level. If rthis were done, vocatiomal education
planners and administrators woelid koww at least the= mercentage of dis-
advantaged and handicapped students o morentially emalify for vocational
education that .are actualfy bmimsz serwved. Instead, im the several instances
where estimates are made, thsy are ‘mot broken down b age groups or grade
levels. They frequently ar= aither=sstimetes for a total State population
or sketﬁ:'chy Figures pulled fr=m a vaz==ty of sources.

" Table II-5, Estimates of Populations in Need, providies a listing of
the means of determination and of the frequency of use fu— estimating the
disadvantaged and handicapped in the State plans. Of sigmificance is the
number of states not specifying any means for determi:zing-/esmtv:imating
disadvantaged (N=20) or wandicapp=d {N=~3h) populatioms .

Emerging Trends and Stratagies

The third major;apectof . the T=ewiew :and analysiss :of the State plans
was the identificatiom of :trends and xhanges in apprmach:being used to
provide vocational edwcation to the dimadvemtaged and hamdicapped.




FIGURE IT-2. EXAMPLES OF PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS AND NEEDS DATA AVAILABLE FROM SELECTED STATE PLANS

DISADVANTAGED

SECONDARY LEVEL

PERCENT OF PERCENT OF PERCENT OF PERCENT OF
ROJECTED TOTAL PROJECTED TOTAL PROJECTED PROJECTED TOTAL PROJECTED TOTAL ESTIMATED
NROLLMENT VOC~ED DISADVANTAGED ENROLLMENT VOC-ED DISADVANTAGED
FY75 ENROLLMENT STUDENT POPULATIO _FY19 ENROLLMENT STUDENT POPULATION
37850 49 35.5 48,440 54 44
26693 3 32 31,089 22.7 36.6
7690 13 12.6 13,900 18.7 22
17793 1.5 21 26,200 N/A 31
HANDICAPPED
SECONDARY LEVEL
PERCENT OF PERCENT OF PERCENT OF PERCENT OF
ROJECTED TOTAL PROJECTED TOTAL PROJECTED PROJECTED TOTAL PROJECTED TOTAL ESTIMATED
NROLLMENT VOC~ED HANDICAPPED ENROLLMENT VOC-ED HANDICAPPED
FY75 ENROLLMENT STUDENT POPULATION FY79 ENROLLMENT STUDENT POPULATION
791 5 49 1762 5 94
4450 5.7 53.6 5600 4 65
336 1.7 456 5.8

4.4




TABLE TI-5
ESTIMATES OF POPULATION IN NEED

DISADVANTAGED: MEANS OF DETERMINATION AND FREQUENCY

Means not specified 20
Number of total population unemployed 12
Poverty, low income 11
Number of school dropouts 11
Number of persons receiving public welfare 7

Data, information, and reports provided by Federal
and State agencies¥*
Economically depressed/high unemployment areas
Ethnicity (minority groups)
Estimates of percentage of students who are disadvantaged (15-15.5%)
Number of unemployed youth, ages 16-19
Migrant population
Geographic region of the state
Number defined as educationally disadvantaged
Population in correctional facilities

=LV

*
These agencies included: U.S. Census Burzau, National Center for Educational

Statistics, State Department of Education, State Manpower Planning Report,
State Department of Labor, State Department of Economic Development, and
State Employment Security Commission

HANDICAPPED: MEANS OF DETERMINATION AND FREQUENCY

Means not specified 36
Data, information, and reports provided by Federal, State,
and private agenciesg*#* 13
Estimates of percentage of students who are Handicapped ‘ 7
—(range-from-3%-t0-102) — o . . S P
Number of population currently institutionalized 1
Number of unemployed youth, ages 16-19 1
Number of school dropouts 1
1

Number of children of women receiving AFDC payments

*%
These agencies included: U.S. Census Bureau, State Employment Security

Commission, State Department of Vocational Rehabilitation, Planning and
Program Section of State Department of Education; State Annual Manpower
Planning Report, State Department of Labor, State Department of Economic
Development, State Programs for Exceptional Children, State University
Research Foundation Report, and a report from a private agency.




The State plans generally provided limited description of the strategies
proposed to reach their stated goals and objectives. Where this type of
information was zwarilable, it was reviewed and coded into one of six
“Teas: adminZzzrarive, curriculum, program areas, service areas, staff

gievelopment, arm .delivery system strategies.

Table II-6 prwovides a frequency count of trends and strategies for
each of these s=x zreas. This data suggests that states are continuing
to move in the dixemction of integrated programs for disadvantaged and
handicapped stugemrs through curriculum modifications, expansion of work
study and co-op =mi other supportive services. However, there still seems
to be a tendency to develop special, segregated programs for the handicapped
as an administrative strategy in serving this group (N=11). Increased
emphasis on jn-serwvice training for teachers of the disadvantaged and

handicapped was also evident from this review of State plans.

Programs= described in the State plans using innovative approaches were
earmarked wmier the area of delivery system strategies, and included in

the project’s file of nominations of successful vocational education programs.

The coutinuing confusion over definition of the vocational education
disadvantzged as evidenced in the review and analysis of the State plané
required that the design of data collection instruments insure common
understanding about the vocational education disadvantaged population

~among respundents. “The-federal definition, including primary effect

categories, was incorporated into the questionnaire to achieve this.

The review and update of the literature, review and analysis of
State plans., and the seminars which addressed specific key issues of the
project promided helpful background information and perspectives for the

development of the conceptual framework and survey plan.

In developing the conceptual framework, an overall model for program
assessment wass meeded which would theoretically incorporate ail of the-

variables whiti: affect success levels in programs. An input-process-output

£0 . -
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TABLE [1~§

EMERGING TRENDS AND STRATEGIES

Adeinistrative

Integration of Disadvantaged and Hsndicapped students fato
regular Voe~Ed programs

Increase nuzber of special programs, especially for the
Handicapped

Develop hancbook for teachors

Develop publipe relations activities

Standardization of existing programs

Utilizatfon of other state agencles

-Staff.liaison with.Voc..Rehab,~and-Spectal-Educacion= - = -

Estabilsh Gffice of State Supervisor for Disadvantaged
and liandicayped

Coordination with private vocational schools

laprove reporting system

Cus -iculyn

Individualized fnstruction in regular prograus

Develop supplerentary curriculum materials

Develop curriculum for alternative courses

Davelop curriculuzm in cluster areas

Competency-based instruction

Special tools and equipment for Handlicapped

Mobile curriculun labs

Expand curricular offerings for Disadvantaged and
Hand{capped students

Media center for- remedial acadenic activitles

English as a second langiage program

Expansion of work study opportunities

Co-0p work programs ‘ .

Expand ‘enrollivent .in consuzer and homemaking programs

Career exploration programs ’

Pre-Vocatfonal Programs for Handfcapped

Work oricntation and . work experience E

Occupational (marketable) skills programs for Handicspped
students

Industrial arts education programs

Special demonstration-pilot programs

Hork adjustment programs :

On~the-Job tralning

Incrense participation of Disadvantaged and Handicapped students
in Voc~Ed.youth organizations

Develop post-sccondary progran for Handicapped students

Increase nuaber of apency-based programs

Develop awlti-group prograzs . E

Increase programs available in economically depressed aress

Develop reservation-bdsed programs i

Expand shelfr.ired workshop programs

Contract insy.uctional services

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

W W W~y D

Ll o
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Service Areas

Increase ancillary and supportive services (i.e., conpensatery

education) 24
Improve vocational guidance and counselling sexvices 15
Diagnostic and prescriptive services 6
Studeat -dentification and evaluation procedures . 4
Develop fmproved occupational informatfon syaten, especially

for dropouts 2
Job coordination services

< Job-phacement e ry g e e ey
Evaluation of readiness for work ’ 1
Student follow-up services 1
Transportation services 1
Staft Duveloprent .
Increase in-service trainfng (emphasis mainly placed on

curriculux development) 1
Teacher pre-service prograns
Increased emphasis on interdisciplinary approach -

Conduct state-wide conferences for Voc~Ed practitioners

Trade workshops with industry

Delivery System Stratepies

Implecent vocational area centers concept

Optlonal scheols program, evening. offering

Coordinated vocational education tralning ) .
Increase programs availasble for Disadvantaged and Handicapped

in comprehicnsive high schools ’ i L .
Expand services to handicapped students other -than the educsble -

pertally retarded and hearing inpatred )
Give priorlkt'y in programs for the handicupped to educadble :

uentally retarded population o 1

ladi B RN

e w2




model (described in more detail in the methodology section of this volume,
Chapter III) was selected as the most appropriate representation of the
dynamics of program operation. Utilizing this model, input variables
(i.e., program elements) were related to output variables (i.e., program
outcomes) via a variety of processes or modes of program operations,

which were classified into four program types. To account for differing.
oroblems in developing and implementing vocational education programs in

Programs
were classified into four types of environmental settings to facilitate

different settings, 'a second classification scheme was developed.

- cost comparisons and comparisons of resource utilization patterns between
differing environments.
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III. METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES

SELECTION OF SURVEY PROGRAMS

Nomination Procedures

survey sample. Phase One, initiated during the second project month,
consisted of request letters to State vocational education officials with
responsibility for vocational education Special Needs programs, and to
Executive Directors of thé State Advisory Councils for Vocational Education
requesting nominations of the two or three "most successful" vocational
education programs for the.disaanntaged wighin each state. A sacond
approach used during Phase One was to access thé list'of programs on file

in the State Programs and Services Branch, Division of Vocational and
Technical Education, Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education, Office of
Education. Selection of programs from this file for inclusion im the survey
‘was done in consultation with the State Programs and Services Branch Program

Specialist for the Disadvantaged.

These approaches generated a list of program nominations which were
screened according to the foilowing criteria: (a) program focus was on the
secondary level, (b) programs were operational for at least their second
year, (c) emphasis was given to programs that train disadvantaged
students for gainful employment or continuing education, (d) emphasis was
directed tc programs that serve disadvantaged students in regular vocational
education classes, modified by curricular changes, and/or with additional
support services or work experience, and (e) consideration waaz given to the
program's ability to attract, retain, train-to-completion, graduate, place,
add follow-up vocational education disadvantaged students. Further, each
list was compared to the other two lists in order to identify cross-

referenced programs.

In the fifth project month, Phase Two of the nomination process was
initiated. Thia approach included a series of lettera, phone ‘conversations,
and access to alternative information sources. Letters réquesting nominations
were mailed €6”the Office of Educatibn'Régiona11Vocat16nal Edﬁcatipa‘Pfogram‘

Officers. Letters of request for nondnationsdalsqvwere sent to each of the

Concerted Services in Training and Education pilot projects dndarway‘in




primarily rural areas in 15 States to gather information on
vocational education programs for vocational education disadvantaged

students in their areas. Follow-up letters and phone calls were directed
to State Directors of Special Needs Programs in order to clarify questions
and secure additional nominations. Lastly, exemplary programs idenﬁified
through the literature review were included in the list. Again the pro-
grams were screened by using the criteria listed above, and a check of
cvoss-referenced nominations was made. Sample correspondence used in the

nomination process is included as Appendix B.

The two-phase nomination process coupled with-the screening procedure
yielded an inventory of one hundred fifty-eight (158) "most successful"
programs which serve populations of vocational education disadvantaged

students. Appendix C is a list of these selected programs and includes

 the program name, address, contact person, source of nomination, environment

type, program type, success criteria checked and type of information received
as well as explanatory information about each of these means of categorization.
Every state except Connecticut, Washington, and New Mexico was represented ‘
by at least one program nomination. Additionally, Puerto Rico and

Washington, D.C., are represented by program nominations. Including

duplicate count cross-referenced programs, the results of the nomination
process were as follows:

. State Advisory Council Nominations, 47 programs (30%);

. State Directors of Special Needs Programs, 102 programs (65%);

State Programs and Services Branch, DVIE, files, 26 programs (16%) ;
. Other, 13 programs (08%).

LS

A total of thirty (30) programs were nominated by more than one source

(i.e., cross-referenced).

Programs Involved in the Study

Figure III-1 indicates the number of programs, by Region and State,
nominated and selected for inclusion in the study through the. aforementioned

process. The program administrator for each of these programs was invited

45
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to participate in the needs assesswent survey. Filgure III-2 indicates
those programs whose administfator regponded affirmatively to the in-
‘--vitationfby~comp1eting the questionnaire:. ~ Ninety-eight programs (62%)
of the sample returned the completed questionnaire, These 98 programs
served 1% of the total vocational education disadvantaged

i 10
secondary enrollment in the United States for fiscal year 1974. -"j

Further,. eighty-nine programs. (567%) of the sample provided supplemental
informatfon about their progmam. While a number of programs provided

both amnestionnaire and supplemental data, some administrators who provided
inforsstion did not £i1ll out—the questionnaire; similarly, some administrators‘
whorfi3led out the questiommaire did not forward additional information.
‘Comiiizming both information mmurces by means of a non—-duplicative count, 120
.proge=mns :0r 76% of the sample responded affirmatively to the survey.
Appendix .C, in addition to listing the programs, also includes a notation

on the type of response provided by the local administrator. ‘

Due to the complexity of developing a methodblogy for an assessment of
need on a national level, the originally anticipated sample was expanded to
158 programs to reflect the broadest possible range of pfogfams. The breakdown
of responding programs by program type and program environment yielded the |

following results:

Program Type

Type ~ Number
I Regular, with support services 35
II Modified, with support services 20

III Special 21
IV Work Experience 22

Program Environment

Lype Numbex
I SMSA, within Central City 41
II SMSA, outside Central City 16
IITI Urban (pop.> 10Q,000) v 20
IV Rural (pop.=< 10,000) 21

10/ '

- U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of Education,
Vocational and Technical Education Selected Statistical Tables: Fiscal Year
1974, Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education; June 1975.-
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Fig. III-3, Fig. III-4, Fig. ILI~5 and Fig, III-6 indicate those
program administrators who xesponded by completing the questionnaire,
grouped by state and by program type, Fig. ILI-7, Fig. III-8, Fig.

III-9 and Fig. III—ibbilidéEféte~qﬁé§£i6hﬁaire returns by tyées of

environments by States represented. Each of these programs met the
aforementioned criteria of focusing on secondary education, being iﬁ at
least the second year of operation, emphasizing the training of disad-
vantaged students for gainful employment or continuing education throug@

training available primarily through regular vocational education classes.

Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework involved the design of a system to accept
data ow all identifiable and measurable program elements such as counseling,
tutoring, individualization of instruction, classroom space, and equipment
for remedial instruction in vocational education programs at the classroom
level which serve disadvantaged vocational education students. Conceptually,
vocational education programs were viewed in the perspective of an Input~
Process- Output model similar to that developed by Stromsdorfer in a report
by the National Planning Assoéiation.li/ A particular emphasis for needs
assessment is the input side of this model with special attention given to
the identification of types of resources, quantification of resources and
patterns of resource utilization that facilitate transmission of vocational

education sﬁills to vocational education disadvantaged students.

The Input-Process~Qutput model, as adapted for use in the Assessment
of Needs Project is illustrated in Fig. III-11, Program Assessment Model,
The examples included under each of the three'procésses are representative
of the type of data that was subsumed under that particular heading. ¥or

example, under ©outcomes, information was collected on measures such as dropout

11/ Policy Issues and Analytical Problems in Evaluating Vecational
Education, National Planning Association, Washingtonm, D.C., October 1972,
Final Report of U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfdre Project

No. 8-0643. Of particular relevance is Part II, Appendix A, "'The Methodology
of Cost-Effectiveness Analysis and a Critique of the Methodology of Major
Studies with Illustrationms," pp. 12-33.
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Klge  Aka=al

*
Progran Assessment Model

INPUTS

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROCESS

QUTCOMES

Program elments:

1. Enrollment
2, Expenditure per
pupil

a. curriculum

b. counseling

c. equipment
3. Personpel

a. type of job
b. experience

Interaction of Program Elements:

1,

£ 0 1

Teacher/Student Relationships
Student/Curriculum Relationships

+ Completions
. Placements

1
2
3. ...,
4

. *e v

*

Note: The examples listed in this Model are only examples
of elements, processes, and criteria,
to the text for a more complete listing,

Please refer
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rate, percentage of program completions and percentage of Vvocatjiomnal
education disadvantaged students who were placed., Such information
indicates the level of success for a given program and is the tangible

aspect of input and process variables.

The literature review, seminar activities, and ‘interaction with
practitioners in the field were particularly useful in developing the
input elements for use in the model. The input framework was based on
the National Center for Educational Statistics' Standard Terminology

12/

for Curriculum and Instruction in Local and State School Systems ~

with modifications registered through collasping and grouping elements

by function, and by the addition of elements as suggested by practitioners.

All elements were grouped into eight components or categories of expenditure.
The categories and respective elements within each are included in Fig. III-12.
Other types of critical input information include information on the popu-
lation served in terms of effect of disadvantagement; sex, race and ethnicity;
personnel with responsibilities for the special needs population; and special

program arrangements or agreements.

The output conceptualization of the Input-Process-Output model is critical
for determining paths of resource utilization. Among the output criteria for

success considered applicable to the Assessment of Needs study were the following:

1. Recruitment - program has demonstrated ability to recruit
Disadvantaged and Handicapped students into the Vocational
Education Program. Indicator: Percent of students enrolled/
percent students eligible.

2. Retention - program is atle i) maintain Disadvantaged and
Handicapped students once they have enrolled, Indicator:
decreased dropout rate for these Disadvantaged and Handicapped
students in Vocational Education compared with Digadvantaged
and Handicapped in non Vocational Education programs, general
or academic.

3. Within program success, i.e., students achieve academically at
a satisfactory level, develop appropriate work related adaptive
social skills and behaviors, develop positive self concept, increase
awareness of various career areas, develop job specific vocational
knowledge and work skills. Indicators: achievement test scores,
personality inventories, teacher ratings, and so on,

12
12/ U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Standard Terminology
for Curriculum and Instruction in Local and State School System, Washington,
D.C.: U.8. Government Printing Office, 1970.
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Fig. III-12

Input Compoaents and Elements

Component Y: Frogpram Support
Scrvices

Guidance & Counseling

Job Placcment Coordinatur
Work~Experivnce Coordinator
Dlagnost. & Evalu.

Admin. & Cleric.
Parents/Family Counseling
Staff travel

Trans. Services for students
Home/School Coordinator
Psychological Testing
Tutoring Services

Student aid

Health Services

Consultant Scrvices

Food Strvices

Readers

Interpreters

Other

Instructional
Personncl

Component IX1:

Reg. Voc. Ed. Inst. Staff
Reg. Inst. Staff

Remed3al Reading Spec.
Remedial Math Spec.
Curriculum Spec,

Teacher Aldes

Media Spec,

Bilingual Spec.

Other .

Component V: Staff Development

Teacher In-Service

Mnministrator In~Service

Needs Asscssment

Atcendance at Professional Meetings
Visitation at Other Programs

Other

Lomponent V1l: Administration

Supervision

Program Planning & Development
Program Administration
Program Evaluation & Research
Staff Supervision

Advisory Committee

Follow-up Surveys

Accessing Community Resources
Comm/Emp. Surveys

Other Community PR

Statistical -Services

gant, and
Tools and equipment

A~V materials -~

Remcdial Materials

Individualized 1lnst. Modules

Mainicnance & Repatir

Routine Classroom Materials

Printed Materials

Electronic Aids

Raw Materials

Task Analysis of Occup.

Field trips

Furniture & Furnishing

Teaching Games/Working Models

Minority Culture Oriented .
Materials .

Contractual Services . .
Bilingual Texts ’ Ce

Other
gébuggggg.IV: Instruccional 5
Related Necds
ID of Students | . °

Release Time for Planning
Release Time for Student Conferences
Teacher Clerical Support
Additional Period of Employment
Sub. Teacher Pay
Petty Cash Fund
Monetary Reward Systcm for
Students

Component VI: Communjty PR

Commun/Indu. Committee
Interagency Coord.
Conm/1nd. Visitation
Comm/1nd. Referral
Labor Union Liafson
Info. Dissem. Office
Advertising Budget
Other

Componcnt‘VJIl: Facilities

Shop/Lab Space

Classroom Spuce *
Facilities Maintenance

Office Space

Learning Lab

Curriculum Lab

Model Environments

Other .

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



4. Program Completions - number of students completing pragram
satisfactorily. 1Indicator:; Percent of completions/number
starting, e.g., if one year program, determine how many
satisfactorily complete program and compare with number who
started or joined program in progress. This should also
include early progress leavers (not dropouts) who do not
complete the program, but leave the program prior to completion
in order to begin work. Consideration should be made as to
whether the students move into occupations related or unrelated
to their training,

5. Placements ~ percent of students completing program who are:

a) placed in an occupation related to their training;

b) placed in an occupation unrelated to their training;

c) continuing their education through post secondary
vocational education programs, or higher education;

d) continuing their training through vocational rehabilitation
Or manpower programs; OT

e) placed in a sheltered employment situation.

Any of the above situations should obtain within three months
following the student's completion of the program.

6. Follow-up =~ this should be done at various time intervals
(e.g., 6 months, 12 months, 24 months) following placement
or enrollment in cortinued training to determine:

a) job or school satisfaction,

b) job or schorl retention,

c) job changing and advantages/disadvantages related thereto,
d) further success in education or training programs, and

e) monetary gain or loss.

The process stage of the Input-Process-Qutput model was not directly

addressed within the research study. Instead, process variables, e.g.,

instruction, were partitioned into instructional elements such as supplies,

Preparation time, classroom space, individualized instruction materials,

etc., to make them operational as program inputs.

DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY

Instrument Design

During the course of the project data were gathered on a series of

different program input and output areas including:

Characterlstics of the student served;
. Characteristics of staff (administration and faculty) working

within the program;

Program elaments by rank, type, and level of resources;
Enrollment and outcome information;

Estimates of unmet needs; and,

Relevant environmmental variables.
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Data sources included program administrators, teachers, other yocational
education officials, census/economic data and relevant reports on programs

and/or the geographic area it serves,

Two instruments were designed for use in data collection activities.
The more extensive Instrument, the Program Administrator Questiomnaire (PAQ),
was malled to each ;f tﬁe 158 selected programs one week after each admini-
strator had received a letter inviting that administrator to participate in
the needs assessment and advising him of the goals of the research project
and the data collection expectations pursuant to participation. Two weeks
after the questionnaire mailing, follow-up phone calls were placed to each '
program administrator to clarify/answer any questions he/she had about the
project or about the data requirements necessary for completion of the Program
Administrator Questiéﬁnaife (PAQ). Additibnally,’the phone call permitted '
the completion of a portion of the questionnaire during the conversation,
thus ensuring an understanding of the questionnaire and serving to motivate
the administrator to continue his efforts on behalf of the needs assessment.
Further, each correspondence with the local administrator indicated that
collect phone calls would be accepted for: purposes of clarifying questions
the participant had relative to the assessment of needs survey. A second series
of phone calls was initiated two weeks before the duéi&gte for questionnaire
returns to answer any additional questions that the local administrator might
have and/or to prompt the local administrator to complete his data generation

effort.
e

The survey was conducted In the spring and summer of 1975, from late
April through July. A nuwber of the information requests involved data,for
the 1974-75 school year; in some cases, respondents provided estimates or
projeétions of costs and outcome measures based on experience in the 1973-74
school year. Utilizing the introductory letters and follow-up phone calls,

a response rate of 62% was achiewed for the administrator questionnaire,

The Program Administratof Questionnaire package, which is included as
Appendix D in the final technical report, necessarily involved several hours

of the local administrator's time in order to collect specific¢ information
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relative to program outcomes and program inputs in terws of the importance

of various elements, the costs of various elements, and the anticipated

extra cost needed to improve program SuccesS. Additionally, the Program
Administrator Questionnaire specifically requested estimates of the number

of vocational education dlsadvantaged students who were in school and

eligible to be served but were not presently receiving services designed

to asSist vocational education. disadvantaged students to succeed. Additionally,
administrators were asked to estimate the number of students of the appropriate
age range who were not in school and not being served. Each local program
administrator was asked to estimate the total cost per student of serving
these two populations in order to devise some estimates, understandably

crude, of population and resource needs.

AAcompaﬁibn instrument, the Teacher Guided Interview Questionnaire(T.Q-)
was constructed to gather similar information from teachers in terms of
programmatic and personalAneeds necessary to improve program success.
The teacher guided interview was administered during site visits tc a number
of outstanding selected programs. The site visit data gathering exercise
consisted of two~three day visits and included such activities as interviewing
the local program administrator relative to the data that he had supplied
through the PAQ, visitatiom of facilities and programs and coimprehensive
discussions with the teachers. A portion of the discussion with teachers
was the administration of the Guided Teacher Interview Questionnaire which
is included in the Final Technical Report as Appendix E. This interview

as designed to gather estimates~of-need information about each individual
teacher and for the entire program. Additionally, each teacher was asked toO

ijndicate the relative importance of each of the possible program elements.

Field Test

Each of the above instrument3 was field teste. in a pilot test administered
within the State of North Carolina. The Program Administrator Questionnaire
was mailed to eight local school districts that received Part B Vocational

Education Disadvantaged Funds, These eight program administraéors‘responded to the

62

43

SYSTEM S CIENCES, I N .



questionnaire in a fashion not ualike tha program adminigtrators nationwide.
The results are included as Appendix F in\the final technical report,

Field Test Reports. It should be noted that in the course of field testing
the instruments an evaluation instrument was designed to accompany both

the PAQ aﬁd TQ. The results of the evaluation of the PAQ were used to revise,
update and make more concise the particular types of information requested
from the administrator. Fur:ther the field test resulted in the format of
the PAQ being revised such that the task was made more concise and the
directions were clarified by grouping similar information requested in
categories of similar focus. This reviision simplified the requirements of
the respondent by permitting the questionnaire to be circulated within a.
central office staff to various administrators with differing information

bases.

The Teacher Guided Interview Questionnaire was also field tested in
North Carolina at two sites, during the eighth and ninth project months.
Like the PAQ, the TQ also included an instrument evaluation section. Again,

this data was used to revise the guidad interview questionnaire before use

~with the national sample. Among the revisions generated by the field test

were the following:

1. A new format;

2. The insertion of information about the entire program for
teachers to use in generating estimates of need;

3. A reduced focus on students within the program and increased
focus on a particular teacher's own situation;

4, A discussion of the teacher's individual needs, as distinct
from programmatic needs; and,

5. Overall reduction in length from two hours to 60 minutes of
administration time.

Site Visits

Project staff conducted a seriles of site visits relative to the
performance of three tasks specified in the analysis methodology. The first
task, construction of the Program Administrator Questionnaire, waas facilitated

by site visits to seven programs to research the kinds of information

63
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‘available from local directors, the major needs and concerns of local -
directors and faculty, and the appropriate pratocals involved with
conducting a site visit. A second series of visits was conducted in
conjuncﬁion with the field test of the Program Administrator and Teacher
Questionnaires. These visits resulted in revisions of the initial
instruments prior to conducting the national survey. The third and most
extensive series of site visits was conducted to administer the Teacher
Guided Interview Questionnaire aad to confirm programmatic information
provided by the local administrator. This third series of visits was
conducted at 7 sites located primarily in regions IV, V, and IX, and
culminated in the collection of 91 Teacher Guided Interview Questionnaires
as well as in~depth information from the administrators of those particular

programs.

DATA ANALYSIS PIAN

The analysis plan for treatment of the data collected via the survey
.questionnaires provided for two levels of data analysis. TFirst, descriptive
statistics (primarily means) would be calculated for all input and outcome
variables. Second, several multivariate analyses would be conducted on

selected sets of the input and outcome variables.

Analysis of the data would involve use of a packaged, computer assisted,
statistical program for the generation of descriptive statistics as well as
the more extensive multivariate analyses. 13/ The SPSS-subprograms to be
ised in data analysis included subprograms CONDESCRIPTIVE, FREQUENCIES,
CROSSTABS, REGRESSION, DISCRIMINANT, and CANCORR.

“

Descriptive statistics (means and number of valid cases) were to be
calculated for the major input and outcome variables for all the survey

programs, by program type, and by program environment. The descriptive

13 , ' '
13/ Nie, Norman H., C. Hadlai Hull, Jean G. Jenkins, Karin Steinberenner,
~and Dale H. Bent. SPSS: Statistical Package for the Social Sciences,

2nd Edition. New York: McGraw Hill Bock Company, 1975.

64

45

SYSTEM. SCIENCES, INec.




treatment of the data would regult in the following descriptive information
for the program input variables:
1. enrollment by primary disadvantaged effect category for all

programs by program type, and by program environment
(statistics: means and number of valid cases).

2. enrollment by sex and race and/or ethnicity for all programs, .
by program type, and by program environment (statistics: means
and number of valid cases).

3. average per pupil vocational education expenditure for regular
and disadvantaged vocational education students for all programs,
by program type, and by program environment (statistics: means
and number of valid cases).

4. administrator priority rankings of program components and elements,
for all programs, by program type, and by program environment
(statistics: means and number of valid cases).

5. in-service training needs identified by program administrators
(statistics: frequencies),

6. vocational education staff priority rankings of program elements
(statistics: mean rankings).

The descriptive treatment of the data would result in the following
descriptive information for the program outcome variables:

For each of the five outcome measures (including completion

to enroliment ratio, dropout rate, reclassification rate, place-

ment rate, and follow-up rate) for all programs, by program type

and by program environment for regular and disadvantaged education
students (statistics: means and number of valid cases).

The second level of data analysis would involve the application of a
series of multivariate analysis techniques to explere the relationship

between specific types and levels of program resources and program outcome
measures.

These multivariate analyses would be conducted utilizing per student
component costs and/or per student element costs as one set of variables,
and the five outcome measures (completion to enrollment ratioc, drdpout rate,
reclassification rate, placement rate, and followup rate) as a second set of

variables. The multivariate analyses would include:

1. a canonical correlation analysis, relating input and outcome
variables to determine the overall relationship.

. 65
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2. discriminant analyses utilizing program inputs (component
costs per student and element costs per student)} as dis-
criminating variables and relating these to program groups,
created on the basis of outcome measures. For this particular
analysis, the five outcome measures would be collasped into a
single composite score with the programs categorized into groups
prior to analysis on the basis of this composite score.

3. multiple regression analyses relating the five outcome measures
with the input variables of cost per student by element and cost
per student by component. This analysis would involve, in the
first instance, two sets of variables: five outcome and seventy-
eight input; and, in the second instance, two sets of variables:
five outcome measures and eight input variables.

The data analysis plan would provide descriptive statistics of the v
survey programs on the basis of selected input and outcome variables,
and more extensive analytic information about the relationships, across
surveyed programs, between program inputs and program outcomes. The results
of these analyses might suggest (or uncover) similarities/differences in

resource utilization patterns among the survey programs.




IV. RESULTS

One of the major research goals of the study was to "estimate
needs for current programs to achieve demonstrated effectiveness levels
(eliminate dropouts and expected failures, enroll those wishing to be
served, etc.)". Several research objectives were generated to focus
activity on the accomplishment of this research goal includiﬁg the
foelZowing:

1. Quantify the professional, para-professional and other
personnel, equipment, supplies and resources employed or
consumed in vocational education disadvantagedAprograms
which have been selected as suaccessful, effective programs,

2. Analyze these selected programs in consultation and coordination
with appropriate vocational education administrative personnel,
stressing classroom and educator evaluations and derive patterns
of resource use characteristic of success., )

3." Develop procedures for applying effective resource use patterhs
to estimate the requirements of personnel, eQuipment, supplies,
and other elements for the successful vocational education of

disadvantaged students.

These three research objectives were addressed by means of a
comprehensive Program Administrator Questionnaire which was mailed to
the selected 158 most successful vocational education programs Serving
vocational education disadvantaged students. The data collection focus
of the questionnaire centered on accessing input and outcome information,
particularly information related to enrollments, gosts and measures of program
Success (i.e., student completion of program, placement, rasduced dropout

rates, 1tc.).

It had been anticipated that local programs would have comprehensive
information on enrollments, costs, and outcome measures because of increasingly

stringent accounting and reporting procedures initiated by State and federal

governments. However, the survey results indicated that local data cnllection

Q
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Procedures vary considerably between and within states in terms of degree,
type, breadth and depth of information collected. Other studies of
vocational education for .pecial needs populations have encountered similar

difficulties.li/

Taken collectively the 98 questionnaire respondents provided the most
comprehensive information on enrollment data, with 95% of the respoﬁdgnts
having provided complete information on enrollment data by primary effect
categories and by sex and race/ethnicity. Less complete but usable information
Was provided on program costs and expenditures, particularly within the com-
ponent areas dealing with salaries. Eighty-seven percent of the respondents
supplied at least partial information on component. and per pupil costs. The
least comprehensive information was provided on program outcomes. While 79%
of the respondents provided some data on program outcomes, tiie data was
sketchy, usually lacked at least one of the five requested measures, and often

lacked two or three measures.

While data problems did limit a portion of the proposed statistical
aralysis, the research emphasis nevertheless did complement the data which
was collected. TFor example, input and outcome data was available to
address the goal of estimating needs for demonsttated effectiveness levels,
-particularly as these needs affected differing patterns of resource utilization.”
Especially critical to this effort of analyzing patterns of resourcé utilization
was the research emphasis placed on programmatic inputs rather than program
Outcomes. Therefore, the research activity focused primarily on quantification
of types and levels of resources and how these resources were mixed/combined

in the transmission of vocational education skills to the disadvantaged.

The research emphasis, which focused on assessuent of need rather than on
evaluation also complemented the data collection activities. Program outcomes

Were not measured against some model of an ideal program; rather, the effort

14/ See, for example, An Assessment of Vocational Education
Programs for the Handicapped Under Part B of the 1968 Amendments
to the Vocational Education Acts: Final Report. The Olympus Research

Corporation (Salt Lake City, Utah: October 30, 1975).
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was directed at describing a series of effective patterns of resource
utilization to determine what levels of resources were needed and which
combinations of resources might be most effective within the particular

setting of the respondent's program.

-~ Enrollment data, when manipulated through descriptive statistical
operations rendered a delineation of the population of vocational education
disadvantaged students served by the programs surveyed. Specifically,
students were categorized by primary effect categories such as language
deficiency or computational deficiency and by sex and race/ethnigity. Further,
these two aggregations were subdivided by Program Type and Program Environment
to permit scanning for e.rollment trends and to enhance the description of

the programs.

Importantly, tests of difference were not performed on mean enrollment
data by Program Type or Program Environment. Two reasons account for this
decision. First, the major objecEives of the research project were to
identify and describe effective patterns of resource utilization and to
generate some crude estimate of resource need at a national level rather
than to demonstrate differing rates of effectiveness between types of
programs or types of enviromments. Second, even though the questionnaire
feturns provided information on programs serving 1% of the total vocational
education disadvantaged enrollment, the sample of programs from which data
was collected was not statistically representative of all vocational
education programs that serve special needs populations. This was intended;
other project goals were judged more critical than random selection. Indeed,
the primary basis of selection was a condition of high success, a condition
that greatly reduced the variance between selected programs in terms of

outcomes and expenditures.

DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION: PROGRAM INPUTS
Enrollment by Primary Effect Categories

Figures IV-1, IV-2, and IV-3 indicate the enrollment data by primary
effect categories for vocational education programs for the disadvantaged

when grouped according to all programs and by program type and program
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environment. For example, the magnitude of the percentage of academically
disadvantaged enrolled students is very large; surprisingly, the highest
percentage of academically disadvantaged enrollment by environment was
found in the SMSA-Outside Central City environment type rather than in the
SMSA-Central City or in the Rural Area. Another unanticipated occurrence
was the relative small percentage of economically disadvantaged students
when compared to the percentage of disadvantaged students classified by

socio-economic/non-academic effects or academic effects.

The subtotals for enrollments by primary effect of disadvantagement
potentially provides direction for training emphases in other areas of
school. For example, the high percentage of academically disadvantaged
students, specifically students with reading and writing deficiencies
suggests that remediation of these disadvantagements should be a major

emphasis of the schooling effort.

. Enroliment Data by Sex and Béce[ﬂphnicity

Enrollment data by sex and race/ethnicity for vocational education

programs is presented in Figure IV-4, Figure IV-5, and Figure IV-6. This

data suggests that for digadvantaged students, the majority served in the
surveyed programs were male and were white. In’general, the mean ratios of
male to female and white to black were preserved across program-types and
program environments. The several notable exceptions were the relatively even
distributicn of males and females in special Programs, the relatively large
percentage of American Indian students served in special programs, and the

relative low overall enrollment of Spanish American students.

Enrollment by environment type reflected general school enrollmenﬁ
patterns. For example, the highest concentration of white students was
found in SMSA-Outside Central City programs while blacks were enrvolled pre-
dominantly in SMSA-Central City programs. Further, onlv in the Central City
programs are there as many females as male enrollees. The 0pposit9 extreme

were rural programs which were male dominated.
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Vocational Education Expenditures

Cost data was collected on total, component, element and per pupil
e<penditures for the 1973-1974 School Year and the 1974-1975 School Year.
fhese data were manipulated to produce average per pupil vocational education
expenditures for regular and vocational education disadvantaged students for
each School Year. The type of expenditure information provided by survey
programs might best be understood with reference to a model for cost per
pupil for vocational education program expenditurés developed by Gasior,
Kocinski, and Doty utilizing two programs in New Jprsey. 15/

In this model, vocational education costs per student are divided among
four categories as follows:
district per pupil costs
building level per pupil costs

vocational building level per pupil costs
program level per pupil costs.

SN

District level expenditures zre all expenditures reiating equally to

*;11 the student In the school district. Building level expenditures are
all those expendituras relating equally to all the students in the high
school building. Vocational building level expenditures are all those
expenditures relating equally to all the students in vocational education.
Program level expenditures are all those expenditures relating equally to
all those students enrolled in the program. The."~ four costs categories
are summed in arriving at the total per pupil costs for vocational educatica
programs. The expenditure information requested of programs involved in
this survey was related to vbéational,education expenditures per se,
incorporating Gasior, Kocinski, and Doty's cost categories numbers 3 and 4.
In addition o0 these two cost categories, the additional costs fo; services
provided to disadvanfégedvvocqgipnal education students were also included.
In summary, the cost information requested via the Progvam Administrator

Questionnaire included the following three cost components:

13/ Albert E. Gasior, Rose R. Kocinski, and Charles R. Doty. Model for
Cost Per Pupil for Vocational Education Programs and Types of Schools.
. Trentom, New Jersey: Rutgers University, June 30, 1975.
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1. vocational building level per pupil cost;

2. program level per pupil cost; and

3. the additional building level and/or program level costs
directly associated with the special needs services for the
disadvantaged population.

This last cost category was not included in the model developed by
Gasior, Kocinski, and Doty since the focus of their project was on regular
as opposed to spacial needs vocational education programs. However, this
special needs services -ost category is essential fo the subject of this
research project since it providéé'a measure of the marginal costs associated
with those extra services and activities which assist the disadvantaged

student to succeed in vocational educction.

Further, cost data for these services for students with spacial needs
provides cost estimates that have been addressed, but not previously
-coliected. For example, The National Educational Finance Projeci collected
and presented the school cost per secondary student, the total cost per
vocational student, the excess cost per vocational education student and a
1980 estimate of the number of full~time equivalent special needs vocational
students. The project did not provide estimates of the additional expense
above the excess cost per vocational education student, which is required
to serve a gpecial needs student in vocational education. “Instea&, the
Firance Project's authors suggest only that vocational education special
needs students spend 17% more of their time in courses with additioral
costs (i.e., vocational education courses) than do regular vocational,
education students.lé/

- Cf the 98 programs surveyed, 38 prbvided complete information on
vocational educatiorn expenditures for the disadvantaged and 24 programs
provided complete information on their vocational educe.tion expenditures per
regular vocational education students. When the term “complete information"
is used, this means thar expenditure data was provided for all thres cate—

gories described above. Generally, the reasson for the program's provision

16/ Roe L. Johns, Kern Alexander, and K. Forbis Jordan. Planning to
Finance Education (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of Edacation; 1971), p. 127.
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of "incomplete information" was the failure to provide vocational building
level per pupil costs and/or incomplete information on program level

per pupil cost.

The calculations of average vocational education expenditures per
regular and disadvantaged vocational education students are presented in
Table IV-1 for all programs providing complete cost information ang*by
program type znd program environment. This cost data is presented for
School Year 1974-75. As the reader wil’ . the general pattern shows
per student eipenditures for the disadvan - . to be higher than per student
expenditures for regular vocational education students for all programs
and by program types and program environments. These differences may be
interpreted as the marginal costs associated with providing services to
the disadvantzged in vocational education. Two axceptions should be noted:
first, cost per student for regular vocational edﬁcation students compared
with the disadvantaged vocational education students in program type II1I,
Special Programs, is lower. This may be attributable to (1) the difference
in the number of cases from which means were derived, and (2) the possibility
that special programs for the disadvantaged may actually be conducted at a
lower cost per student than regular vocational programs within a given school
diatrict.' Second, the difference between the costs per disadvantaged :tudent
and regular vocational education student in program environment I, SMSA~
Central City is the reverse of the general pattern. The cost difference noted
here may be attributable to the number of cases from which the average cost

figﬁres were derived. Overall, the marginal cost of serving disadvantaged

students in vocational education is about 12%.




TABLE IV-1

Average Per Pupil Vocational Education Expenditures As Reported by
Survey Programs Providing Tc*~al Vocational Education Expenditure
Information, FY 1975

Program Type
P ALl Regular w/ [Modified Special |Work Ex~
rogram| qupport w/ Support [Program |perience
Types Services Services Program
Vocational Education
ggﬁgitgzizéxal 51049 $1023 $ 652 $1213 $1404
Education Student (N=24) (N=10) (N=5) (N=5) (N=4)
Vocational Education
gﬁzgsxgzz dPer $1181 $1286 $1224 $1010 $1189
Vocational Education (N=38) (N=12) (N=9) (N=10) (N=7)
Student
All Program Environment
P;°8m‘“ SMSA SMSA, Out- [Urban
ypes Central side Cen- |Non- Rural
City tral City |[SMSA
Vocational Education S
}E{;‘sz‘l‘gitgzijtzsgal $1049 $1394 $1194 $ 805 $ 802
) 2=/ : = =6 = :
Education Student (N=24) (N=6) (N=6) (N=7) (N=5)
Vocational Education
Expenditures Per
Disadvantaged $1181 $1261 1278 $1010 $1143
Vocational Education| (¢(%3=28) (N=12) (N=9) (¥=9) (N=8)
Student
NOTE: Expenditure infox:rion provided is average per pupil expenditures.

This average fipguva was derived from programs that provided complete
vocational educatizn expenditure information. The number of programs
from which these average figures were derived are shown in parentheses

(N= ), as indicated above.
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Special Program Features

In addition to information on enrollment and costs, data was
collected on special features that taken in combination constitute
patterns of community resource use for the programs included in the
sample. Among the specific data items collected to address this
question we~e information on recruitment procedures, information on
strategies and activities undertaken by the program personnel to enlist
and maintain community support, and information on the linkages with
business, industry and labor unions relative to training and/or placeﬁent
for the area served by the spe.ific program. Aggregation of the data

collected on these various items suggested the following results:

1. The majority of programs utilized one or two recruitment
procedures with in-school referrals serving as the primary
means of attracting students who are classified as vocational
education disadvantaged students.

2, Eighty-six percent of the respondents indicated that they used
some means of assessing the academic within program success of
students classified as vocational education disadvantaged st .dzats,
while 60% of the respondents indicated that they used scue mes s
of assessing the vocational achievement of students classifici
as vocational educatior disadvantaged.

3. The majority of programs used one, two, or three dif “erent

T strategies to enlist and maintain community support :or the

vocational education programs. Among the most frequeantly cited
strategies was: wuse of community advisory committees, with 43%
of the sawple indicating that they used such committees for
programs serving vocational education disadvantaged students.
A second frequently mentioned strategy was the use of news
coverage with 327 of the respondents indicating that zoverage
of their program occurred between one and thirty-six :..es per
year. Another mentioned means of enlisting community -apport was
. use of the electronic media with 12% of the programs reporting
television coverage during the past school year and 9% of the
programs indicating radio coverage during the past school year.

4.  The majority of programs, 74%, indicated reliable linkages
with industry for purposes of placing students who have completed
the vocational education disadvantaged ‘pregram. Forty-eight
percent of the respondents indicated that their programs had
reliable linkages with business and industry for purposes of
- providing training for students prior tc completion. -

a7
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5. Ten percent of the programs surveyed indicated reliable
linkages with local labor unions for the purpose of placing
program completers while 8% of the programs surveyed indicated
reliable linkages with local labor unions for training purposes
prior to program completion.

Program Administrators'Experience

Another input variable on which information was gathered was administrative
experience, specifically the professional training and exper ience of the
aggregate of program administrators. Each of the 98 administrators responded

to each question of this portion of the questicnnaire.

Each administrator was asked to provide information on the formal
training, highest degree or certificate or diploma, he had obtained. The
results indicated that the overwhelming majority of administrators have
advanced degrees; twenty-nine percent hold masters degrees, forty-two
percent hold administrative and supervisor certificates and fourteen percent
hold a doctorate. Additionally, administrators were asked to provide
information on the trades degrees that they had obtained. The data from the
survey indicated thaf 12% of the adminié?%a%ors surveyed held trade degrees
in addition to other formal training.

Administratofs were asked to provide information on the kind and
amount of their administrative experience in vocational education, their
teaching experience, and their experience in working with vocational
education disadvantaged students. The data indicated that the majority
of administrators had one to five years of experience as a voecational
education administrator, with three and five years being the modal choices.

Only 7% of the surveyed administrators were in thelr first year of experience.

In terms of teaching experience no clear pattern emerged; rather

experience varied dramatically between 2 and 15 years and the range extended

from no teaching experience to 30 years of teaching experience before assuming

administrative responsibilities.

" In terms of working with disadvantaged students, the administrator

data suggested that there was moderate exprrience among program administrators
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iu vocational education programs serving the vocational education disadvantaged.
Twenty-eight percent of the administrators surveyed had between 3-5 years of

experience prior to assuming present responsibilities.

When queried about specific types of experience with vocational education
disadvantaged students, the administrators indicated that 28% of their number
gained experience in working with vocationai educaticn disadvsntaged students
while teaching. Twenty percent gained experience serving as an administrator
in programs serving such a population; 167 received formal training relative
to the disadvantaged and 13% received in-service training during their tenure
as a program administrator to help them better meet the needs of the disad~-
vantaged population. Over 9% of the administrators surveyed replied that
their experience had come as a result of business or industrial expetrience
and 5% indicated perscnal experience with the problems associated with dis-
~ advantaged vocational educationa students. The remainder of the sample, 9%,
suggested that they had no experience or provided no information relative

to serving this particular population.

"Each administrator was asked to specify the kinds of in-service
Efé&niug needs that would be of greatest benefit to him in his role as
administrator of vocational education prograﬁs serving vocational education
disadvantaged étudents. Fig. IV-7, Reported In-Service Training Needs;
displéys the results of this particular question.

Understanding of the Statute

Another of the purposes addressed by the Program Administrator
Questionnaire was to gather data on the understanding and implementation
nf the statute concerning vocational education disadvantaged students
and the supporting Office of Education ruies and regulations.. Specifically,
program administrators were asked to respond to their understanding of the
definition of the vocational education disadvantaged §tudents. In addition,
they were asked to indicate the population served by their particular program
and to indicate their understanding of»ghe cause and effect language included

in the rules and regulations of the Office of Education. The argregated data

suggested the following results: g




Fig. TV=7
REPORTED IN-SERVICE TRAINING NEEDS

Categories Fraguencias Percent of Total
1. More formalized training 64 57.1%

and instruction relative
to the characteristics of,
techniques for teaching,
and curriculum development
for the disadvantaged.

2. Closer relationships with 21 18.8%
community members and pro-
fesgionals who work with
or are concerned ' with the
disadvantaged

3. More information on federal 8 7.%%
legislation and funding
relevant to the disadvan-

taged.

4. More instructionmsl support 5 4,5%
time (for planning and
staff).

5. More internship type 3 2.7%
training.

6. More information, training 2 1.8%

and experience relative to
career education.

7. No information. 9 8.0%

112 total rasponses

o
&
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1. Thirty-five percent of the program administrators surveyed
responded by providing only the standard definiticn used by
the Office of Education document, Guidelines For Identifying,
GClassifying and Serving the Disadvantaged and Handicapped Under
tiv: Vocational Education Amendments of 1968. Twenty mine
percent of the respondents indicated that they used the definition
as provided by the Office of Education, but in addition used
other categories of disadvantagement appropriate to their local
area or school. Thirty-four percent of the program administrators
surveyed indicated they did not use the stardard definition of
vocational education disadvantagement. Two percent did not
respond to this question.

2. In terms of the special needs populations served i- programs
included in the sample, 81% of the responding admiuistrators
indicated their programs served vocational education disadvantaged
students, 5% served handicapped students and 14% served both
disadvantaged and handicapped students.

3. In terms of cause and effect, 31% of the administrators surveyed
indicated clear understanding of the cause and effect language
included in the Gffice of Education rules and regulations relative
to the statute concerning vocational education disadvantaged
students while 55% of the respondents omitted mention of the cause
and effect language. Only 14% of the respondents indicated some
confusion of the specific cause and effect language included in
the rules and regulationms.

DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATIGN PROGRAM OUTCOMES

Outcome Measures bz‘Prqg;am Type and Program Environment

OQutcome information for vocational education programs serving dis-
advantaged vocational education students for all programs, by type and by
prograin environment for School v - 1973~1974 and School Year 1974-1975
are presented in Tables IV-2, I V-4, IV-5, and IV-6. Simple comparison
of the data suggests that the surveyed programs have made progress in serving
vocational education disadvantaged students during the two years from which
data was gathered. For example, the dropout rate for disadvantaged students
has declined, the reclassification rate has increased, and placement rates
have increased considerably. The placement rate was particularly high for
" work experience type programs for the two years in which data were collected.
This outcome reinforces the General Accounting Office's suggestion that |

"inclusion of actual work experience in vocational education cufriCulum

provides students with valuable real life exposure to work requirements and
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Table IV-~2

AVERAGE
OUTCOME INFORMATTON FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
SERVING DISADVANTAGED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION STUDENTS
(N=98)

School Year 1973~74 School

Year 1974~75

Total Vocational 1375 1451
Educatiorn. Enrollment (n=79) (n=84) 3
Disadvantaged Vocational 293 340
Educaticn Enrollment ~ (n=87) (n=95)
Disadvantaged Enrollment 42.7% 48.6%
as a Percentage of Total (n=77) (n=86)
Enrollment e
Completion Rates of

Vocational Education 74.87 72.1%
Students Eligible to (n=57) (n=58)
Complete During Subject

Year 3

Percent of Completers

who were Vocational Education 42.2% 54.87
Disadvantaged Students (n=65) (n=69)
Dropout Rate for Regular 5.8% 4,17
Vocational Education Students (n=53) _ (n=54)
Dropout Rates for Vocational 11.5% 9.37%
Education Disadvantaged Students _ (n=78) (n=83)
Percent of Vocational Education 10.0% 10.3%
Disadvantaged Students Re- (n=68) (n=71)
classified as Regular Vocational

Students during Subject Year R

Placement Rates for Fegular 54.67 48.27
Vocational Education Students (n=49) (n=43)
Placement Rates for Vocational 59.7% 65.8%
Education Disadvantaged Students _(n=70) (n=63)
Percent of Regular Vocational

Education Program Completers 57.2% 47.97%
Employed or Enrolled in a (n=47) (n=36)
Continuing Education/Training

Program at Time of Followup _ o o
Percent of Vocational Educaticn

Disadvantaged Program Completers 57.7% 57.0%
Employed or enrolled in a (n=65)

Continuing Education/Training
Program at Time of Followup

n = number of cases from which the mean was derived

sYsTEM s
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TABLE IV-3

AVERAGE OUTCOME INFORMATION FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
SERVING DISADVANTAGED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION STUDENTS
BY PROGRAM TYPE FOR SCBOOL YEAR 1973~74

REGUL. MODIFIED SPECIAL WK/EXP.

Total Vocational Education Enrollment 1740 674 274 2394
(n=30) (n=12) (n=19) (n=18)
Disadvantaged Vocational Education 425 165 229 235
Enrollment (n=33) (n=15) (n=19) (n=20)
Disadvantaged Enrollment as a 24,67 38.4% 90.27% 27.9%
Percentage of Total Enrollment (n=29) (n=11) (n=18) (n=19)
Completion Rates of Vocational 82.8% 84.8% 61.8% 59.5%
Education Students Eligible to (n=28) (n=8) (n=9) (n=12)
Complete During Subject Year
Percent of Completers Who Were 28.5% 41.8% 80.1%° 39.67%
Vocational Education Disadvantaged (n=27) (n=10) (n=15} (@=13)
Students
Dropout Rates for Regular 7.57% 7.3% .67 3.9%
Vocational Education Students (n=27) (n=9) (n=8) (n=11)
' Dropout Rates for Vocational 13.17% " 9.0% 12.5% 9.3%
Education Disadvantaged (n=29) (n=13) (2=17) (n=19)
Percent of Vocational Education
Disadvantaged Students Reclassified 10.5% 13.3% 7.47% 8.2%
as Regular Vocat'onal Students During (n=24) (n=13) (n=17) (n=14). . ..
Subject Year~
Pl.cement Kates for Regular 56.47% 56.8% 32.5% 59.5%
Vo:.-tional Education Students (n=24) (n=7) {(n=8) (n=10)
Placement Rates for Vocational 51.6% 56.27% - 71.9% 78.0%
Education Disadvantaged Students (n=25) (n=12) (n=17) (n=16)
Percent of Regular Vocational
Education Program Completers Employed 66.07 - 63.5% 26.9% 60.9%
or Enrolled in a Continuing Education  (n=23) 1=6) (n=9) (n=9)
Training Program at Time of Followup
Percent of Vocational Education
Disadvantaged Program Completers 53.2% 53.3% 61.8% 68.8%
Employed or Enrolled in a ©ontinuing (n=24) (n=11) (n=15) (a=14)

Education/Training Program at Time
of Followup

n = number of cases from which the mean was derived
N

93

68

8. Y STE.M




TABLE IV-4

AVERAGE OUTCOME INFORMATION FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
SERVING DISADVANTAGED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION STUDENTS
BY PROGRAM TYPE FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1974-75

REGULAR  MODIFIED  SPECIAL  WK/EXP.

Total Vocational Education Enrollment 1702 673 301 2825
(u=31) (n=14) (n=20) (n=19)
Disadvantaged Vocaiional Education 401 127 259 473
Enrollment (n=34) (n=18) (n=21) (n=22}
Disadvantaged Earollment as & 25.27% 34.507% 88.5% 56.5%
Percentage of Total Enrollment (n=33) (n=13) (n=20) (n=20)
Completion Rates of Vocational Education
Students Eligible to Complete During 81.1% 78.9% 58.7% 57.5%
School Year (n=29) (n=7) (n=10) (n=12)
Percent of Completers Who Were 27.4% 37.0% 82.8% 60.0%
Vecational Education Disadvantaged (n=28) (n=11) (n=17) (n=11)
Students
Dropout Rate for Regular Vocational 4.07% 5.7% 3.8% 3.2%
Education S5tudents (n=25) (n=9) (n=9) (n=11)
Dropout Rate for Vocational 7.2% 10.3% 13.3% 7.6%
Educatinon Disadvantaged Students (n=29) (n=15) (n=20) (n=19)
Percent of Vocational Education '

" Diszadvantaged Students Recldssified ~14.97% - 8.9% 2.3% 14.1%
as kegular Vocational Education (n=24) (n=15) (x:=18) (n=14)
Students During School Year
Placement Rates for Regular 59.1% 40.0% 12.1% 54.5%
Vocational Education Students (n=21) (n=5) (n=7) (a=10)
Placement Rates for Vocational 76.1% 48.9% 63.4% 64.1%
Education Disadvantaged Students (n=24) (n=11) (n=14) (n=14)
Percent nf Zegular Vecaticnal
Education Program Completers Emploved  68.7% 27.5% 12.4% 45.2%
or Enrolled in a Continuing Program (n=17) (n=4) (a=7) {n=8)
at Time of Follcwup -

Percent of Vocational Education
Disadvantaged Completers Employed 58.3% 47.3% 49.6% 70.47%
in a Continuing Education/fraining (n=19) (n=9) (n=10) (n=13)

Program at Time of Followup

n = number of cases from which the mean was derived




TABLE IV~5

AVERAGE OUTCOME INFORMATION FOR VOCATIONAIL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
SERVING DISADVANTAGED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION STUDENTS
BY PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1973-1974

ENVIRONMENT ENVIRONMENT ENVIRONMENT ENVIRONMENT

SMSA~CC SMSA-QCC URBAN RURAL
Total Vocational Education 1765 468 870 445
Enrollment (n=34) (n=11) (n=16) (n=18)
Disadvantaged Vocational B VL A 274 295 159
Education Enrollment (n=34) (n=13) (n=20) (n=20)
Disadvantaged Enrollment as a 52.0% 21.2% 37.97% 44 .47
Percentage of Total Enrollment (n=32) (n=11) (n=18) (n=16)
Completion Rates of Vocational 65.8% 83.17% 65.8% 44.47
Education Students Eligible to (n=23) (n=9) (n=13) (n=12)
Complete During School Year
Percent of Completers Who Were 54.5% 28.17% 35.8% 35.3%
Vocational Education (n=26) (n=8) (n=14) (n=17)
Disadvantaged Students
Dropout Rate for Regular 5.1% 3.47 13.8% 3.1%
Vocational ‘Education Students (n=24) (n=7) (n=9) (n=15)
Dropout Rate for Vocational 12.67% 6.87% 11.3% 12.7%
Education Disadvantaged (n=32) (n=9) (n=18) (n=19)
Students -
Percent of Vocationzl Education
Disadvantaged Students Reclassi-
fied as Regular Vocational 10.4% 18.0% 10.97%. 5.0%
Education Students During (n=27) (n=8) (n=15) (n=18)
School Year
Placement Rates for Regular 44.5%  58.1% 72.6% 59.0%
Vocational Education Students (n=21) (n=8) (n=7) (n=13)
Placement Rates for Vocational 59.7% 41.6% 71.2% 72.3%
Education Disadvantaged Students (n=28) (n=9) (n=17) . (n=16)
Percent of Regular Vocational .
Education Program Completers 48.87% 27.4% 67.3% 60.97
Employed or Enrolled in a (n=21) (n=7) (n=7) (n=12)
Continuing Education/Training
Program at Time of Followup
Percent of Vocational Education
Disadvantaged Completers Employed 55.07% 52.2% 68.3% 54.6%
in a Continuing Education/ (n=29) (n=6) (n=15) (n=15)

Training Program

e po= number of cases from which the mean was derived
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TABLE IV-6

AVERAGE OUTCOME INFORMATION FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
SERVING DISADVANTAGED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION STUDENTS
BY PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1974-75

ENVIRONMENT ENVIRONMENT ENVIRONMENT ENVIRONMENT

SMSA~CC SMSA~0CC URBAN RURAL
Total Vocational Education 2128 1980 958 262
Enrollment (n=33) (n=15) (n=18) (n=18)
Disadvantaged Vocational 604 297 181 135
Education Enrollment (n=37) (n=16) (n=21) (n=21)
Disadvantaged Enrollment as a 70.7% 29../% 36.8% 37.8%
Percentage of Total Enrollment (n=33) (n=15) (n=20) (n=18)
Completion Rates of Vocational 77.0% 64.0% 62.8% 89.07%
Education Students Eligible to (n=16) (n=9) (n=14) (n=14)
Complete During School Year
Percent of Completers Who Were 70.5% 40.5% 43.9% 37.7%
Vocational Education (n=20) (n=11) (n=15) (n=17)
Disadvantaged Students
Dropout Rate for Regular 4.6% 2.7% 3.1% 4.3%
Vocational Education Students (n=23) (n=6) (n=10) (n=15)
Dropout Rate for Vocationmal 9.7% 7.9% 10.3% 8.87%
Education Disadvantaged Students (n=32) (n=11) (n=18) (n=21)
Percent of Vocational Education
Disadvantaged Students Reclassi-
fied as Regular Vocational 9.47% 20.97 7.4% 10.17%
Education Students During (n=28) (n=10) (n=16) .. . (0=19)
School Year
Placement Rates for Regular 34.2% 53.7% 59.6% 62.0%
Vocational Education Students (n=19) (n=7) (n=7) (n=10)
Placement Rates for Vocational 56.5% 55.3% 68.6% 86.5%
Education Disadvantaged Students (n=23) (n=10) (n=16) (n=14)
Percent of Regular Vocational
Education Program Completers 44,27 66.7% 48.17% 48.7%
Eniployed or Enrolled in a ' (n=17) (n=3) (n=7) (n=9)
Continuing Education/Training +
Program at Time of Followup
Percent of Vocational Education
Disadvantaged Compieters Employed 51.1% 75.0% 63.5% 54.5%
in a Continuing Education/ (n=21) (n=4) (n=12) (n=11)

Training Program

n = number of cases from which the mean was derived
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helps assure they receive training appropriate to employer needs. Such
experience often can better prepare students for subsequent placement in

17/

jobs related to their training.'=

For the descriptive statistics as well as additional analysis, data
was blocked by Program Type and by Program Environment. This blocking
was intended to encourage local administrators to compare the presented
data with similar information gathered from the local program by matching

the programs according to program type and environment.

The categories of Program Type and Environment Type are those defined
in Chapter 1 and Appendix C of this Volume of the final report. For
Program Type, the categories were Regular with Support Services, Modified
with Support Services, Special, and Work-Experience. For Prdgram Environ-~
ment, the categories were SMSA Central City, SMSA Non-Central City, Urban
Non~SMS5A, and Rural.

It is recommended that the reader, in partiéular the local program
administrator, remain especially sensitive to calculations that block on
environment type. While the calculations by program type may suggest cost
estimates a local administrator would be interested in if he were considering
a programmatic switch, costs by program type vary substantially according to
input costs, environments and subtle variations in program services. The
environment calculations are more stable, reflecting conditions less
susceptible to fluctuation given the permanent location of many programs
and given the parallel of costs of input services under similar environmental

conditions.

RESOURCE UTILIZATION PATTERNS

Administrators' Priority Rankings of Program Components

Local program administrators were asked to rank order the eight

components developed during the course of the research project in order

i/ What Is The Role of Federal Assistance For Vocational Education?
Report to the Congress by the Comptroller -General of the United States.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. General Accounting Office, December 31, 1974,

p. 77. 97
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to assess the relative importance of each component to all other components.
Figure IV-8 depicts the results of this portion of the administrator
questionnaire using mean rank for all 98 programs and categorized by program
type and program environment. Each administrator was asked to rank .order
the components according to his present program and to rank order the com~
ponents according to some ideal model toward which he aspired to move his
program. For all 98 programs the present rank order results were as
follows: instructional personnel was judged to be most important, followed
by instructional materials, administration and supervision, support services,
staff development, facilities, community public relations and instructional
related needs. The ideal rank order was very similar with instructional
personnel again being judged the most critical component. Instructional
materials was ranked as the second most critical component and support
services was ranked third. These were followed by administration and
supervision, staff development: facilities, community public relationms,

and instructional related needs.

With little variation this pattern repeated through the four program
types and the four environment types. Instructional personnel was ranked
consistently as the most critical component and in each instance community
public relations or instructional related needs were ranked as the seventh
and eighth most critical components. Staff development and facilities were

ranked as the fifth and sixth most critical components.

'The variance that occurred in the rank order occurred in the ranking
of instructional materials, support services, and administration and
supervision. Instructional materials was consistently ranked as the second
most critical variable with the excéption of programs in program environment
#1, SMSA Central City, and program type #3, Special. In the program environ-
ment #1, support services was the second most critical variable followed by

instructional materials and administration and supervision.

Administration and supervision was judged to be the secend most
critical component in only two instances. In program type #3, Special programs,

administration and supervision was judged to be the second most critical

98
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Fig. IV-8

COMPONENT RANK ORDER

FRCHH FROGRAN BROGRAN PROCRAH
TYPE TYRE TYPE TveE
ALL 1 1) 1 1v
A FRESERT | TOEAL | PRESENT | YDEAL | FRESENT | OEAL | FRESENT | IDEAL | FPRESENT | IDEAL
! RANK-ORDER] RANK-ORDER {RANK.-ORDER | RANK-ORDER| RANK-ORDER {RANK~ORDER | RANK-ORDER| RANK-ORDER| RANK-ORDER |RANK~ORDER
A B A B A B A B A B
1. Support Services (e.g,, Guidance 3,300 | 3331 | %563 | 3.438 | 4,063 | 2.250 | 3.500 | 3.250 | 3.88 | 1313

Counseling, Tutoring Services)

11, Instructional Materials, Supplies,

Related Services, and Equipment . R
e ilingual toxcs, Rav Materiate)| 108 | 3L | 2030 ) 329\ 30 T 333 a3 | a7z | 2053 3.000

TI1.. Instructional Personnel (e.g.,
Renediel Specialists, Teacher Atdes) | ML | 1859 | 2156 | 193 | 2125 | 185 | 205 | Lel | 221 ) 1%

IV, Instructioral Related Needs (e.g.,
Release Time, Petty Cash Fund)

¥, Staff Development (e.g., In~Service
Training, Program Visitarion)

6.072 6.349 6.250 6,087 5.125 - 6.125 6,647 6.889 6.056 6.529

4,726 4.536 4.469 4,063 4.313 4,563 5.647 5.667 4.684 4.222

VI, Community Public Relations (e.g.,
advisory Comaittees, Advercising) 5.176 5.736 6.625 6.1?6 5.813 5.875 4.889 5,222 5.158 5.353

V1%, Administration and Supervision (e.g., N ’
Progran Planaing; Staff Supervision 3.616 1.976 4.125 4,406 3.125 3.750 3.000 3.158 3.789 4.29¢4

VIII, Facilicles (e.g., Classroom Space, .
Nodel Environmeat) 4,869 4.855 4.969 5,344 4.313 4.625 5.056 1.83 5.000 5.235

PROGRAM sk PIOGRAY PROGRAM PROGRAM
ENVIRONMENT ENVIRONMENT ENVIRONMENT ENVIRONMENT
ALL s I 11 w

PRESENT IDEAL PRESENT IDEAL PRESENT IDEAL PRESENT IDEAL PRESENT IDEAL

CoMPONENTS RANK-ORDER, RANK-ORDE [RANK-0RDER | RANK~ORDER, RANK~ORDER [RANK~ORDER | RANK-ORDER | RANK-ORDER| RANK~ORDER {RANK~ORDER
A 8 A B A B A B A B
L. Support Services (e.g., Guldance 3009 | 333 | 3496 | 2.8%9 | 3.813 | 3.667 | 4158 | 3.278 | 4.000 | 3.900

Coungeling, Tutoring Services)

11. Instructional Materials, Supplies,
Related Services, and Equipment 3.106 3.301 3.484 3% 3.250 1733 2.526 2.667 2.947 2,789
(e.8., Bilingual texts, Raw Materials) :

‘

III. Instructional Personnel (e.g., ;
Remedial Specialists, Teacher Aides) 2,141 1.85% 1.839 1.1 2,688 1.933 2.053 1.842 2.263 2.053

IV. Instructional Related Needs (e.g., ’
Release Tine, Peto Cash Fund) 6.072 6,349 6.300 6.419 5.438 6.333 5.889 6.111 6.421 6.474

Y.  Staff Development .(e,g., la-Service .
Training, Program Visitat{on) 4.726 4.53 6500 4484 4875 4933 452 3947 158 895

Y1, Commuynity Public Relations (e.g.,
AMvigory Comitcees, Advertising)

5.776 5.736 5.419 5,155 6,375 5.933 5.947 6.222 5.684 5.731

V1L, Adwinistration and Supervision (e.g.,

Progras Planning; Staff Supervision 3,616 3.976 3.645 4,032 3.750 3.600 J.211 3.722 3.850 4.400

Y111, Facilities (e.g., Classroom Space,

: . . . 4.6 4,84
Model Environment) 4,869 4.855 4,581 4,452 5,200 4,867 5.263 5.556 86. 2

* Program Type I = Regular; Program Type II = Modified; | -
i* ; 3 _Pro ified; Program Type III = Special; Program Type IV = Wk/Exp.
Environment I = SMSA-CC; Enviromment II = SMSA-0CC; Envirgnment IIT = Urban; Environment IVYE Rural. o
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variable in both the present rank order and the ideal rank c¢rder. In program
environment #2, SMSA Non-Central City, administration and supervision was

judged to be the second most critical variable in the ideal rank order.

Program support services usually ranked as the third or fourth most
critical variable; only in program type #2, Modified Program with Support
Services, and program environment #1, SMSA~Central City programs was program
support services judged to be the second most critical component. In each

instance, such ranking logically reflected the nature of the program.

Administrators' PrioriiX,Rankingg_of Program Elements

One of the assessment features devised to address the tasks of:
(a) "estimating needs for current programs to achieve demonstrated
efféctiveness levels" through varied patterns of resource utilization,
and (b) to provide some basis for estimating the resource requirements
to satisfactorily serve vocational education disadvantaged students was
the construction of an instrument to collect data from local program
administrators concerning the relative importance of all elements, which
when taken together, constitute an entire vocational education program
serving vocational education disadvantaged students. Jn addition to
providing cost information by component and by element within each
component, administrators were asked to rank each of the listed elements
according to their importance to a successful vocational education
program for disadvantaged students. It was not a rank order task which
required the administrator to nominate the most important elements in
descending order; rather, the importance ranking task provided an
opportunity for the administrator to rank each element according to
;he role it played or could play in his own program given unliﬁited
resources. A five point scale was utilized to collect the data with
"one" indicating the highest possible priority ranking and a score of
"five" indicating the lowest possible priority ranking. Specifically
the importance rating choices were explained as follows: (a) #1,
most important, absolutely essential to program success, (b) # 2, very
important, increases program success very much, (c) #3; important,
increases comprehensiveness of program but not essential, (d) #4, less
important, useful in some ways but not necessary, (e) #5, least important,

sometimes useful but could easily do without.
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Eighty-five percent of the respondents complied with the request
to rank program elements. Frequency statis%ics were developed from
these rankings for all programs and by program type and program environ-
ment, The mean priority ranks of each element by program type constitutes
Table IV-7 of this report. Similarly, Table IV-8 consists of the mean

Priority rank for all program elements by type of environment.

The elements of critical importance are those chosen for which the
mean rank registered between 1, absclutely essential, and 2, very important.
By plotting those elements for which the mean rank registered between 1
and 2 for all programs and by program type and program environment, it was
Possible to construct crude estimates>0f patterns of resource utilization
although the issue of levels of resources was not addressed during this
exercise. Figure IV-9 depicts the essential program elements when plotted
on the basis of mean rank. A typical pattern emerges which reflects the
emphases of the programs found in various environments and by various types
of programs. For example, staff travel and student transportation services
Were judged to be extremely important elemgnts for SMSA-Central City programs
although not of critical importance to programs located in any other environ-
ment. Similarly, a critical need of rural programs is attendance at profeésional
meetings and visitation to other programs each of which serves to suggest the

relative isolation of many rural programs.

Critical resources or elements by program type are also indicated on
Table IV~7. For example, among the critical elements of a work experience
program which were not indicated to be critical elements in the other three -
types of programs were parent and family counseling, a task analysis of
occupations, an additional period of employment for instructional staff,
community and employer surveys, and a formalized system for accessing
community resources. Each of these elements reflects the particular emphasis

and mission of the work experience concept.

The mean priority rank for all programs functions to assist in the
developmenf of a statement of resource need rather than simply indicating
pattcfns of resource utilization, i.e., the mean rank for all possiblé
elements when. taken collectively indicates those several elements judged
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Table IV~7
PRIORITY RANK BY PROGRAM TYPE

QUESTIOMNAIRE NEEDS ASSESSHENT BREAXDOWN OF SECTION K %

Component I: Program Support Services All  Reg. | mod,  Spec. Wi=EXp. Component IV: Instructional Related Heedsl Res. | Mod. Spec. We-Exp.
Mean Rank Al '
Element and Questionnaire ¢ Element_and Questionnaire Mean Rank
1. Guldance & Counseling (1) L4 1,74 2,88 132 .22 1. 1D of Students (6) 1.68 2.06 193 1.9 1.53
2. Job Placement Coordinator (7) 1.68 2.00 1.88  1.37 1.3 2. Reléase Time for Planning (B) 1.90 2,23 .92 1.9 1,67
3,  Work-Experience Coordinator (6) 1,98 2,27 2,00 2,21 1.4) 3. Release Time for Student 2,16 2,47 2,27 3.07 1.73
4. Diagnost. & Evalu. (4) .06 2,13 2,22 216 LTS Conferences (2)
5. Administrator & Clerical (10) 2.25 L.9? 2.29 1.8¢4 2.65 4. Teacher Clerical Support (7) 2.18 2.27 2,13 1.88  2.43
6. Parents/Family Counseling 231 2,48 2, 2.58 .90 5. Addicional Period of Ewpl. (1) 2,32 2,41 212 308 187
7. Staff Travel (15) 2.34 2.52 2.50 2,11 2.28 6.  Sub Teacher Pay (4) 2.85 2.85 3.00 2.56 3.00
8. Trans. Services for Students (12) 2.56 2.50 2,94 3.00 2.00 7. Pecty Cash Fund (3) 33 3 3.0 300 4.3
9.  Home/School Coordinator (5) .57 2.58 | 2.47 3.;1 2.26 8.  Monetary Revard System .59 &0 3200 343 3,33
0. Psychological Testing (3) 2.6 2,93 2,53 2,89 2.3 Component ¥: §
1. Tuzorins Services (8) 2.66 242 3.00 3.05 2.4 omponent Vs Staff Development u:ii m’t 2 3 4
g :tugeat Ald (13)(11) gg; 333 ggg ;;; gg; Element and Questionnaire ¢
3 ealth Services . , . . . 1. T -8
4. Consultant Services (%) 315 300 329 353 3l 2. k?:::;::::to:r‘{:fgeglce (2) i:g lgg ;?2 50 116
5. Food Services (14) .42 3,39 L 361 3.8 3. Neods Assessment (3) oy 13 Le 1m
6.  Readers (16) 2;‘5‘ “2? 2% :;‘g :% 4. Atcendance ac Prof, Mt. igﬁ :2; ilz.g igg ;gi
7. Interpreters (17) . 4, . . . © Visitation . . . . . .
5. Visitation at Other Programs (4) 2,28  2.06 2.5 2.53 9.3
Component 11: Instrustional Materials, Supplies, Equipment, and Related Component VI: Cosmunity PR All 1 2 3 4
Services All 1 2 3 4 Mean Rank
Mean Rank Elegent and Questionnaire ¢
Elenent and Questionnaire # 1. Community/Industry Committee (1) 1.g4 .98 156 171 1.78
1. Tools and Equipment (12) .57  1.62 1,24 1,61 .78 2. Interagency Coordinator (7) 2.05  2.38 2,42 1,63 1.5
2. AV Materials (8) 1.68  1.67 1,89 1.63  1.56 3. Comunity/Industty Visitation (4) 2,20 2.50 2,00 219 2.1
3. Remedial Materials (7) 1L.78 1.78  1.88 1.7 1.86 4. Community/Industry Referral (3)  2.35  2.63 2.3 2.25 2,06
4. Individualized Inst. Modules (1) 1.B4 2,06 1,65 !.68 .1.8 5. Labor Union Liaison (2) .50 3132 2.0 3.1 3.00
5. Maintenance 5 Repair L9 214 1,82 1.88 L.73 6. Information Dissemination Office 3.07  3.07 .55 3.0 2.81
6.  Routine Classroom Materials .95 1.94 189 172 2.3 7. advertising Budget (5) .51 3.89 308 2.8 331
7. Printed Materials (3) 133 1.32 2.00 igz g;g
8. Electronic Afds (9) 1. 2.0 1.9 . . Component VII: Administratio
9. Rav Materials (10) 200 1.8 1.8 2.4 206 e fon & Superviston 2 3 4
0. Task analysis of Occup. (2) 2.2 2,62 2.0 226 L.75 Elenent and Questionnaire # Mean Rank
3. Fleld Trips (13) 2.3 2,50 2.00 241 2.3 L Progean Mlarning & Developsent (1) 119 1,12 120 1.2
2. Furniture & Furnishing (16) 2.3 352 188 229 2.60 2. Progranm Aduinistration (10) ra re oo I, 1.26
3. Teaching Games/Working Models (6) 2.71 3,04  2.41 2.8 5.3 3. Program Kvaluati . . . 25 1LY
g uation & Research (2) 1.47  1.34  1.60 153 1.53
4, Minority Culture Oriented .03 52 2.87 333 2.0 4. Staff Supervision (3) .59 .69 147  1.24 :
Macerfals (4) 5. Mdvisory Committee (4) 200 213 L8 200 200
5. Contractual Services (14) .18 304 300 3.8 1Y 6. Follow-up Surveys (1) e 1.9“ 3o §.05 2.(9)?
6. Bilingual Texta (5) o 4.15 4.00  4.56 .n 7. Accessing Coununity Resources (6) 2:15 2:33 2:27 2:00 1.39
8. Comunity/Emp. Surveys (8) 228 240 240 238 1gg
Component III: Instructional Permonnel ALl 1 2 3 4 9. Other Community PR (5) 266 286 2.0 207 3.3
s Mean Rank 10.  Statiscical Services 9) 250 2.3 236 2.63 344
Element and Questionpaire § ]
1. Reg. Voc. Ed?ulnst. staff (1) L2916 171 L2 LA Component VIIL: Facilities ar 1 2 3 4
2. Reg. Inst. Scaff (2) 178 1.55 2.00 193 195 Mean Rank '
3. Remedial Reading Spec. (3) 1.87 .61 1,93 19 .1 Element and Questionnaire #
4. Repedial Math Spec. {4) 2,23 .54 .21 213 .4 1. Shop/Lab Space (2) L4 150 1,33 1,38 1.63
5. Curriculum Spec. (B) 2.0 2,61 2.92 2.8 N 2, Classroom Space (1) 1.5 L5 L18 1,35 1.83
7 2,97 2.52  2.93  2.73 2.9 3. Facilitfes Maintemance (5) .06 1,9 2,13 1,87  2.38
6. Teacher Afdes ( 297 1.8 2.80 119 2.88 4. Office Space (3) 205 213 L2 18 .}
7. Medla Specialist (6) 5 A 3+ S o A S, Learning Lsb (1) 228 23 o0 24 im
8. Billngual Speclalist ( Re ’ 6. Currfculwm Lsb (6) 2,66~ 2,82 2,57 2,93 2,28
7.  Model Enviromments (4) .68 2.74 1,93 3.31  9.a8

* Section K is a part of the Administrator Questionnaire and ig reproduced in Appendix D.
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Table IV~8

PRIDRITY BANK BY ENVIRONMENT

ESTIONNAIRE NEEDS ASSESSMENT BREAXDOWN OF SEGYION X *

sponent 1: Program Support Services  All SMSA~CCSMSA-GCC Non-SMSA Rural

Mean Rank Component IV: Inatructional Related Needs  SM$A-(C S''SA-gce tlon-SHSA Rural
Element and Questionnajre § All
Guidance & Counseling (1) 1.45  1.94  1.63  3.95 1.58 Elemenc and Queationnaire f ‘Hean Rank
Job Placement Coordinator (7) 1.68 1.42 1.80 1.74 1.72 1. 1D of Students (6) 1.68 1.79 1.64 2.00 1.28
Vork-Eperience Coordinator (6)  1.98  1.52 2.03  1.74 2.1 2. Release Time for Planning (8) 1.0 2.046 1.93 1.53 1.88
v 3. Release Time for Student 2.16 2.56 2.23 1.50 2.19
i 205 Tes 1 o re Conferences (2 -
Parents/Fanily Counsel{ng 2.31 2.40 2.44 2.15 2'53 4. Teacher Cler{cal Suppsrt (7) 2.18 2.20 2.20 2.07 1.9
Staff Travel (15) 2.3%  1.90 2.50 2:29 2.3 5. ?dditional Period of Employment  2.32 2,90 1.93 1.88 2.24
Trans. Services for Sctudents (12) 2.56  1.76  2.51  2.72  3.33 1) .
Home/School Coordinator (5) .57 2.29 2.33 2.70 2.74 6.  Sub Teacher Pay (4) 2.85 2.89 2.62 2.23 .4
Psychological Testing (3) .63 2.07 2.5  2.70  2.50 7. Petty Cash Fund (3) 3.3 342 3,18 350 3.8
Tutoring Services (8) 2.64 2.04 2.717 2.90 2.58 8.  Monetary Reward System 3.59 4 3.67 3.50 4.00
Student Afd (13) 2,81 2,23 .75 2,67 2.94 .
Health Services (11) 3.02 216 31T 2.67 3.6l Componént V: Staff Develapaent Hm . i 2 3 4
Consultant Services 9) 315 200 315 126 177 . ean Ran
Readers (16) 76 4200 609 427 435 2. Adninistt:[u';'nc;‘:“ce (2) 183 %gi i:; .05  1.14
-Se i. . . . H
Interpreters (17} 435 448 400 2.88 4.6 2 ileedsdAssessman (3)\1 2.0 1.88 2.03 ;32 ;’7:;
. ttendance at Prof, Mt. 2.06 223 2.25 2.05 1.3
Ponent 1I: ;re\::i:;:;ional Materials, Sﬁ;{lies,liquimegt. and };elnted . 5. Visitation at Qther Programs ) 2.28 2,48 2.42 2.11 1.9;]
Component Vi: Community PR AL 1 2 3 4
Mean Rank
Element and Questionnatre # Elegent and Mean Rank .
Tools and Equipment (13) L7 LU L3 Le0 156 L et and Questionnaire 4
A-V Macerials (8) i 1.68 L79 L6 Le 156 2. -z.ommunizy/Industry Committes (1) 1,84 1.82 1.95 2.00 1.27
Remedisl Macerials (7) L8 197 146 1.0 1.90 x c::;m%en% gourdina:or 7 2,05 233 L1 L& 1.67
Individuslized Insc. Modules (1) 1.8 2.13 173 145 1.5 > cm?:ity”ndus:ry Visitation (4) 2.20 231 2,25 1.89 1.71
Maintenance & Repair (15) 1.93 1.75 2.00 1.9 2.06 5. Com : Uty nLus:ry Rt(aferral 3) 2,35 2.30 .12 2.24 2.26
Routine Classroam Materials (11) 1.95 1.93  2.07 1.85 2.0 6 Iapor inion Latson (2) 351 3.3 230 320 2.45
Printed Materials {3) 1.96 213 2.0 1.57 1.9 - ‘nformation Dissemfnation Office 3.0 2,78 3,3  3.19 3.02
Electronic Aids (9) 1.97 2.00 2.14 2,05 1.72 Conponent Vil: Administration & Supervision 1 2 3 4
Rav Materials (10) 200 241 LSS 2,00 1.7 ALl
Task Analyais of Occup. (2) 2,23 243 167 2,00 2,67 Element and Questionneire # Hdean Rank ‘
Field Trips (1)) 2.% 2.63 2.50 2,10 2.00 L. Program Planning & Development (1) 1.19  1.78 1.13 1.22 1.40
Furniture & Furnishing (16) 2.36 2.2 2.27 2.06 2.9 2. Program Administration (10) 1.4 1.45 1.14 1.18 1.58
Teaching Games/Working Models (6) 2,71  2.97  2.69 2,53  2.94 3. Program fvaluatfon & Research (2) 1.47  1.59  1.46  1.28 1.54
Hinority Culture Driented 3.03 2.82 2.13 3.31 3,67 4. Staff Supervision (3) 1.59. 1.6 1.60 3.89 2.18
Materials (4) ] 5. Advisory Committee (4) 2.01 1.83 2,44 2.22 1.46
Contractual Services (14) 318 3.3 3.00  3.10 22; 6. Follow-up Surveys (7) 2.03 1.9 291 1.93 1.7
Bilingual Texts (5) 03 376 392 429 . 7. Accessing Community Resources (6) 2.15  2.07  1.83 2.17  1.93
-~ g Community/Emp. Surveys (8) 2,28 2.48 2.5  2.06  1.84
«  Other Comuunity PR (5) 2.44 2,20 2.23 2.47 2.21
ponent 111: Instruccional Persomel ALl ! 2 3 ‘ 10.  Scatistical Services (9) 2,51 237 .1 2.59 2,59
+ Mean Rank Component VI1I: Facilities All 1 2 ]l 4
Element and Questionnaire Mean Renk
Reg. Voc. Ed. Inst, Staff (1) .29 1.36 L3l 1.3  1.06 Element and Questionnaire #
Reg. Inst. Staff (2) 1.78 1.63 2.27 1.68 1.82 1.  Shop/Lab Space (2) 1.44 1.58 1.42 2.29 1.30
Remedial Reading Spec. (3) 1.87 1.63 2,33 2,05 1.8 2. Classroom Space (1) 1.51 1.3 1.5 1.55 1.29
Remedial Math Spec. (4) 223 2.5 200 2.4  1.81 3. Facilities Maintenance (5) 2.00 2.07 238 2,20 1.58
Curriculum Spec. (B) 2,70 2.96  2.54  2.47 2.88 4. Offfce Space (3) 205 L0 232 2,35 1.9
o . 2.76  2.39  2.83 2.88 5.  Learning Lab (7) .28 .48 2,08 2.28 LT
;qu'ﬁ:eép:geia)(n 535 2.86  2.69 3.8  3.06 6. Curriculun Lab (6) 2,66 2,78 2.98 258 2.08
Bilingual Spec. (5) 379 366 3. 3.9 425 7. Medel Environments (4) 268 300 2 na 't

Section K is a purt of the Administrator Questionnaire and is reproduced in Appendix D.
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Fig. IV-9

Resource Utilization Patterns
by Priority Rankings of 1
Program Elements

Program Type Propram Environment.
All  Reg., Mod. Spec. Wk~Exp. All  SMSA-CC_SMSA-OCC_ Non~SMSA Rural|
T >

Component I: Program Support Services
- Guidance & Counscling X X
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by the composite of loc: i administrators to be the elements most deserving
of resource expenditure given adequate funds. Several noteworthy
occurrences in regarding the relative importance of program elements that
have received attention in the past several years emerged as a result of
displaying the mean rank information for each component. For example,

in Component I, Program Support Services, guidance and counseling services,
job placement coordindtor and work experience cc .«i: ..or all received mean

ranks of greatest importance.

At least two unexpected occurrences appeared. First, parent and family
counseling emerged as a relatively important element in the component of
support services. Second, psychological testing which was expected to be
of great importance was judged to have been far less important than a number

of other program support services ranked in that component,

Component II disclosed similar, unexpected rankings. Individualized
instructional modules and materials thought to have been the- key element
was judged to be of less overall importance than elements such as toels and

equipment, audio-visual materials and remedial materials.

In Component III, Instructional Personnel; the mean ranks corresponded
with logical expectations with the possible exception of the element of
teacher aides, a program element which has received increasing attention

during recent years.

Component IV, Instructional Related Needs, was noteworthy because of
the lesser importance attached to an additional period of employment by

local administrators.

Component V, Staff Development, was noteworthy in that administrator
in-service training received considerable support among the group for

whom such exercises would be designed.

Componedt VI, Community Public Relations, contained only one element
achieving the important mean rank of less than 2. This partichiar element,
a community-industry committee, reflects common practice in many vocational
education programs. The important occurrence in this component was the
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-relative importance of a new role, the interagency coordinator whose job

would include accessing all available resources in the community for

incorporation into a comprehensive vocational education program.

Component VII, Administration and Supervisioﬁ, reflects the concern
of local administrators to attend to the everyday concerns of an ongoing
program. Facilities, Component VIII, also contained at least one noteworthy
occurrence. The element of s /lab space received the greatest support
in terms of its overall me- me might infer frombsuch a score that
vocational skill training - ‘isadvantaged is a continually

increasing concern of local program administrators.

Vocational Education Staff Priority Rankings of Prqgrém~Elements

programs were administered the”Teagher's Guided Interview Questionnaire
and asked to rank order the 78 program elements in terms of their importance

to the success of a vocational education disadvantaged program.

The breakdown of these seven programs according to the program type

and program environment is as follows:

Regular with Support Services, SMSA Central City
Regular with Support Services, Urban

Special, SMSA Central City

Work Experience, SMSA Central City

Work Experience, SMSA Qutside Central City

=W e

Staff personnel were asked to rank each of the listed elements
according to their importance to a'successful vocational education pro-
gram for disadvantaged students. It was not a rank order task which
fequired the respondent to nominate the most important elements in
descending order; rather, the importance ranking task provided an
opportunity for the staff person to rank each element according to the
role it played or could play in his/her own program given unlimited
resources. A five point scale was utilized to collect the data with "one"
indicating the highest possible priority ranking and a score of "five"
indicating the lowest'possible priority ranking. Specifically the importance
rating choices were explained as follows: (a) #1, most important, absolutely

essential to program success, (b) #2, very important, increases program
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success very much, (c) #3, important, increases comprehensiveness of =
program but not essential, (d) #4, less important, useful in some ways but
not ncessary, (e) #5, least important, sometimes useful but could easily

do without.

Further, staff personnel were classified into six categories:
vocational education teachers, work-experience coordinators, vocational
or regular guidance counselors, classroom teacher aides, related academic
instructors and special e! ~trion teachers and other special support

personnel suc! : "alists.

The results are presented in Table IV-9, Vocational Education Staff
Priority Rankings of Program Elements. Mean ranks for each program
element are presented for all staff, and broken down by the six categories

of personnel.

All is the mean rank for the responses of all staff taken together;
"1" represents the responses of vocational education teachers; "2", work
experience coordinators; "'3", vocational or regular guidance counselors;
"4", aides; "5", related basic education teachers; and "6",.special
education teachers and other special support personnel such as media

specialists.

The element list Vithiﬁ each compongnt was constructed by using the
mean rank order of elements within each component as generated through
use of the data on the Program Administrator Questionnaire. Thﬁs, the
list of elements under Component I, Program Support Services, reads
Guidance and Counseling, Job Placement Coordinator, Work Experience
Coordinator, Diagnostic and Evaluation, Administrative Clerical and
Parent /Family Counseling. The mean rank for these same elements using.
the data frem the Teacher Guided Interview Questionnaire resulted in a
similar ranking with the exception that the element Parent/Family Counseling

-received a mean score which ranked it as the fourth most critical element
for teachers, while the mean rank for this element placed it sixth among
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TABLE 1IV-9

Vocational Education Staff
Priority Rankings of Prograa Elements

(N=91)
Rel Supp.
Tchrs Coord Couns. Aides Tchrs Personmel
tompoicni I: lrogram Support Services ALL 1 2 3 4 S 6
Element and Questionnaire # # . ‘ .
1. Guidance & Counseling (1) 1.39 1.57 1.37 1.05 2.00 1.58 1.14
2, Job Placement Cuvordinator (7) 1.92 1.83 2.00 1.95 2.00 1.67 2.43
3. Wark-Ezpevicnce Coordinator (G) 2.12 . 2.03 1.68 2.26 3.00 2.08 3.14
4, Diagnost. & Lvalu. (4) . 2,17 2.00 2.26 2.58 1.50 2.00 2.00
5. Adwin. & Cleri. (10) 2.33 2.30 2.42 2.16 2.00 2.42 z.57
6. Parcucs/¥amily Counseling (2) 2,14  2.13 2.16 2.21 3.50 1.92 i.86
7. Staff Travel (15) 2,82 3.37 2.26 1.95 3.00 3.33 3.43
8. Trars. Services for Students (12) 2.85 3.14 2.90 2.05 3.50 3.00 3.29
9. Mome/School Coordinator (5) 2.65 2.67 2.61 2.68 3.50 2,33 - 2,00
10. Psychclogical Testing (3) 2.40 2.38 2.16 2.47 2.50 2.50 2.7}
11. Tutoring Secrvices (8) 2.84 2.89 2.79 2.94 3.50 2.25 3.29
12. Student Aid (13) 3.13  3.62 3.00 2.53 3.50 2.92 3.29
13. Health Services (11) i 3.02  2.96 2.90 3.47 2.00 2.75 3.29
14.  Consultant Services (9) ©3.00 3.21 3.1l 2.94  4.00 2.50  2.57
15. Tood Services (14) 2.67 2.35 2.90 3.15 4.00 2.08 3.14
16. Readers (16) 3.23  3.19  3.10 3.69 3.00 2.83  3.57
17.  Interpreters (17) 3.90 3.92 3.58  4.00 4.00 4.08  4.14
Component II: Instructional Materials, Supplies, Equipment, and Related : .
Services . ° : ALL T . .2 3 4 5 6
Element and Questionwaire #
1. Yools-and Lquipment (12) 1.80 1.50  1.78 2.93  1.00 1.36 1.43
2.  A-V Materials (8) 1.86 1.71 1.68 2.71 2.50 1.36 1.43
3. Remedial Materials (7) 1.99 1.89 1.68 2.75 3.50 1.64 1.57
4. Individualized Inst. Modules (1) 1.88 1.56 1.63 2.94 2.50 1.73 1.29
S. Maintcenance & Repair (15) 2.07 2.04 1.90 2.38 2.00 2.25 1.7%
6. Routine Classroom Materials (11) 2.17 2.00 2.11 3.19 3.00 1.36 1.71
7. Printed Materials (3) 2.04 1.93 1.95 2.53 3.00 1.55 1.86
8. Electronic Aids (9) 2.10 2.00 1.90 2.75 2.00 2.00 1.71
9. Raw Materiais (10) 2.30 2.04 2.42 3.13 3.00 1.80 1.71
10. Task Analysis of Occup. (2) 2.40 2.44 2.48 2,71 3.00 1.91 1.86
11. Field Trips (13) : 2.44 2.44 2.22 2,87 3.00 2.36 2.00
12, Furniture & Furaishing (16) 2.50 2.42 2.26 3.07 1.50 2.46 2.57
~13.. Teaching Games/Working Models (6) 2.55 2.43 2.31 3.33 3.00 2.55 1.86
l4. Minority Culture Orlented .
Materials (4) 2.84 2.93 2.78 3.19 4.00 2,73 1.71
- 15. Contractual Services (14) 3.23 2.96 3.41 3.31 4.00 3.27 3.33
16. Bilingual Texts (5) 3.81 4.05 3.61 4.19 3.50 3.18 3.71
Component IIL: - Imnstructional Personnel  ALL 1 2 3 4 5 . 6
Element end Questionnaire # -
1. TReg. Voc. Ed. Inst. Stafi (1) 1.35 . 1.23 1.32 “1.77 2.50 .1.08 1.00
2. Reg. Inst. Staff (2) 2.06 1.74 2.28 2.69 " 2.00 1.46 2.55 .
3. Remedial Reading Spec. {3)- 1.88 1.73 2.06 2.40 3.00 1.33 1.5
4. Remedial Math Spec. (4) 1.90 1.80 2.06 2.36  2.50 1.27 l-?z
S. Curriculum Spec. (8) 3.04 2.76 3.39 3.25 3.50 3.42 2,
6. Teacher Aides (7) 2.56 -2.19 . 2.56 2.17 3.1 3.0t 2.00
7. Medie Spec. (%) : 3,05 2.90 2.83 2.57 3.50 3.5t g-gg
8. Bilingual Spec. (5) 3.71 3.77  3.39 4.00 3.62° 4.1t .
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(continued)

Vocational Education Staff
Priority.Rankings of Program Elements

(N=91)
Rel Supp.
Tchrs Coord Couns. Aides Tchrs Personnel
Component 1V: Instructional Related Needs ALL 1 2 3 4 - 5 6
Element and Questionnaire #
1. ID of Studeuts (6) 2.37 2.60 1.95 1.88 3.50 2,64 3.17
2. Release Time for Planning (8) 1.94 1.72  2.00 2.55 3.00 1.33 2.43
3. Release Time for Student ; ;
Conferences (2) 2,31 2.33 2.1 2.57 2.50 2.42 2.14
4. Teacher Clerical Support (7) 2,21 2.30 2,22 2.17 2.50 1.67 2,83
5. Additional Period of Employment ‘ et ‘
(1) : ) 2,35 2.45 1.94 2.47 2.50 2,17 . 3.00
6. Sub Teacher Pay (4) 2.50 2.23 2,37 3,15 2.50 3.00  2.00
7. Petty Cash Fund (3) 2.89 2.8 2.37  3.00 3,00 3.83  2.43
8. Monetary Reward System for . .
Students (5) 3.41 3.48 3,56  3.12  3.50 3.50  3.29
‘Component V: Staff Development ALL 1 2 3 4 5 6
Element and Questionnaire #
1. Teacher In-Service (1) ’ 2,08 2.33 1.53 2.22 1.50 2.18 2.14
2. Adnministrator In-Service (2) 2.47 2.57  2.32 2.44 2.50 2.64 2.43
3. Needs Assessment (3) . 2.18 2.11° 2.1} 2.22 2.50 2.46 2.00
4, Attendance at Professional
. Meetings (5) . 2,55 2.73 2.32 2.61 2.50 2.55 2.29
5. Visitation at Other Programs (4) 2.55 2.64 2.37 2.67 3.00 2.36 2.57
Component VI: Community Public Relations ALL 1 2 3 [ 5 6
Element and Questionnaire
1. Conmunity/Industry Committee (1) 2.41 2,46 2.22 2.53 3.50 2.17 2.57
2.  Interagency Coordinator (7) 2.57 2.65 2.24 2.56°  3.50 2.83 2.33
3.  Community/Industry Visitation (4) 2.53 2.67 2,13 2.78 3.00 2.17 2.83
4, Community/Industry Referral (3) 2.44 2,46 2.42 2.29 3.50 2.08 3.17
5. Labor Union Liaison (2) 3.10 3.25 3.00 2.87 4.00 2.83 3.50
6. 225““’“““ Pissemination Office “3.17 3.50 2.83  2.78  4.00 3.33  3.33
7. Advgrcising Budget (5) 3.56 3.58 3.26 3.63 2.50 3.67 4.33
Component VII: Administration & Superve ALL 1 2 - '3 4 5 6
Element and Questionnaire #
1. Program Planning & Development (1) 1.73 1.66 1.6} 1.72 2.00 2.00 1.85
2.  Program Administration (10) 2.31 2.63 2.11 1.94 3.50 2.33 2.14
3.  Program Lvaluation & Research (2) 2.15 2.11  2.11 2.39 2.50  2.00 2.00
4.  Staff Supervision (3) 2.60 2.70 2.28 2.89 2.50 2.75 2.00
5. - Advisory Committee (4) 2.81 2.90 2.44 3.00 3.00- 3.09 2.43
6. Follow-up Surveys (7) 2.45 2.47 2,32 2.53 - 2,00 2.58 2.43
7.  Accessing Conmunity Resources (6) ©2.48 2.67 2.05  2.44  3.50 2.5  2.50
8. Community/Emp. Surveys (8)/ - ©2.43 2.48 2,16 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.57
9.  Other Conmunity PR (5). 2.81 2.96 2.56 2.94 2.50  2.83 2.57
10, Statiscical Services (9) 2.92 3.04 2.89 2.88 2.00 2.91 2.86
Component VIII: Facilities. All 1 "2 '3 4 5 6
Element and Quewtionnaire f
l.‘ Sh(_np/l.:nb Space (2) 1.70 1.45 2.16 2.46 1.00 1.18 1.14
2. Ciassroom Space (1) 1.70 1.43 1.58 2.92 1.00 1.46 1.33
3. Facilities Maintenance (5) 2.03 1.89 1.84 3.00 3.00 1.50 1.66
4. -Office Space (3) 2.22 2,17 2.00 2,93 2.50 1.91 2.00
5. Learning Lab (7) 2.21 2.00 2.21 3.00 2.50 2.17 1.57
6. Curriculun Lab (6) . 2.39 2.29 2.39 3.25 3.50 2.00 1.57
7. MNodel Environucnts (4) 2.29 2.00 2.53 3,00  4.50  1.64 1.83
112 “
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The procedure of listing the eiements provided in Table IV-9, by the
mean rank for all staff and for each category of staff provides an easy
reference for comparing administrator and staff ranking. The important
thing to note in making this compari%on is the high degree of congruence
between administrator and staff ranksi Such congruence tends to emphasize

the importance of these elements that ‘received a mean rank between '1" and
"?'I .

Guidance and Counseling was considered the most important element in
Component I, Program Support Services. ‘Other highly ranked elements
included Job Placement Coordinator, Parénts and Family Counseling and
Diagnostic and Evaluation Services. ‘Co%sidered the least important were
Interpreters, Readers and Student Aid. ﬁn Component II, Instructional
Materials, Supplies, Equipment and Relatéd Services, Tools and Equipment,
A~V Materials, Individualized Instructioéal Modules and Remedial Materials
were respectively considered the highest ipriority elements. LowéSt priority
elements included Bilingual Texts, Contrdetual Services and Minority Culture
Oriented Materials. i

1

In Component III, Instructional Personnel, Regular Vocational Education
Instructional Staff was considered the most important element. Additional
high priority elements included Remedial Reading Specialist and Remedial
Math Specialist. Bilingual Specialist, Media Specialist and Curriculum

Specialist were considered lowest priority elements.

Release Time for Planning was considered the most important element
in Component IV, Instructional Related Needs, Teacher Clerical Support
and Release Time for Student Conferences were other high priority elements.
Monetary RewarduSystemifor Students and Pet;y Cash Fund were lowest

priority elements.

In Component V, Staff Development, Teaoher’In-Service Training and
Needs Ammessment were respectively the highest priority elements. Visitation
at Other Programs and Aétendance at Professional Meetings were considered

lowest priority. !
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Community/Industry Committee and Community/Industry. Referral
were ranked as top priority elements in Component VI, Community
Public Relations. Advertising Budget and Information Dissemination

Office were ranked as lowest priority.

Program Planning and Development was considered the highest
priority element in Componerit VII, Administration and Supervision.
Program Evaluation and Research and Progr~m Adminl. ... ~ere other
high prior!‘y elements. Lowest priority areas were Statistical Seivices

and other Community Public Relatioms.

In Component VIII, Facilities, Classroom Space and Shop/Lab Space
were ranked equally as the most important elements. Curriculum Lab and
Model Environments were ranked as the lowest elments.

Viewing the 78 elements inclusive, 13 achieved a mean rank between -

one" and "two'. Regular Vocational Education Instructional Staff from
Component III was considered the highest priority element. . Closely
following was Guidance and Counseling in Component I. Other high priority
elements included Shop/Lab Space and Classroom Space from Component VIII,
Program Planning and Development from Component VII. Also, 13 elements
achieved a mean rank of "three" or higher.‘ Interpreters from Component I
was the lowest ranking priority element. Other significant low priority
elements included Bilingual Texts from Component II, Bilingual Specialists
from Component III, Advertising Budget from Component VI, and Monetary

Reward System for Students from Component IV.

Data Analysis

A series of multivariate analyses were performed in order to
determine the relationship between program inputs and program outcomes. v
‘The several mtatistical procedures that were used were: (1) a canonical
correlation xelating outcomes to compohent costs/student for these pro- "
grams which-provided complete cost information; (2) a canonical correlation
relating outcomes to component costs/student for those programs which
provided only'those costs associated with the services furnishedbro

special needs students; (3) a discriminant analysis for all outcome
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variables and input variables for those programs providing complete cost
information; (4) a discriminant analysis for all outcome variables and
input variébles for those programs providing only those costs associated
with furnishing services to special needs students; '“' a multiple
regression analysis relating compon: costs/ student and outcor
measures for programs which pruvided complete cost information;

(6) a multiple regression analysis relating component costs/student and
outcome measures for programs which provided only those costs associated
with furnishing services to special needs students; (7) a multiple
regression analysis relating the five outcome measures with the costs/
student for each element within the eight components; and (8) a discriminan
analysis for all outcome variables and all input variables utilizing the
cost/student for each program element. For the discriminant analysis, a
composite score derived from the five outcome measures was used as the

basis for establishing groups.

Program inputs included the cost/student by components and by elements
within each component. Costs were converted to per pupil expenditures' in
order to permit comparison of the data across programs included in“the

survey.

Five outcome measures were developed with which to relate the input
data which had been converted to cost/student. The five outcome measures

were as follows:

1. Completion by Enrollment Ratio. This ratio was derived by
dividing the percentage of vocational education disadvantaged
who completed the program during a given school year by per~
centage of vocational education disadvantaged students enrolied
in the total program.

2. Drop-out Rate. This rate was determined by dividing the number
of vocational education disadvantaged students who dropped out
of the program by the number of vocational education disadvantaged
students enrolled in the program.

3. Reclassification Rate. This rate was developed by dividing the
number of vocational education disadvantaged students who, at the
completion of the school year, were reclassifiedzas "regular" voca-
tional education students by the total number of“vocational
education disadvantaged:students enrolled in the program.
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4, Placement Rate. This rate was determined by dividing the number
of vocationa2” ~ducaticn disadvantage: tudents who were placed in
employmen! !ted 4in a continuii: Aucation -~vogram by the
total nur’ ¢ ncational education - .. .vantaged students who
completed t: siring the school year.

5. Follow-Up Rate. This rate was determined by dividing the number
of vocational education disadvantaged students completing the
program at the time of follow-up by the number of vocational
education disadvantaged students completing the program. Program
administrators were asked to provide follow-up data based upon a
six months period following program completion. There was variance
in the follow-up time periods used. Furthermore in reporting on
1974-75 completers, this data was projected, based on the previous
year's experience, and current labor market conditioms.

The outcome measures were combined to form a composite score for use in
the discriminant analyses. The composite score was derived by summing the
total of the five outcome measures. Where data were missing, the mean of the
measure for the type of environment in which the program was located was .
"substituted. For example, if a program located in SMSA Central City en-
vironment provided four of the five outcome measures but omitted the
information required to develop the follow-up rate, the mean follow-up rate .
for all programs located in SMSA Central City environment was substituted for
the missing data in order to develop the composite score. While this procedure
tended to reduce the variance in the derived composite scores between surveyed
programs, it was considered a reasonable solution to the missing data problem.
All multivariate analyses performed and reported on below were performed on

data provided in the PAQ for school year 1974-75.

CVevys

The planned canonical correlation analyses were not pursued in depth
due to'missing,data. Only ten of the 98 programs had complete information
on all 13 variables. This N was judged to be of insufficient size for

continued analysis.

The two discriminant -amalyses utilizing composite scores and component
cost/student data wére perﬁbfmed. The first, a discriminant analysis for
‘programs supplying complete cost information was not significant (p = .476;
df = 7); for the 33 valid cases utilized in this analysis, one discriminant
founction was derived with a Wilks Lambda value of .7807, a Chi Square value

of 6.561. For the seecond, a discriminant analysis perforﬁed on those programs
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which provided only the additional costs/student necessary to furnish

_services to special needs students, one discriminant function was derived.

The Wilks Lambda value for this function was .7797, with Chi Square = 8,834,
The function derived from this analysis was not significant (p = .265;

df = 7); 42 programs were involved in this analysis procedure.

The first multiple regression analysis was performed for those programs
providing complete cost data while a second multiple regression was per-
formed for those programs providing only the additional costs necessary to
furnish services to special needs students. Both analyses utilized the
five outcome measures and the cost/student data for the eight components.
The first procedure identified only nine programs from the pool of
programs that provided complete cost information which had sufficient in-~
formation for an&lysis on all 13 variables. This N was judged insufficient

for continued analysis.

The regression analysis performed on those programs which provided only
that additional cost information associated with furnishing services to
special needs students produced 17 programs with sufficient information on
all 13 variables for continued analysis. The continued analysis produced
one significant relationship. That relationship existed between the dependent
variable.of 1974~75 placement rate and the cost per pupil for the component
of Instructional Related Needs, was significant at the .0l level, and may

have been a function of the data since the N was small. The best summary

of the regression analysis is to label the results inconclusive and

deserving of additional attention with an expanded sample.

A third disciminant analysis was performed on the cost/student
for each program element by composite outcome scores for the 31 programs

reporting costs for vocational education students by element of expenditure.

. The analysis produced one discriminant function with a Wilks Lambda value

of .0820, a Chi Square value of 36.257. This function was not significant,
(p = .110; df = 27). The last discriminant analysis was performed for
those programs providing only those expenses associated with providing

services to special needs students by program element. Thirty programs
provided sufficient information to be included in this analysis, No ~

significant discriminant functions were found.
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The final two multiple regression analyses were performed relating the
average per pupil expenditure for each program element and the five out-
come measures for those programs providing complete cost information and
for those programs which provided only those costs associated with
furnishing the special services to the special needs students. Only
eight cases had complete information for inclusion in the first regression
analysis and ten cases had complete information for inclusion in the
second regression analysis. The small Ns made‘the resulting analysis
suspect. The relationships that emerged are more likely a result of the
particular patterns of resource utilization of those few programs that
provided complete information on expenditures by element and outcomes rather
than an indication of- the relationship between program elements and outcome
measures for the total survey sample. However, the patterns that appear

to emerge may be worthy of additional research in the future.

There were recurring significant relationships between several program
elements and programmatic outcomes. More specifically, the elements of
individualized instructional modules, classroom space, program planning
and development, guidance and counseling, job placement coordinators, work
experience coordinators, administrative-clerical assistants, printed '
materials, electronic aids, and visitation to other programs reached
significance in two or more felationships between program outcomes and
expenditures., For example, for programs providing total cost/s;udent data,
the outcome measure '"reclassification rate" wag related to the input
expenditure of guidance and counseling at the .05 level of significance.
For those programs providing only costs for furnishing services to special

"

needs students, the outcome variable '"completion ratio", was found to be

significantly related to individualized instructional modules =zt the .05

level of significance.

Because of the small N and other limitations of the data, the multiple
regression analyses did not provide a statistical basis for conclusions

concerning the relationships between program inputs and program outcomes.

118

90

SYSTEM S CIENTCE S. I N c.



It is noted again that the programs. surveyed were selected on the
basis of a high degree of success, and this criterion may account for

much of the similarities and lack of statistical differentiation.

Resource Utilization Patterns: All Programs and by Type of Program
Environment

¢

Given the results of the multivariate analysis procedures and the problem
of missing data, descriptive statistics are presented for all program elements
for all programs and by type of program environment. These element costs/
student data are displayed in Fig. IV-10, Fig, Iv-11, Fig. IV-12, Fig. 1v-13,
and Fig. IV-14 using 2% cycle semi~logarithmic sheets. The expenditures are
presented by environment type to demonsStrate the cost differentials between
programs located in the four different settings. The ‘costs ﬁer pupil are
provided for each of the seventy-eight program elements. The element numbers
on the figures are keyed directly to the Program Administrator Qﬁestionﬁaire
and the listing of elements depicted in Fig. III-12, and also in Table IV-10b
below. For example, I(1l) refers tv component I, element 1, "Guidanéé"and'"““”‘
Counseling"; I(2) refers to component I, element 2, "Parent and Family
Counseling"; I(3) refers to component I, element 3, "Psychological Testing

and Counseling'; etc.

By tracing the average cost/student through each bf the environments
and by all programs, the reader can get an indication of how costs to provide
particular sérvices vary by program location. For example, Guidance and
Counseling, program element I(1), had a mean cost/student of $44.50 for
the 38 programs reporting total expenditures for vocational education, but
showed considerable variatjon by program environment. More speéifically,
thé average per pupil expenditufe for guidance and counseling services was
$34.05 for Program Environment I, SMSA Central City; for Program Eavironment
IT, SMSA Non-Central Ciﬁy, the average cost/pupil expenditure for guidance
and counseling services was $34.23; for Program Environment III, Urban
Non-SMSA, the average per pupil expenditure was $43.98 and, for Program
Environment IV, Rural, the average per pupil expenditure for guidance and

counseling was $76.43.
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Resource Utilization Pattern for Vocational Education Programs Serving Disadvantaged Students:

A1l Survey Programs Providing Total Cost Information (N=38)
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al Education Programs Serving Disadvantaged Students

. IV-11. Resource Utilization Pattern for Vocation

SMSA, Central City (N=12)
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tion Programs: Serving Disadvantaged Students:

Resource Urilization Pattern for Vocational Educa

Urban, Non-SMSA (Population > 10,000) (N=9%)
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Pattern for Vocational Education Programs Serving Disadvantaged Students

Resource Utilization
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. IV-

Rural (Population < 10,000) (N=8)
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Mean total cost data for all 38 programs showed marked variability
across elements as evidenced by the $0-~310 range (see Fig. IV~10). The
$310 mean cost was for program element III(1l) Regular Vocational Instructional
staff. Mean costs of zero were computed for program element I(16), Readers,
program element III(5), Bilingual Specialist, and program element VIII(6),

Curriculum Laboratory.

In spite of the large range, the majority of the mean costs were small.
Approximately 81% fell between zero and $20. This same trend also held
true for the mean cost data when computed by program environment. The
majority of the mean costs fell between $0-20 for each of the four

environments.

The mean costs by the four program environments showed similar trends
to those of the mean cost data for all programs. The largest mean cost
across all four program environments, was program element III(1), Regular
Vocational Education Instructional Staff. For Program Environment I,

SMSA Central City, the next three greatest mean costs, all in excess of
$40, were: program element III(2), Regular Instructional Staff; program
element VII(10), Program Administration; and, program element VIII(5),
Facilities Maintenance Costs (Fig. IV-11). Mean..costs of zero for Program
Environment I were computed for program eleﬁéﬁfs.I(IG), and I(17), Readers
and Interpreters, program element IIT(5) Bilingual Specialist, and program

element VIII(6), Curriculum Laboratory.

For Program Environment II, SMSA-Outside Central City (Fig. IV-12),
the second, third, and fourth largest mean costs, each in excess of $100
were program element II(12), Tools and Equipment, program element III(2),
Regular Instructional Staff, and program element VIII(1l), Classroom Space.
The fifth, sixth, and seventh largest mean costs, over $40, were program
elements VIII(2), and VIII(3), Shop/Lab Space and Office Space, and program
. element 1(12), Transportation Services for Students. Mean costs of zero
were computed for program element I(16), Readers; program element I1(5),
Bilingual Texts; program elements III1(4), III(5), III(6), and III(8),
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Remedial Math Specialist, Bilingual Specialist, Media Specialist, and
Curriculum Specialist, respectively; program element IV(5), Monetary
Reward System for Students; program elements VI(2), VI(3), and VI(6),
Labor Union Liaison, Community-Industry Referral Service, and Information
Dissemination Office, respectively; program element VIII(6), Curriculum

Laboratory.

Figure IV-13 shows the second, third, fourth, and fifth largest mean
costs in excess of $50 for Program Environment III, Urban Non~SMSA. These
are: program element III(2), Regular Instructional Staff; program
element VIII(;), Classroom Space; and, program elements I(6) and I(7),
Work~experience Coordinator, and Job Placement Coordinator. The next
three largest mean costs, all over $40 were program elements VIII(2) and
VIII(3), Shop/Lab Space and Office Space, and program element I(1l),

Guidance and Counseling. Mean costs of zero were computed for program
elements I(9), 1(13), I(16), and I(17), Consultant Services, Student Financial
Ald, Readers, and Interpreters; program element II(5), Bilingual Texts;

program element III(5), Bilingual Specialist; program elemeuts IV(5) and

IV(7), Monetary Reward System for Students and Teacher Clerical Support; _
program elements VI(1l), VI(4) and VI(5), Community/Industry Advisory Committee,
Community—industry Visitation Program, and Advertising Budget; program

element VII (4), Advisory Committees; and, program element VIII(6),

Curriculum Laboratory.

" 7 77 "Program Environment IV, Rural, (Fig. IV-14) had th'méSHNEdstéﬂbﬁéf'
$100 which were program elements IIT(2) and III(7), Regular Instructional
Staff and Teacher Aides. The next three largest mean costs, all over
$40, were program elements I(l) and I(6), Guidance and Counseling and Work-
experience Coordinator; and, program element IV(8), Release Time for
Planning;‘ Mean costs of zero were computed for program elements I(14),
I1(16), and I(17), Food Services, Readers, and Interpreters; program elements
I1I(5), and III(8), Bilingual Specialist and Curriculum Specialist; program
element IV(5), Monetary Reward System for Students; and program elements

VIII(4) and VIII(6), Model Environments and Curriculum Laboratory.
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The elements that received the highest levels of funding were
Regular Instruction Staff, Regular Vocational Education Instructional

Staff, Guidance and Counseling, and Classroom Space. Also mentioned as
high cost funding areas were Tools and Equipment, Shop Lab Space, Office
Space, and Work—experience Coordinators. Menticned once in $40 and over
mean cost category across program environments were Transportation Services
for students, Job Placement Coordinators, Teacher Aides, Release Time for
Planning, Program Administration and Facilities Maintenance Costs. Clearly,
program elements in Component III, Instructional Personnel, were the top

mean cost areas across all program environments.

Elements which were not funded in any of the program environments were
Readers, Bilingual Specialists, and Curriculum Laboratory. Other elements
not funded in one or more of tke program environments were Remedial Math
Specialist, Media Specialist, Monetary Reward System for Students, Labor
Union Liaison, Community-Industry Advisory Committee, Interpreters, and

Food Sefvices, and Model Environments.

From the data presented in Figures IV-10 through IV-1l4, it is evident
that the elements of highest mean costs were in regular and vocational
instructional personnesl. Other areas ranking high in mean cost/student
were Program Support Services such as Guidance and Counseling, and Job
Placement Coordinators. Other high cost/student areas included Tools and
Equipment, Teacher Aides, Release Time for Planning, Program Administration,
and Facilities, especially Classroom Space, Shop/Lab Space, Office Space,

and Facilities Maintencnce costs. -

If one were to sum the cost/student for each element by component
for Figures IV-10 through IV-14, additional patterns of resource utilization
emerge. These patterns are depicted in Table IV-10a, Resource Use Patterns
by Component. They are classified according to environment and correspond
with the cost/stﬁdent by element for all 38 programs providing total
cost information. While the number of cases-per environment categories
are too small to permit tests cf significance between the means, the per
pupil expenditure permits viSuai comparison for those programs reporting

complete vocational education expenditures for vocational education

~~~~~ disadvantaged-students ,———-
1372
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*
TABLE IV-10a

Resource Use Patterns by Component for All Programs and by Four
Types of Program Environment for Programs Providing
Complete Cost Information

PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT
PROGRAY
COMPONENT Ax2 I II III v
ICosit /Smugzant SMSA Central |SMSA Outside| Urban Non- Rural
o City Central City| SMSA(>10,00) | (s10,000)
I. Program
Support S 190..2% $ 160.61 $ 157.61 $ 263.21 $ 207.26
Services
II. Instructional
Materials,
Supplies, 158.463 90.37 239.80 159.71 168.38
Equipment, &
Related Mat.
IIT. Imstructional | 53 g9 398.57 284. 42 645.22 1,011.58
E=rsonnel .
IV. Imnstructional '
66.2 . . 61.82 - 110.05
Related Needs 5 60.42 38.04 1 10.0
V. Staff Develop- 18.02 12.73 12.04 4.26 49.55
ment .
VEZ. Community
Public Rela- 11.14 15.08 8.02 7.17 12.25
tions
VIL. Administra- 86.87 111.26 46.83 87.21 97.21
tion
VIIL. Facilities 130.18 e 100.37 273.58 83.77 54.06
TOTALS $1.,205.32 $ 949,41 $1,060.54 $1,313,37 $1,710.34
{N=38) (N=12) (N=9) (N=9) (N=8) .

Note: Component costs presented are per student costs.
fost/Student /Compoment = £ (cost/student/element)for each component.

* TMable IV-10b promwides detail costing for elements aggregated above.
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0f particular note is the high cost per pupil for programs located

in Rural and Urban, Non~SMSA, areas.

Table IV-10b depicts the resource use patterns by element for all

..programs.and for. those programs located in each-program environment

which provided domplete cost :Lnformat:[on.‘B This table presents the mean
dollar figures used to construct Figures IV-10 through IV-14 and compiled
in Table 10a. Table 10b permits the inspection of actual dollar figures

for each element for all programs and by environment.

1 3 4 ; g
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TABLE IV-10b

Resource Use Patterns by Element for All Programs and by Four Types
of Program Environment for Programs Providing Complete
Cost Information

| N"‘t‘:fl““ PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT
zgﬁgg;‘g - gﬁgﬁgﬁ‘g Fig.Iv-10[ ALL i I 1T v
AR R ~thru Cost/ | "SMSA | SMSA ‘| Urban | Rural ™’
Fig.1V¥14 Student CcC 0CC NonSMSA
I. Guidance and
Program Counseling I(1) $ 44.561$ 34.05 |$ 34.23|$ 43.98|$ 76.43
Support
Services
Parents/Family
Counseling I(2) 3.21 5.90 .92 .52 4.62
Psychological
Testing & Coun- 1(3) 4.45 .25 8.99 5.55 4.54
seling (e.g.,
personal) ‘
Diagnostic & . " )
Evaluative Services I1(4) 10.28 5.58 17.34 16.57 2.97
(e.g., academic/
work adjustment)
Home/School :
Coordinator 1(5) 4,75 3.04 2.46 7.21 7.44
Work Experience
Coordinator 1(6) 23.84 3.68 2.79 57.45 44,13
-Job Placement 1(7) 25.66| 22.53 3.67| 68.62| 17.50
Coordinator
Tutocing 1(8) 15.05| 8.05 2.36| 43.48] 11.37
o Services ) ‘ s * *
Consultant 1(9) 96 26 3.39 00 26
Services ) * * ) *

15%
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TABLE 1IV-10b
(continued)

Resource Use Patterns by Element for All Programs and by Four Types
of Program Environment for Progranms Providing Complete

Cost Information

103

SYSTEM SCIENCES, IN

| Notgsion . PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT
thru Cost/ SMSA SMSA Urban Raral
Fig.IV-14|Student CC 0CC NonSMSA ,
1. :
Program  [foninistrative- I(10) [ 17.68 [$ 27.59 [$19.78$ 4.18 [$12.28 |
Support
Assistance
Services
(cont)
Health Services I(11) 2.29 1.47 | 1.59| 4.94 | 1.97
-{(e.8., nursing, ;
dental care)
Transportation I(12) 27.63 | 43.91| 45.87| 1.36 | 8.95
Services for T < .
Students
Student Fiancial 1(13) .60 A .30 .00 1.87
Aid
Food Services 1(14) .55 .30 1.17 .83 .00
Staff Travel I(15) 8.48 3.58 | 11.55| 8.50 | 12.93 |-
Readers 1(16) .00 .00 .00 .00 -00
Interpreters 1(17) .28 .00 1.18 .00 .00
II. Individualized -l
Instruc- Instructional Modules I1(1) 27.05 18.80 7.3 >3.64 39.94
tional Mat-
erials,
etc.
136




TABLE IV-10b
(continued)

Resource Use Patterns by Element for All Programs and ®v Four Types
of Program Environment for Programs Providing Gomplete
Cost Information

Notation PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT
P B Fig.IV-10| AL T 11 1T | 1w
thru Cost/ SMSA SMSA Urban | Rural
Fig.IV-14{Student CC 0CC NonSMSA :
II. Task Analysis of : ’
Instruc- |Occupations 11(2) 3 7.14 08 1.2508 4.365 17.7118 7.90
tional Mat-
erials,
etc. (cont) i,
Printed Materials TI(3) 6.84 5.34 7.66 4.90 i0.31
Minority Culture
Oriented Materials 11(4) 1.51 .99 .02 1.17 4.67
Bilingual Texts I1(5) .10 18 .00 .00 18"
Teaching Games/ : o
Working Models 11(6) 2.41 1.58 2.48 lf4§m 4,69} -
Remedial Materials 1" 77y 12.64 | 1.44| 4.66] 44.78] 9.98]|
Audio-Visual :
Materials (e.g., 11(8) 12.12 22.06 1.96 3.47 16.82
film strips)
Electronic Aids o
(TV, cvertead I11(9) 9.62 1.24 21.31 4,16 14.42
projectors, compu-
ters)
vaw Materials II(10) | 12.88 | 10.59| 28.48| .18 3.47
104 137
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TABLE IV-10b
(continued)

Resource Use Patterns by Element for All Programs and by Four Types
of Program Environment for Programs Providing Complete
Cost Information

N°t§;i°“ PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT
"gggggﬁng‘ EEE;;Q?I Fig.IV-10{ ALl I II III Iv )
thru | Cost/ SMSA SMsA Urban | Rural
Fig.IV-l4{Student cC OCC | NonSMSA
II. Routine Classroom
Instruc-  |Materials (e.g. . II(11) |5 5.02 |$ 9.36 % 2.08{§ 2.50/$ 3.88
tional Mat- [paper, chalk, etc.)
erials, etc.
(cont) ‘
Tools and Equipment | 1715y | 42,61 | 11.26 |119.51| 11.726 28.82 |
Field Trips I1(13) 3.02 1.33 .26 1.90| 10.58|"
Comtractual Services| ;r(14y | 4.03 59| 12.69|  2.05) .79
vaintenance & Repalrlr(1sy | s5.63 | 2.81| 11.90] 1.07| 6.98|
of Equipment o
Furniture & *j
Furpishings II(16) 5.99 | 1.55] 15.05 3.48] 4.96 >
I1I. Regular Voc-Ed | ¥
Instruc- | Inmstructional Staff | TXI(1) | 310.59 | 259.65 [170.60| 406.59]481.88 >
tional » . fﬁ
Personnel ;
Regular Iﬂétructionall ~ﬁ
Staff (general aca- | L11(2) [151.91 | 79.02 [100.40| 102.88|392.10 :
demic) i
Remedial Reading "‘i
Specialist III(3) 23.42 | -14.27 | 11.28 56.44f 16.98 |-
o
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'TABLE  IV-10b
(continued)
Resource Use Patterns by Element’for All Programs and by Four Types

of Program Environment for Programs Providing Gomplete
Cost Information

Notation PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT
T Bisnvel Fig.Iv-10] ALl | I 11 T | |
thru Cost/ SMSA SMSA .| Urban | Rural
Fig.IV-l4{Student CC 0CC | NonSMSA
II1I. Remedial Math @ 5 '
Instruc— Specialist III(%4) |$. 4.67 p 8.11 |$ .00l$ 3.32|8 6.83
tional
Personnel
(cont)
Bilingual Specialist) ;. gy .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
(e.g., reader, inter
preter)
Media Specialist 11I(6) 9.08 3.11 .00 32.80 7.50
: TeackEer Aldes III(7) 37.13 30.53 Z2IEL) 13.431'106.30

Curriculum Specialist]

111(8) 7.17 3.88 .00 29.76 .00
Iv. Additional Period ]
Intruc— of Employment for V(1) 13.67 15.84 4.93 1.82 30.57
tional Instructional Staff C
Related
Needs . .
Release Time for IV (2) 14.26 | 7.33 | 5.97| 30.17| 16.06

Student Conferences

etty Cash Fund

IV(3) .50 | . .64 24| .18 .92 |
P:‘;“m‘te teacher  Iryaay | 3.43 | 3.60 | 2.69] 3.69[ 3.77 |
139
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!

TABLE IV-10b
(conftinued)
. i
Resource Use Patterns by Element for All Prograws and by Four Types
of Program Environment for Programs Providing Complete

Cost Information o “
. N°t§;i°“ PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT
|..PRO ) . , PPN S
CgMggﬁng gigggg? Fig Iv= 0] All I II III O Iv
thru: Cost/ SMSA SMSA Urban | Rural
‘ Fig,1v-l4[Student cc 0CC_ | NonSMSA v
Iv. Monetary Reward N .ans 1

Instrue- System for Students ) |8 1.4L8  4.4518 -001% +00 ?\x 290

tional

Related

Needs (cont)

Identification of ‘ ‘ '
Students 1v(6) 4.02 3.66 5..68 .97 6.00
4

« ' :
Teacher Clericas" N . ;
Support IY{7) 7.39f 13.03% 4£.,29 .00 8.94
Release Time For :; V —1— ———— — R
Planning IV(S) 21.59 11.89 14.21 25.00 43.81

LY
V. Teacher In-Service | _

Development| (e.g., workshops, -
conferences) ]f
Administrator In- »
Service Training . V(2) 1.72 1.86 1.57 1.38 2.00 |,
Program /

; )
Needs Assessment of o
‘Staff (identifi: iom V(3) 1.27 .92 2.83 .30v/, .80
of staff needs) /
Visitation at other
Programs V(4) 1.06 .61 1.27 .59 2.11
Attendance at°Pro— N
fesgional Meetings V(s) 9'53 5-31 2. 99 -41 35.60
(e.g., travel, sal-
aries) {
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TABLE IV-10b
IS (cont:inued)

N

Resource Use Pétterns by Element for All Programs and by Four Types
of Program Environment for Programs Providing Complete
' Cost Information

ggﬁggﬁm gggf{gﬁ’; Fig.Iv-l0[ ALT I I 11 v
' thru | Cost/ SMSA SMSA Urban | Rural
"~ [Fig.IV-l4|Student cc 0CC | NonSMSA
VI. Community/Industry
Community |Advisory Committee VI(D) $01.07 4% $76 1% .80)5 .00 | 2.96
Bublic
Relations
H.abor Union Laisiom | ooy .23 .32 .00 .22 .35
 Cbmmunity-Industry .
Referral Service VI(3) 2.02 .45 .00 5.91 2.28
:6mﬁﬁﬁity-1ﬁdust£y — - - “
Visitation Program VI(4) 1.61 .83 3.61 .00 2.34
Advertising Budget Vi(5) .88 1.37}1 .89 % 00 1.11
i
Information  "i%
Dissemination VI(6) 1.02 1.92 .00 .09 | 1.89 ’:?
Office
Interagency Coordinaq ;. 4y 4. 32 9.44 | 2.77] .95 1.33}

tion(e.g., Voc-Rchab,
Mental -Health, .
Courts, Employ. Off.)

VII. I'rogram Planning & ‘ . . ' :
Administra-| Development VII(1) 13.75 | 18.92} 10.41 3.33 ;9.59
tion &

Supervision
crogram Evaluation &) yrra) | s.47 | 5.53| 3.20] 9.15| 4.61|
Research : . : s
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TABLE IV~10b
(continued)

Resource Use Patterns by Elememt for All Programs and by Four Typmes
of Program Enviromment for Programs Providing Complete
Cost Information

| . Notation PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT |
= PROGRAM * “PROGRAM om b S ,
Fig.IV-10] ALl I T 111 v
COMPONENT ELEMENT thru | Cost/ | SMSA | SMSA | Urban | Rurai
Fig.IV-14{Student | ccC 0CcC | NonSMSA
VII. Staff Supervision 1 yr;3) s 19.36 |8 14.61 08 9.58|6 35.17 b 24.26

Auministra~

tion &

Supervision
Advisory Committee | o .y 1.13 1.80| .80 .00 | 1.53
Other Commmity 1.68 .65
Pibiic oISy | VII(S) 2.09 3,51 L. 791 1
Promotional Activi-
ties ‘ [ IS
Accessing Community [ y1yg) 2.21 2.29| 2.57]  .10| 4.03
Resources
Follow-up Surveys/ | yr77y 4.05 5.50| .3.58' 2.14 | 4.36
Studies .
Community-Employer | yry(g) 2.26 1.40 40| 3.76 | 4.19
Surveys
Statistical Services | yurrqy | 3 gg 6.06 | 5.04 33| 3.26

& Report Préparation

Program Administra- VII(I0)

tion 32.57 51.55 9.58 32f43 29.73.

VIII. Classroom Space

|Facilities VIII(1) 55.19. 31.25 .102°74 74.06] 13.52
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TABLE IV~1Ghb
(continued)

Resource Use Patterns by Element for ALl Programs and by Four Types
of Program Environment for Programs Providimg Complets
Cost Infommation

; Notation PROGRAM ENVERONMENT
“1"PROGRAM - ‘ PROGRAM - — , e - o
thru .| Cast/ SMSA SMSA Urban | Rural
Fig.1Vd4(Stndent CC oCC NonSMSA

VIII. Shop/Lab Space

Facilities VIII(2) |$ 23.65 {§ 7.94[¢ 71.79% 1.66 |¢ 13.84

Office Space

. (Instructional VIII(3) 16.48 6.04 55.06| 1.66 1.73
Administrative)
Model Environments

(e.g., mobile units,

VIII(4) 3.66 .48 13.68 .33 .00
greenhouse) ' ‘

Facilities Maimte—

nance COBtS VIII(5) 26.67 46.53| 25.69; 3.83 20.83

Curriculum Labora-

CVITII(6) .00 .00 . 00 .00 .00
tory .

Learning Laboratory | y;17 5y 1 5 06 8.12] 4.63 2.22 4.17
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DEVELOPING METHODOLOGIES FOR ASSESSMENT OF UNMET NEEDS

A major objective of the proposed research was to make initial
developments of a methodology that would enable vocational educators
to evaluate the magnitude of the task of successfully serving vocational

education disadvantaged students.

Study of the legislative history of P.L. 90-576 and the questions
of House and Senate committees concerned with annual budget submissions
lead to a firm conclusion that Congressional priorities and benefit-to~
cost ratios are believed to be so high for the vocational education
disadvantaged target populations that higher appropriations would probably
be voted by the Congress if requested and justified. In essence, fund
availabilities are limited only by imagination, ingenuity and drive of
vocatiomml educators on behalf of this special vocational education group.
An objective of this project was to assist the vocational education pro-
fession in the complex and difficult undertaking of estimating total resource
and funding needs in the first instances, and of improving the applied

effectiveness of all available resources.

» Three approaches were utilized in the course of the project directed
toward the development of such a methodology. First, two States' information
systems were examined on site to determine their potential to serve
as exemplary systems for estimating needs of the vocational education
disadvantaged. These two states, Illinois and Michigan, are believed
to be most advanced in ménagement information capability with respect to
this special target population. Secqnd, the Administrator Questionnaire
requested information from local program administrators on mefhodologies

used at the local level for conducting local needs assessments for vocational

- education disadvantaged students. Thifd, additional questions and information

obtained from the Program Administrator Questionnaire provided estimates
of unmet needs at the LEA level, which, when coupled with the analysis of
program components and elements on a cost/student basis, could be projected

to a national need as a crude but meaningful approximation.

111
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Approach #1: A Review of Two States' Information Systems

In Illinois, the information system was reviewed to determine potential
usefulness of the data base for (1) generating estimates of costs of services
for serving disadvantaged students by school district types, and (2)
generating rules of thumb for estimating the percentage of secondary
enrollment who could be classified as disadvantaged in the vocational
education context by school district types. Two information bases were

examined: reimbursement data, and enrollment data.

The Illinois procedure for funding occupational education programs is

based on the following formula:

Base Amount: This figure depends upon (1) the classification level
of each course and (2) the program priority at the occupational '
training level (differential cost and manpower needs) which is
established by the State Board. The factors that are involved

in calculating doilar amounts are the following:

Factor 1: an addition to the base of 0%-80% depending on
the relative financial ability of the local agency.

Factor 2: 50% of base amount for sexrvices and activities for
the disadvantaged.
Factor 3: -an additional 30% of base amount for prograws
serving two or more districts.
Factor 4: additional 30% of base amount for pfograms offered
by an agency for the first time-—inifial progrém year.
: 50% of base amount for services and activities

' Factor 5

for the handicapﬁed.

State and féséral funds are allocated on the basis of the above
funding formula according to the type of program (occupational information,
occupational orientation, occupétional experience) and level of students
(elementary, secondary: 2th and 10th grades, secondary: llfh and 12th
grades, postsecondary and adult). Table IV-11 provides a brief description

of the bases for reimbursement by program type and level of students.

112
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Basis for Reimbursement:

Table IV-11

Program by Type and Level of Students

s

Prograrn by Type

Level of Students

Basis for Reimbursement

APPROVED OCCUPATIONAL
INFORMATION PROGRAM

Elementary Grades -
Typically K-8

Funded on number of
students enrolled

areas:

Health

Ind. Orient.
Applied Bio. & Aag.
Bus.,, Mkt., & Mgmt.

APPROVED OCCUPATIONAL
ORIENTATION PROGRAMS

Preparing students for

approved occupational
training in five occupational

Personal & Public Services

Typically 8th & 10th
grade .

14 and 15 years of
age .

Number of students
enrolled on eleventh
day of classes multiplied
hy carnegie units of
credit assigned to class.
Funded at a lower rate
than occupational
experience programs.

APPROVED

EXPERIENCE
PROGRAMS
{Classroom,
laboratory,
and/or
on-the-job

experiences.}

OCCUPATIONAL

Typically 11th &

Number of students

Secondary 12th grade. . enrolled on eleventh
16, 17, 18 years of |day of classes multiplied
:| age and up. by carnegie units of
1 credit assigned to
class. Funded at
designated secondarv
rate
Typically 13th & No. of students enrolled
14th grade. multiplied by the credit
Post- . 18, 19, 20 years hours. Enroliment taken
Secondary of age and up. at mid-semester or mid-
“lquarter. Funded at the
designated post.secondary
rate.
Adult Typically those out |No. of students enrolled
{courses of school who need |multiplied by the
which do job preparation or contact hours. Enrolimant
not receive - |upgrading. taken at third meeting
H.S. or of class. Funded at
college the designated adult rate.
credit)

Source: Division of Vocational and Technical Education, Vocational Education

ir Illincis:

Annual Descriptive Report,

Bulletin No. 33-275, p. 25,
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The Illinois Division of Vocational and Technical Education
(DVTE) financially supports (with State and Federal funds) the added
costs incurred by a local educational agency for the provision of
special sewices amd program-adaptations -to help disadvantaged persons - .
to succeed. The local agency receives the ''disadvantaged" add-on-factor
to the base rate of funding which is applicable to all reimbursable

occupational education programs.
According to DVTE, this funding system serves to:

1) enhance the integration of disadvantaged into regular
programs;

2) provides financial support to both rural and urban
areas; and

3) promotes identification of and service to disadvantaged

individuals rather than groups. 18

Actually, the way in which the funding procedure works, the : ,,¢;
determination of an individual student as disadvantaged is not .
made solely on the basis of individual characteristics, but on the
basis of individual by coursa interacfion. A student may be
identified as disadvantaged for one course in which he/she is
enrolled, but not disadvantaged in another. The financial input
including the disadvantaged add-on-factor is tied to the number

of Carnegie units of credit generated.

An example of how this funding procedure operates for a single course
is provided in Table IV-12 ‘

18/ . '
- 7 Division of Vocational and Technical Education, Vocational

Edugation in T1linois: Annual Descriptive Report, July 1, 1973-June
39,1974. Bulletin No. 323-275, p. 15.
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Table IV-12

Example of DVTE Funding Procedure for A Single Course

Vocational Students
Course Regular Disadvantaged Total
04.9901 - 34 10 44
’ LVTE
Reimbursement
44 Total students generate 22 credits $352.00
10 Disadvahtaged students generate 5 credits 15.00
' $367.00

Reimbursement pér student in the course = $8.34
Reimbursement per regular student = 8.00
Reimbursement per disadvantaged student = 9.50

$8.00 x 34 = $272.00
$9.50 x 10 = 95.00
$8.34 x 44 = $367.00
, 148
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In the above example, the program cost/disadvantaged student
eligible for reimbursement under DVTE funding support is $9.50; the
eligible reimbursement amount for added costs incurred by the local
educational agency for providing program services to the disadvantaged

in the example course above is $1.50/disadvantaged student.

A basic limitation to utilizing this type of cost data to generate

estimates of cost of service for disadvantaged vocational education
students is that the reimbursement amount represents only the federal

and State share of the cost. The local share is not included. DVTE
professional staff knowledgeable of the reimbursement procedures and
programs for disadvantaged students indicated that the percentage

that the reimbursement amount (federal and state funds) represents of

the total program cost varies widely among participating school districts.
For ‘<ample, the'reimbursement amount may represent 15% of the total
program cost in one district and 30% in aznother. This widespread variation
along with the partial cost nature of the reimbursement amcunt precludes
use of the Reimbursement in Detail Data Tapes for estimating cost of service

by school district types for program services for the disadyantaged.

None of the data provide complete estimated costs for program services

for the disadvantaged.

Illinois generates "500 Series Reports" from Form No. VE-503 which
provide secondary level vocational education enrollment (unduplicated)
and indicates the number of disadvantaged secondary students enrolled in

vocational education, also unduplicated, by participating school districts.

The information obtained from the 500 Series Reborts cén be
supplemented with information from the Office of the Superintendent of
Public Instruction giving total secondary student enrollment by school
district. These combined data sources would permit the COnstrﬁction

of ‘a table showing, for each school district, total secondary enrollment,
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secondary vocational education enrollment, and secondary disadvantaged
vocational education enrollment. An example of this table structure is

given in Table IV-13.

Existing available information would permit completion of the

data in columns 1, 3, and 4.

Information required in column 1 is available from the Office

~of the Superintendent of Public.Instructiom.

Information required in colummns 3 and 4 is available from

the DVTE 500 Series Reports, or can easily be computed from

information included in this report series.

Information required in column 2 is not readily available by
school districts. Local programs are not required by federa® and state

reporting systems to estimate the secondary school district population

. that is disadvantaged in the vocational education context (Amendments

of 1968, P.L. 90-576) and therefore eligible for disadvantaged vocational
education program services. Needs assessment activities of this nature
depend on the initiative of local program administrators, and thﬁs, are
assumed to vary widely in terms of methodology among school districts

where they exist, and be non-existent in most.

An outstanding example of a systematic ﬁeeds assessment activity
to identify disadvantaged students eligible for disadvantaged vocational
education program services is the Alton, Illinois, Community Unit School
District's Mark Sense system. This program and the identification system
it has developed and operationalized is described in detail in Volume II,

Compendium of Descriptions of Exemplary Programs, beginning on p. 94.

If a systematic needs assessment activity were conducted.to identify
the secondary school district population that' is disadvantaged in the
vocational education context on a school district by school district
basis, and the information aggregated at the regional and state levels,
then this would provide a complete data system for determining the population

in need and the extent to which it is being served.

The second State which was visited and whose information system
was examined in terms of its capability for assessing needs of disadvantaged

students in the vocational education context was Michigan.
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Table IV-13

Comparison of _
Percent Secondary Vocational Education Disadvantaged Students

with

Percent Secondary Enrollment Identified as Disadvantaged

e v e o i o s -5 B i T i e S L 0 o B S S ey i (R i O S i S i ey T G e i D O P s S ey g TR R T TS S TS (A Gt i G A e R G e e S

— s ot . . S By g ) £ S e ot

EXAMPLE TABLE

——

g - o

L -

Col. 1 Col. 2 Col. 3 Col. 4
Percent
Secondary
Percent Secondary Secondary | Vocational
Illinois Tctal Enrollment Identified | Vocational Education
School Secondary as Disadvantaged in | Education Enrollment
Districts Enrollment Voc-Ed Context Enrollment |[Disadvantaged
1
N
A
TOTALS
. (Range of Percentages) /7%-age of\ (Range of %)
( X Percentage ) voc~Ed/ X % - age )
Total
1181 
o _ SYSTEM SCIENCES S, |

N C.



The basic criterion for the identification of a student for participation
in a vocational education program for disadvantaged students is "inability
to succeed in regular program without specizl assistance or service.”" For
each individual student, there must be evidence to substantiate the con-
clusion that if placed in a regular vocational program, the student could
not be expected to succeed without special assistance or service. The
éritical consiceration is that the student's past achievement record
indicates that it is quite probable that he would not succeed in a regular ’
vocational program without special assistance or services. Indicators
which are used to identify students include: (a) poor attendance, (b) below
average past achievement in the basic education courses (1.5 or less on a
4.0 scale), (c) poor social adjustment, and/or (c) dropped out of school.

In Michigan, students must be 15 and ) years of age or older in order to

enter a special needs vocational training program.lg/

Programs for disadvantaged students are funded on a project basis,
submitted annually, by local educational agencies. Program‘costs are
reimbursed 100% for segregated programs and special needs preparatory
programs funded in distrigts designated as areas of high concentration
of youth dropouts on a line item basis for expenditures incurred ag a
direct result of operating a program; integrated programs are eligible
for added cost or per pupil allowance funding. Program components which
are eligible for reimbursement include: (a) administration/coordination;
(b) counseling/basic education; (c) equipment and supplies; (d) instruction;

(e) clerical staff; and (f) in-serwice sorkshops.

Funding priorities for occupational preparatory programs are as

follows:

1. Presently operating programs funded less than three vears

that met their stated performance objectives.

Guldelines forVocational Education Programs for Persong with
Special Needs for FY 1975-76: Disadvantaged and Handicapped Programs Unit,
Vocational-Technical Education Service, Michigan Department of Education,
October, 1974, pp. 1~2.

19/
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2. New programs that integrate students into the regglar vocational
education program.

3. Presently operating programs funded for more than three years
that meet their state performance objectives and integrate

students into the regular vocational education programs.

4. Programs in those local educational agencies designated by
the Michigan State Plan as having a high concentration of
youth dropouts.

5. In situations where funds are not sufficient to reimburse
every program qualifying under a particular priority, the
following procedure will be utilized: Rank order schools
by criteria esﬁablished in the Michigan State Plan for
Vocational Education.

6. Segregated programs may be deemed feasible after it is
determined that the local educational agency hac shown
evidence of serving persons with special needs in regular
vocational education programs. Prbgrams of this type should
be designed to provide the skills necessary to enter the regular
vocational education program. Minimum acceptable design for
such programs must provide skilled or semi-skilled training for

competitive employment. 20/ e

For the past two years, FY74 and FY75, a Vocational Special Needs

Project Information Report (Form RE~4530), has been completed for each °

funded project. This report provides information om the racial/ethnic
and sex composition of students served, teaching methods employed, budget
detail by program component as well as total cost, and program administrator

estimates of the number of potentially eligible students not being served.

This data base provides for the development of a methodology for
estimating unmet needs for (a) the school districts presently béing served,
(b) all school districts within the State, and (c) the State as a whole.

In FY74, for example, programs were operating in 364 of Michigan's 597

school districts. One hundred and nine programs served 8,160 disadvantaged

students.
20/ 1.
=" 1bid., pp. 3-4.
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As a preliminary effort to estimate the numbers of students throughout
Michigan who were eligible for disadvantaged special needs services, each
local education agency, through the contact person for each special needs
project, was asked to estimate the number of disadvantaged students in
their area of service who were eligible. These contact persons were
considered qualified %o make the evaluation quoted below as they were both
familiar with the special needs services and familiar with the specific

definitions used for determining eligibility of these students. However,

the report emphasized that:

In any estimate of this nature some erxor exists. The

figures provided should be interpreted as overall guides

or rough orders of magnitude not having specific accuracy.

They were designed to provide basic information for policy
making purposes not for strict evaluation purposes.Zl

Developing information for 'policy waking purposes is in line with

the objectives of this research effort. However, one additional limitation
should be pcinted out. There was no standard methodology used by local
program admini;trators in estimating the eligible vocational education
disadvantaged student population. As will be pointed out and described
later in this chapter, methodologies for estimating needs at the local

level vary considerably.

The estimates of special needs eligible disadvantaged students
provided totaled 51,000. As 8,160 of these students were being served;
program administrators and coordinators estimated an additional 42,840
students were eligible for the special needs programs, but not being

served.

For these reporting school districts, the eatimated needs resulted
in a ratio of "unserved" to "served" of 5.25. That is, for each vocational
education student being served, an additional 5.25 students were potentially
eligible for the program, but not being served. This is a rough estimate of

unmet needs for the reporting school districts.

f 21/ Evaluation Report: Michigan Vocational Education Special
/ Needs Program, 1973-74. General Program Evaluation Unit, Research‘
; Evaluation and Assessment Services of the Michigan Dept. of Education,
' Februar 1975, p. 15.
/ Y ’ 154
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For those school districts not being served by a special needs disad-
vantaged program, projections of unmet needs could be made by grouping
school districts where unmet needs have been estimated, and applying these
administrator estimated ratios of served to unserved to similar groupings
of school districts where unmet needs have not been estimated. For purposes
of these projections, school districts could be grouped along several

variables: (1) race/ethnicity, (2) size of school district, and (3) dropout

rates.

Information on the racial-ethnic distribution of pupils in Michigan
public schools is available from the Office of School and Community
Affairs, Michigan Department of Education. For exawple, Table IV-14
presents the racial-ethnic distribution of pupils in all Michigan Public
Schools for 1972-73 and 1973-74. '

The 597 school districts could be classified on the basis of State
Aid Membership, as shown in the first column of Table IV-15.

Dropout rates by school districts are available from the Research,
Evaluation, and Assessment Services, Michigan Department of Education.
An example of this type of data is displayed in Table IV-16, although not
by school districts, primarily for illustrative purposes.

To develop Statewide estimates of vocational education disadvantaged
needs, the ratios of "served" to "unserved'" obtained from the 1364 school
districts presently served by special needs programs could be applied to
the enrollment data for the remaining 233 school districts which are not
served by a special needs program, following grouping of school districts
on selected key variables such as the three mentioned above and matching
school districts presently being served with those not being served. This
methodology is illustrated in Fig. IV-15.
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ABLE IV-14

RACIAL-ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS IN ALL MICHIGAN PUBLIC SCHOOLS
BY SCHOOL BUILDING LEVEL, 1972-73 AND 1973-74

| Elementary Junior High Senior High Other’ Tots!
Grades PreK-6 Grades 7-8 Grades 9-12
School - -
Year |Race of Pupils Number % Number % Number % Number % Number
White ........... ..} 926840 | 822 345,230 846 533,462 | 87.6 28,288 | 74.7 | 1,833,820,
1972- INegro.......onu.n. 175,599 | 156 55,891 | 13.7 66,628 | 10.9 8,804 | 23.2 306.922
73 Oriental ........... . 3.137 03 732 0.2 919 0.2 67 0.2 4,855
American Indian .. 3,280 0.3 735 0.2 1,584 0.3 179 0.5 5,778
L.atin American.... 19,330 1.7 5,503 1.3 6,356 1.0 546 1.4 31,735
Total.............. 1,128,186 {100.1. | 408.031 [100.0 608.949 | 100.0 37.884 [ 100.0 | 2,183.110 |1
White ............ . 882837 | 817 "‘345.1 45| B4.2 525.433 | 87.4 32611 75.6 | 1,789,026
1973 | Negio. oo oln . 172,448 | 159 57.439 | 13.9 65,753 | 10.9 9,492 1 220 305,132
74 lCriental ..o 33411 03 835{ 0.2 982| 0.2 45| 0.1 5.233
Amearican Indian .. 3.853 0.4 - 1,007 0.2 2.044 0.3 293 0.7 7.197
Latin American.. .. 18,715 1.7 5.886 1.4 6.749 1.1 688 1.6 32,038
[Totat.............. 1,081,194 [100.0 | 413312 | 999 | 600961 | 99.2 43,129 |100.0* | 2.138.596 |1
SOURCE:

Otfice of School and Community Affairs, Michigan Departrient of Education.

NOTE:
' Special education and any reporting unit nnt mecting the criteria for other categories.

Secondary Source: Michigan Educational Statistics 1974, Michigan Department
of Education, December, 1974, p. 15.
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TABLE IV-15

GENERAL INFORMATION BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT
FOR FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1974

- R Number ot Avé;age Pupil o
Classitication of School Number | Public Schoci Salary Mempership
District Eased on of Teachinyg Paid Zach as of
State Aid ttembership Districts Positious Tescher 8/28/73
(A) 50,000 and over ...... 1 10,411 $13.928 267.742
(B) 20,000 to 49,999 ...... 10 12,676 13.717 233,906
(C) 10,000 to 19,999 ...... 20 13,137 14,155 287,223
(D) 5,000 to 9,999 ....... 67 20,820 13,148 468,844
(E) 4,500 to 4,999 ....... 12 2,508 12,917 56,252
(F) 4,000 toc 4,499 ....... 22 4,174 11,859 93,367
I (G) 3,500 to 3,999 ....... 23 3,702 12,755 . 85,596
{ (M) 3,000 to 3,499 ....... 28 4,008 11,858 - 91,076
)] 2,500 to 2,999 ....... 33 3,747 11,592 89,097
W) 2,000 to 2,499 ....... 67 6,593 11,559 149,434
{K) 1,500 to 1,999 ....... 63 4,878 11,239 110,518
(L) 1,000 %0 1,499 ....... 71 4,004 10,906 60,112
(M) 50C to 999 ......... 78 2,752 10,616 59,489
(M}  Below 500 ......... 102 751 9,922 15,212
(b) Dept. of Corrections 67 14,435 2,091
- Total for all Districts -.. 597 94,221 12,852 2,159,966

Source: Anaj s of Michigan Public School Revenus and Expenditures,
19J8-74; Bulletin 1011. Michigan Department of Education, p. 4
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TABLE ¥IV-16

PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUTS IN MICHIGAN,
1962-63 THROUGH 1972-73

9-12 Grade Adjusted 9-12 Grade Annual Dropout
School Year Public School Public School Rate
Membership’ Dropouts? B
(A) (8) (if x 100)
1962-63 446,033 27.808 6.2%
1963-64 449.085 29.845 6.6%
1954-65 493,960 32,866 6.7%
1965-66 501,448 35210 7.0%
1966-67 534,703 35,739 6.7%
1967-68 542,497 36.554 6.7%
1668-69 561,651 39,217 7.0%
1988-70 601,621 40610 6.8%
1970-71 - 619,948 37.339 6.0%
1971-72 627,872 40,443 6.4%
1972-73 639.776 41,354 6.5%
SOURCE:

Pubiic High School Dropouts 1n Michigan. Research, Evaluation, and Assessment Services, Michigan
Deparirent of Education

NOTES:

* Annyal Adjusted Fublic School Membership figure was obtained by subtracting involuntary losses
curing the twelve month period covered in the survey (e.g. transfers to other schools, student
d2aths. illness or injury aflecting attendance through the close vf school, commitment to mental
health institutions) from membership ligures which included af! students in membership on Fourth
Friday Following Labor Day, plus a:l entries, registrations. returns. and/or transfers from other
schools which occurrad during thie twveive month period covered in the survey.

: Annval Dropouts include ail students removed from the schoof membership roll prior to graduation
tor any reason other tras involuntary l0sses without provisions teing mage to transfer to another
schuol which would provide courses leading 1o the completion of a high school educatica during
the {weive month pericd covered in the survey.

Secondary Source: Michigan Educational Statistics 1974, Michigan Department
of Education, December, 1974, p. 16.
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The proposed methodology for estimating unserved numbers of vocational
education disadvantaged students for a State (Michigan) might be applicable
to other states, provided that the State Education Agency and related
agencies had the data production capability that exists in Michigan. An
examination of each States’ information system in this regard did rnot
fall within the scope of the research project. However, project staff did
explore the possibility of projecting from one State's data, available by
school district, to the mational level using the School District Data
Tapes zwailable from th= National Center for Educational Statistics.ggj
The pracedure for matching school districts would again be done on selected
variables, and school districts would be grouped accordingly. Ratios

of served-unserved would be applied for matched groups of schoel districts.

There are several limitations to this type of crude procedure for
estimating unserved numbers of students. First, the data us2d in developing
the School District Data Tapes is now over five years old. Given natural
migration, neighborhood changeover, and the use of busing to achieve racial
balance in schools, the assumption that the data on tape would be repre-
sentative of the school districts as they now exist may not be warranted.
Second, a single State or group of States would have tc be identified having
within their boundaries a wide mix of school district tyves sc that adequate
representation of all school distrié¢ts in the United States would be assured.
A large State such as Illinois or Michigan could possibly serve this purpose
since they would contain varied environments (urban, rural, etc.)_as settings

for various sizes of school districts.

22/ User's Manual for 1970 Census Fourth Count (Population)
School District Data Tapes, National Center. for Educational Statistics,
U.S. Office of Education, Washington, D.C. {(n.d.)




.

" Approach {#2: Méthodologies Employed at the Local Level

Question 5, Section F of the Administrater Questionnaire was analyzed
to identify methodologies employed in various school districts to estimate
numbers of disadvantaged stu.ants, both in school and out of school, not

being served. Table IV-17 presents the results of this analysis.

Table IV-~17

METHODS OF ESTIMATING NUMBERS OF DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS

Response or Type

of Methodology : Frequency *
No Response or Not Applicable 43
Unsubstantiated Estimates 18

Percentage of Dropouts

Percentage of Applicants

Percentage of School Population (Range 3-19%) 1
Special Survey or Program Evaluation Report
Analysis af School Records

Asslstance from Community Agencies

Percentage of Vocational Enrollment (40%)
Systematic Identification System

HPERFROULUULOG

* Total responses exceeds the number of questionnaires due to
“o o1 multiple responses by some respondents.

It is immediately obvious that no method is in very wide use. In
fact, over half of the school districts sampled either gave no. response

or gave only unsubstantiated estimates.

By far the most common method reported was to take a proportion or
percentage of some readily available number; i.e., dropouts, applicants,
or school population. While the cost of applying these methods would be
negligible (the counts are readily available from other reports/files),
there is little reason to believe the results would be reliable or even
reproducible from one school district to another. For example, dropouts
are not an effect category, but represent the last statement of failure
by the education system. To have a responsive program, a method should

look at students who are or should be in a vocational education program.
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The other class of approaches which were observed in the responses
can be called analysis methods. In these, sample or iuniverse data is
examined to determine estimates of the number of disadvantaged to be
served. While it is not specified, it is assumed that estimates were

made by category of disadvantagement,

One approach cf special note was identified which is reported to
give very reliable estimates based on data from the local departments
of social services, specifically, counts of Aid to Dependeunt Children

(ADC) recipients. Estimates are made as follows for a given age range:

Total disadvantaged = 2 X number of ADC recipients
In~school disadvantaged = 0.7 x disadvantaged in grades 11 and 12

Out~of-school disadvantaged = In-schcool disadvantaged

How valid this set of estimating formulaé‘would be over a wide range of

" economic levels would need to be determined, as would several other factors.
However, since the procedure appears "to work,' has some administrative
acceptance, and the data is readily available, further consideraﬁion should

be given to this approach and its reliability..

Another approach which merits attention is the systematic identi-
f;;ation system involving classroom teachers ard counselors developed wnd
in operation at the Alton Commﬁnity Unit 3chool District in Alton, Illinois.
This computerized system is described in .etail in Volume II, Compendium
of Descriptione of Exemplary Prqgraié, béginning on page 94; Under this

system, the status of each vocational education student is reviewed each
semester to identify those students not succeeding in thejz vocational
élass/program. A limitation to this approach is that it only includes those
students enrolled in vocational courses (73% are earolled in vocational
education courses in the Alton program). The system does not reach students
¥nrolled in school or out of school who are potentially eligmble for special

needs services but not presently taking vocational courses.

Based on responses from the 98 programs included in this survey, there
appears to be little effort at the local level to develop and use methodologies

for assessing unmet vocational education disadvantaged needs. In only a few

129.
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cases were systematic or empirically based systems in place. Understandably,
for thé 82 of the 98 programs which reported expenditures for program element
number six in component four, "Identification of Studerts", the average ex-
penditure pecr student was $2.34. This was true even though program admini--
strators gave this program element a mean priority rank of 1.68 in terms of

its contribution. to overall program succcess.

It would appear that increasing the capacity of local programs to
conduct local needs assessments 1s needed, and would increase the overall

success of vocational education disadvantaged programs.

Approach #3: Program Administrator Estimated Unmet Needs and Costs

to Serve

In Section F of the Program Administrator Questiomnaire (PAQ), each

local program administrator was asked to providé the following information

with respect to unmet needs.

1(a) Estimated total number of vocational education
disadvantaged students in school and eligible for
their program, Sut not. presently being served.

(b) Estimated average -annual cost/student-for-identifying,
recruiting, enrolling, maintaining, and successfully

serving this population of students.

2(a) Estimated total number of vocational education dis-
advantaged students, potentially eligible for their

progrém, but who are not now in school (e.g., expelled,

voluntarily dropped out, never enrolled).
(b) Estimated average annual cost/student for identifying,
recruiting, errolling, maintaining, and successfully

serving this population of students.

Responses to the above four questions have been tabulated and
are presented in Table IV~18 for the fournprogram types, and in Table
1V-19 for the four types of program environment. The mean, the range

of resnonses, and the number of cases from which the mean was derived
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TABLE IV-13

ESTIMATED UNMET VOCATIONAL EDUCATION DISADVANTAGED NEEDS
AND COST DATA BY PROGRAM TYPE *

Regular/SS Modified Special Wk/Experience
Estimated average total
number of vocational education 652 6742 852 511
disadvantaged in school and Range=0-12,000 Range=0-100,000 Range=0-4909 Range=0~3,000
eligible for program but not n=32 n=16 n=13 n=19
being served
Estimated average anrval cost/
student for identifying, 81056 $1204 - $1269 $840
recruiting, maintaining and Range=98-4,000 Range=425-3,788 Range=400-2,500 Range=200-2,150
successfully serving voca- n=30 n=14 n=12 n=17

tional education disadvantaged
students in school and eligible
for program but not being served

Estimated average total number .

of vocational education dis~ 348 5220 497 532
advantaged students, poten~ Range=3-2,786 Range=20~60,000 Range=10-3,912 Range=20-3,000

tially eligible for program n=27 n=12 n=15 n=18
but not now in school

Estimated average annual cost/
student for identifying,

recruiting, enrolling and $1402 $2729 §1709 $1247
successfully serving voca- Range=160-7,000 Range=650-10,000 Range=841-4,700 Range=390-5,000
tional education disadvantaged n=23 n=8 n=11 n=15

students potentially eligible
for program, but not now in

school .

Average ratio of estimated

in-sthool -students not-being 1.24 14.82 . - 407 2,20
served to rnumber of students Rapgej0:5.16 Range=0~177.00 Rangef0-22.83 Rangei0-18.52
served n=30 n=14 =13 =19
Average ratio of estimated 2.14 14.08 2.47 1.83
number of out-of-school Range=,03-21.29 Range=.10-106.20 Range=.12-11.18 Range=.25-6.38
students not being served n=25 =10 -~ =15 n=18 '

to number of students served

Range is the maximum limits of estimates generated; at least one respondent in each program type
stated zero unmet disadvantaged needs. o




TABLE IV~19

ESTIMATED UNMET VOCATIONAL EDUCATION DISADVANTAGED NEEDS AND COST DATA
FOR SURVEY PROGRAMS (N-98) BY PROGRAM hNVIRONMENT

A e e o

SMSA-CC SMSA-0CC Urban Rural

Estimated average total number .

of vocational education dis- 4631 273 245 122

advantaged students in school Range=10-100,000 Range=0-1,000 Range=0-1, 500 Range=0-350

and elibible for program but n=30 n=15 n=18 'n=17

not being served

Estimated average annual

cost/student for identifying,

recruiting, enrolling,main- $1014 $1223 $949 " 41556

taining and successfully Range=98-4, 000 Range=38-3,788  Range=125-2,150 Range=219-2240

serving vocational education n=28 n=14 n=16 ‘ n=15

disadvantaged students in o

school and eligible for pro- R

gram but not being served ' :

Estimated average total number

of vocational education dis- 2818 451 157 , 121

advantaged students, Range=10-60,000 Range=20-3,000  Range=20-600 ; Range=3-660

potentially eligible for n=28 n=13 n=15 , n=16

program but not now in school K

Estimated average annual

cost/student for identifying,

recruiting, enrolling, main-

taining and successfully $1440 $1788 §1258 | $2244

serving vocational education Range=275-5,000 Range=183-/,000 Range= 160~2 019 Range=800-10,000

disadvantaged students n=23 =11 n=13 n=10

potentially eligible for :

program but not now in school

Average ratio-of-astimated~ - ~---9:78 S TL1s T T T T TR0

in-school students not being Range=02-176.49  Range=0-4. 36 Range=0-6.&5 Range=0-10

served to number of students n=27 n=14 n=13’ n=17

served ‘

Average ratio of estimated .

numbe% of out-of-school 6.47 2.51 1.84 2.81

students not being served Range=.10-106,20 Range=.03~10.91 Range=.15-16.13 Range=21.29
n=25 .n=12 n=15 n=16

to number of students served N

* Range is the maximum limits of‘estimateq generated at least one respondent in each program type




are presented. Also presented are the mean, range, and number of classes

for ratios of (1) the estimated number of in~schocl students not being

served to the number of students served (computed by dividing the estimated
number by the disadvantaged enrollment for school year 1974-75) and

(2) the estimated number of out-of-school studeuts not being served (com~

puted by dividing the estimated number by the disadvantaged student

enrollment for school yeai 1974-75.

Detailed cost justifications were not provided; but it is believed the
context in which estimates were made was such that most of the costs would be
for personnel, guidance, materials and services. It is not suggested, forwm”
example, that these cost estimates include costs for construction of new

facilities.

~The data for all programs reporting, across program types and types

-of environment, is summarized below:

- Estimated total nuaber cf vocational education
disadvantaged students in school and eligible for
their program, but not presently being served:

X = 1869; Range = 0-300,000; N = 80.

- Estimated aveérage annual cost/student for identifying,
recruiting, enrolling, maintaining and successfully serving
this population of students: X = $1,068.99; Range = $98-
$4,000; N = 73.

- Estimated total number of vocational education dis-
advantaged students, potentially eligible for their
programs, but who are not now in school (e.g., expelled,
voluntarily dropped out, never enrolled): X = 1237;
Range = 3-60,000; N = 72.

- Estimated average annual cost/student for identifying,
recruiting, enrolling, maintaining,'ang successfully
serving this population of students: X = $1606.53;
Range = $160-$10,000; N = S§7.

- Ratio of estimated in-school students not being served to
number of students served: X = 4,46; Rangc = 0-177; N = 76.

- Ratio of estimated number of out-of-school students not
being served to number of students served: X = 3,89;
Range = .03-106.2; N = 68. ’

The above ratios and cost data can be applied *» vocational education
enrollment data to generate estimates of national need. Two sets of needs

information are presented. First, the two ratios are used as multipliers
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against the latest national enrollment statistics. 23/

The resulting
estimates of population in need are multiplied by the estimated cost to
serve; the product is an estimate of the total doilar resources needed

to meet the unmet needs of the vocational education disadvantaged. These
calculations and the resulting estimates are presented in Table IV-20

for in-school students not being served and Table IV-21 for out-of-school

students not being served. These figures are presented by state for
ease of reference; the actual figures way vary by state because the mean
ratio of served to unserved students and the estimated average cost“;§¥'
student to provide services fluctuates by variations in program type,
enrollments served, definitions, the particular combination of program
elements, and geographic requirements of the locale. More specifically,
the estimated unmet needs or the national level as presented in Tables IV-20
and IV-21 do not take into account differences in numbers and costs due to
-population distribution and density. These can be accounted for, somewha.,
by developing estimates of need for different program environments.
Tables IV-19 provides estimated annual average per student cost for the
four types of program environment: (1) SMSA, Central City; (2) SMSA,
Outside Central City; (3) Urban, Outside SMSA, Population > 10,000; and
(4) Rural, Population < 10,000. The National Center for Educatiomal '
Statistics, in its report on characteristics of students and staff in
‘v;£é£ibnal educat:ion based on data from school year 1972_73,2i/ provides
estimated percentages of enrollment: 2t the secondary level by place of

residence, as shown below:

large City ~ in a large city (Pop. 100,000 or more) 15.6%
Suburb of City - in a suburb of a large city 14.2%
Small City - in a smaller city or town - 39.9%
Rural Area - in a rural area ‘ . 29.7Z

99.4%
23/

== Vocational and Technical Education Selected Statistical Tables,
Fiscal Year 1974. U.S. Office of Education. Bureau of Occupational and
Adult Education, Division of Vccational and Technical Education,
Washington, D.C., June, 1975. :

24/

~— Osso, Nicholas A. Vocational Education: Characteristics of
Studerts and Staff, 1972. National Center for Educational Statistics,
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education.

U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, 1974, p. 92,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

National Estimates of Unmet Needs for In~School Secondary Level Vocational
Education Disadvantaged Students

TABLE IV-20

Enrollment of Disadvantaged Mean Ratio of Estimated In-School Estimated Average Estimated Total
Students, Secondary Level, Served ro Un- Population in Need Annual Cost per Dollar Resources
FY 1974 by State 1/ served In-School 2/ Secondary Level Student to Serve 3/ “Needed to Serve
{Column 1) (Colunn 2) (Column 1 x 2=3) (Column 4) (Column 4 x 3=5)
AL 19,707 4,46 87,893 $ 1068.99 $ 93,956,738
AK 4,182 4,46 18,652 1068.99 19,938,801
AZ 482 4,46 . 02,150 1068.99 2,298,329
AR | 28,597 4,46 127,543 1068.99 136,342,172
CA 84,363 4,46 376,259 1068.99 402,217,108
co 5,929 4,46 26,443 1068.99% 28,267,303
cT 102,533 4,46 457,297 1068.99 488,845,920
DE 9,856 4,46 43,958 1068.99 46,990,662
DC 5,439 4,46 24,258 1068.99 25,931,559
FL 94,331 4,46 420,716 1068.99 449,741,197
CA 5,668 4,46 25,279 1068.99 27,022,998
HI 5,794 4,46 25,841 1068.99 27,623,771
Ip 657 4,46 2,930 1068.99 3,132,141
IL 79,791 4,46 355,868 1068.99 380,419,333
IN 7,162 4,46 31,943 1068.99 34,146,748
1A 4,338 4,46 19, 347 1068.99 20,681,750
KS 7,227 4,46 32,232 1068.99 34,455,686
KY 23,715 4,46 105,769 1068.99 113,066,003
1A 64,361 4,46 287,050 1068.99 306,853,580
ME 2,028 4,46 9,045 1068.99 9,669,015
MD 15,482 4,46 69,050 1068.99 73,813,760
MA 9,868 4,46 44,011 1068.99 47,047,319
MI 6,607 4.6 29,467 1068.99 31,499,928
MN 6,186 4,46 27,590 1068.99 29,493,434
MS 4,877 4,46 21,751 1068.99 . 23,251,601
Mo 11,880 4,46 52,985 1068.99 56,640,435
MT 1,295 4,46 5,776 1068.99 6,174,486
NE 10,255 4.46 45,737 1068.99 48,892,396
NV 3,456 4,46 15,414 . 1068.99 16,477,412
NH 2,404 4,46 10,722 1068.99 11,461,711
NJ 24,028 4.46 107,165 1068.99 114,558,313
M 11,312 4,46 50,452 1068.99 53,632,683
NY 154,620 4,46 689,605 1068.99 737,180,849
Nc_ 25,806 . 4.46 115,095 1068.99 123,035,404
“UND 6,369 4,46 28,406 1068.99 30,365,730
OH 73,606 4,46 328,283 1068.99 350,931,244
oK 11,171 4,46 49,823 1068.99 53,260,289
OR 4,072 4,46 18,161 1068.99 19,413,927
PA 25,213 4,46 112,450 1068.99 120,207,926
-RI 3,559 4,46 15,873 1068.99 16,968,078
sC 7,580 4,46 33,807 . 1068.99 36,139,345
SD 298 4,46 1,329 . 1068.99 1,420,688
™™ 22,451 4,46 100,131 1068.99 107,039,038
TX 59,472 4,46 265,245 1668.99 +283,544,253
uT 2,451 4,46 10,931 1068.99 11,685,139
vT 1,496 4,46 6,672 1068.99 7,132,301
VA 27,030 4,46 120,554 1068.99 128,871,020
WA 10,669 4,46 47,584 1068.99 50,866,820
wv 1,706 4,46 7,60% 1068.99 8,133,945
W1 8,464 4,46 37,749 1068.99 40,353,304
wY 1,644 4,46 7,332 1068.99 7,837,835
AS 230 4,46 1,026 1068.99 1,096,784
cu 287 4,46 1,280 . 1068.99 1,368,307
PR 50,692 4,46 226,086 1068.99 241,683,673
TT 5,004 4,46 22,318 1068.99 23,857,719
VI 119 4,46 331 1068.9Y 567,634
TOTAL 1,167,819 4,46 5,208,473 $ 1068.99 $ 5,567,805,552
Sourcec: v Office of Education, Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education; Division of Vocatlonal and Technical

Education, Selected Statistical Tables, Fiscal Year 1974,

2

/

3/

June, 1975, page 43.

Mean Ratios of Served to Unserved, In-School was derived from estimates provided by survey programs.

Estimated Average Annual Cost per Student to Serve was derived from cost estimates provided by survey progr:
S Y S TEM
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TABLE 1Vv-21

National Estimates of Unmet Needs for Out-of-School Secondary Level Vocafional
Education Disadvantaged Students :

Enrollment of Disadvantaged Mcan Ratio of Estimated Out-of Ea~imated Average Estimated Total
Studuats, Secondary Lavel, Served to Un- School Population Annual Cost per Dollar Resources
FY 74 by State 1/ Served, Out-of in Need, Secondary Student to Serve 3/ Needed to Serve
School £ . Level .
(Column 1) (Column 2) (Column 1 x 2 = 3) (Column &) (Columpn 4 x 3 =5)
AL 19,707 31.89 76,660 $ 1,606.53 ‘ $ 123,156,590
AK 4,182 3.89 16,268 1,606.53 26,135,030
AZ 482 3.89 1,875 1,606.53 3,012,244
AR 28,597 3.89 111,242 1,606.53 178,713,610
CA 84,363 3.89 328,172 1,606.53 527,218,163 .
co - 5,929 3.89 23,064% 1,606.53 37,053,008
CcT 102,533 3.89 398,853 1,696.53 640,769,310
DE 9,856 3.89 38,340 1,606.53 61,594,360
DC 5,439 3.89 21,158 1,606.53 33,990,962
FL 94,331 3.89 366,948 1,606.53 589,512,970
GA 5,668 3.89 22,049 - 1,606.53 35,422,380
RI 5,794 3.89 22,539 1,606.53 36,209,580
§1) 657 3.89 2,556 1,606.53 4,106,291
1L 79,791 3.89 310,387 1,606.53 498,646,027
IN 7,162 3.89 27,860 1,606.53 44,757,926
» 1A 4,338 3.89 16,875 1,606.53 27,110,194
KS 7,227 3.89 28,113 1,606.53 45,164,378
. KY 23,715 . 3.89 . . 92,251 1,606.53 . 148,203,999
1A 64,361 3.89 250,364 1,606.53 402,217,277
ME 2,028 3.89 7,889 1,606.53 12,673,915
MD 15,482 3.89 60,225 1,606.53 96,753,269
MA - 3,868 3.89 38,387 1,606.53 61,669,867
MI 6,607 3.8¢ 25,701 1,606.53 41,289,428
MN 6,186 3.89 24,064 1,606.53 38,659,538
MS 4,877 3.89 18,972 1,606.53 30,479,087
MO 11,880 3.89 46,713 1,606.53 74,242,571
MT 1,295 3.89 5,038 1,606.53 . 8,093,698
NE 10, 255 3.89 39,892 1,606.53 ' 64,087,695
NV 3,456 3.89 13,444 1,606.53 21,598,189
NH 2,404 3.89 9,352 . 1,606.53 15,024,269
NI 24,028 3.89 93,469 1,606.53 150,160,753
M 11,312 3.89 44,004 N 1,606.53 70,693,746
NY : 154,620 3.89 601,472 1,606.53 966,282,812
NC 25,806 3.89 100, 385 1,606.53 161,271,514
ND 6,369 3.89 24,775 1,606.53 - 39,801,781
i Qe S 73,606 - . .3.89 286,327 - - -1,606.53.. . . . o 459,992,915,
0K 11,171 3.89 43,455 1,606.53 . 69,811,761
OR 4,072 3.89 15,840 1,606.53 . ) 25,447,435
PA 25,213 3.89 98,079 1,606.53 157,566,856
RI 3,559 3.89 13,845 1,604.53 ) 22,242,408
sC 7,580 3.89 29,486 : 1,606.53 ’ 47,370,144
SD 298 3.89 1,159 1,606.53 1,861,968
™ 22,453 3.89 87,334 1,606.53 140,304,691
TX 59,a¥2 3.89 231,346 1,606.53 371,664,289
uT 2,651 3.89 9,534 1,606.53 - 15,316,657
vl 1,496 3.89 5,819 1,606.53 "9,348,398
VA 27,030 5.89 105,147 1,606.53 168,921,810
WA 10,6469 3.89 41,502 1,606.53 66,674,208
wv T 1,706 3.89 6,636 1,606.53 10,660,933
w1 8,464 3.e9 32,925 1,£06.53 52,895,000
WY 1,644 3.89 6,395 1,606.53 10,273,759
AS 230 3.89 895 1,606.53 1,437,844
cu 287 3.89 1,116 1,606.53 1,792,887
PR 50,692 3.89 197,192 1,606.53 | 316,794,864
TT - 5,004 3.89 19,466 1,606.53 31,272,713
\'28 119 . 3.89 463 1,606.53 743,823
TOTAL 1,167,819 , 3.89 4,542,816 $ 1,606.53 $ 7,298,170,138

Sources: L1/ Office of Education, Burea: of Gocupational and Adult Education;Division of Vocational and Technical
Education, Selected Statisiicai Tables, Fiscal Year 1974. June 1975, page 43.

2/ Mean Ratios of Served to Unserved, Out-of-School was derived from estimates provided by survey programs.

3 Estimated Average Annual Cost per Student to Serve was derived from cost estimates provided by survey progr
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By using the estimated needs, cost data, and ratios of served to
unserved presented in Table IV-19 by type of program environment and
the enrollment distribution percentages by residence available from

NCES, estimated unmet needs for in-school and out-of-school vocational

education disadvantaged can be projected for the four major program

environment types.

Table IV-22 presents estimated unmet needs for in-school
vocational education disadvantaged students for the four types of

program environment.

Table IV-23 presents estimated unmet needs for cut-of-school

vocational education disadvantaged students for the four types of program

environment.

From the data presented in Tables IV-20 through IV-23, the total
estimated resource requirements for vocational education disadvantaged
unmet needs, in-school secondary level, are on the order of 3.67 to 5.56
billion dollars. The magnitude of the task to serve out-of-school
vocational education disadvantaged students is estimated to be on the
order of 5.7 billion to 7.3 billion dollars. Of the two sets of figures
‘presented, the estimated needs by type of program environment are perhaps -
most representative since these take into account the'distribution of
the enrollments, and the variations in cost and unserved numbers for
different environmental settings. It is noted that the mean ratios of
served to unserved vary significantly among the four types of program
environment. Since this factor is used as a multiplier against estimates
of secondary level enrollment by area of residence, different estimates for
the total estimated annual dollar resources by the four program enviromment
types are generated. These totals are summed to arrive at the estimated
unserved in-school and out-of-sch-::1 vocational education diéadvantaged
students. Tﬁe estimated unserved number of students at the secondary level,
in-school, shown in 7Table IV-22 is 3.5 million. This represents approximately
20% of the total secondary school enrollment for School Year 75-76. The
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TABLE Iv-22

Estimated Unmet Needs for In-School Vocational Educarlon Disadvantaged Students
by Program Environment

Total Enrollment,| NCES Estimated | Estimated |Mcan Ratio | Estimated Pop- | Estimated Average| Estimated Total
Secondary Disad- | Enrollment Per- Secondary |of Served | wlation in Need, { Annual Cost Per | Annual Dollar
i vantaged Students| centage for Enrollment tf Unserved| Secondary "avel | Student to Serve{ Resources Needed
FY 76 1/ Comparable Aref 31 to Serve
of Residence 2
(Col, 1) (Col. 2) (Col.  =3) (Col. u) (Col. 4X3=3) (Col. 6) (Col.5X6=7)

rogram Environment:
{SA, Central City ' 1,167,819 15.6% 182,180 9.78 1,781,718 $1,014.29 $1,807,178,750
‘f‘:y Outside Central | *) 167 819 16,2 165,830 |  1.15 190,706 | s1,022.71 § 233,175,688
rban, Non-SMSA ' '
(Pop. > 10,000) 1t167,819 39.97 465,960 1.34 624,386 \ $ 948,94 $ 592,504,851
Tal (Pop. 210,900 ) 167,819 29.72 346,862 | 2.60 901,789 §1,155.67 $1,042,170, 49
YTALS : XXX 99.4 1,160,812 4994 3,498,597 Y0O00XX $3,675,029,783
ces:

Vocational and Techrn!cal Education Selected Statistical Tables, Fiscal Year 1974.

t Education, Division of Vocational and Technical Bducation, Washingtom, D.C.

Osso, Nicholas A. Vocational Education:

. of Health, Education, and Welfare, Offic

fean Ratios of Served to Unserved for Program Environments were derived from data provided.by.the survey. prograns.. .See fable-[V-10. — -~

U.S. Office of Educationm, Bureau of Occupational and
» June 1975, page 43, '

Characteristics of Students and Staff, 1972. National Center for Educational Statisties, U.S.
e of Education, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1974, page 92.

Estimated Average Annual Cost per Student to Serve was derived from data provided by the survey programs. See Table IV-19.
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TABLE IV-23

Estimated Unmet Needs for Qut-of-School Vocational Educztion Disadvantaged Students
by Program Environment

Total Enrollment,| NCES Eéﬁimated Estimated | Mean Ratio Estimated'Pop- Estimated Average | Estimated Total -

Secondary Disad- | Enrcilment Per- Secondary | of Served ulation in Need, | Annual Cost Per Annual Dollay

vantagﬁﬁ Students| centage for Enrollment | to Unserved| Secondary level | Student to Servgﬁ Resources Needed

Ft 74 = Comparable Ar37 3/ to Serve

of Residenge <
(Col. 1) (Col. 2) (Col. +3)] (Col. &) (Col.3 x 4=5) (Col. 6) (Col. % x 6=7)

ogram Environment:
MSA, Central C’“y 1,167,819 15.6% 182,180 6.47 1,178,704 51,439.61 $1,696,874,065
fiﬁ; Outside Centrali ) )7 19 16.2% 165,830 2.51 416,233 - $1,788.45 § 744,411,909
cban, Non-SMSA - .9 1,078,497,839
Pop. > 10,000) 1,167,819 19.9% 465,960 1.84 857,366 $§1,257.92 $1,078,497,
iral (Pop. < 10,000) 1,167,819 29.7% 346,842 2.81 974,626 $2,243.50 $2,186,573,431
TALS : 00000 - 99,47 1,160,812 XXXX 3,426,929 XXX $5,706, 357,244
IrCes:

]
Vocational nnd Technical Educati

ision of Vocational

Osso, N¥icholas A. Vocational Ediication:

and Technical

t. of Health, Zducaticn, and Welfare,

Mean Ratics of Served to Unserved

Estimated Average Annual Cogt per Student to Serve was derived from data provided by the survey programs,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

on Selected Tables, Fiscal Year 1974. U.S. Office of Educati
Education, Washington, U.C. June 1975, page 43.

Characteristics of Students and Staff, 1972.
Office of Education. U.S. Government Printing Offi

for Program Environments were derived from data provided by the survey programs,

on, Bureau of Qccupational and Adult Educat{on,

National Center for Bducational Statistics, U.S.
ce, Washington, D.C., 1974, page 92,

See Table IV-19,

See Table 1IV-19,




out-of-school estimated unserved population at the secondary level is
3.42 million students, and would include those students who have been
expelled or voluntarily dropped out of high school and are now outside
of the educational system. Since this figure includes dropouts, it is
likely that the age range for this particular group would be 16-21

years of age.

In summary, the total annual resources required to serve the unmet
needs of in-school vocational education disadvantaged students is estimated
to be in the range of 3.6 to 5.5 billion dollars; these resources are
required to serve an estimated 3.4 to 4.5 million students. These
figures are presented to suggest a possible range, with the lower estims:es
derived from types of program environments believed to be more repre-
sentative of the actual unserved numbers and annual dollar resources

required to serva them.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

Given the goals and objectives of the research activity, the tasks
and approaches devised to meet those goals and objectives, and the results
achieved through the analysis of collected data, the following conclusions

and recommendations, keyed to specific research objectives, are made.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 1: Quantify the professional, paraprofessional and
other personnel, equipment, supplies, and other
resources employed or consumed in vocational
education disadvantaged programs which have

been selected as successful, effective programs.

Conclusions
A quantification of resources used by programs in the survey wa:
completed using a classification system of 78 program elements, grOuped

within eight program components.

The results of this quantification of resources, according to the

categories developed, has been prrsanted ani discussed in the Data Analysis

section of Chapter IV. Of special note are Figs. IV-10 through IV-14,

and Tahles IV~i0a and IV~10b. For programs which provided complete
information on vocational education expenditures for disadvantaged students, -
these figures and companion tables provide average expenditures by program
components and program elements for all programs and by the fbur types ~f
program environment. The data are illustrative of exemplary resource
utilization patterns for programs which have been selected on the basis

of demonstrated success and effectiveness in working with the target

population.

Recommendations

The information disp:ayed in the figures and tables referenced above

ey

should be useful to state consultants and local program administrators

who wish to improve existing programs and/or plan and develop new progrgms

bd .
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for the disadvantaged in vocational education. These individuals may

use these various resource utilization patterns as guidelines in reviewing
and/or establishing budgetary allocation priorities associated with

program efforts. Consideration should be given to those elements w-ich
received highest priority for funding, and which were common to all

programs included in the survey. Also, consultants and/or administrators

can relate the survey's findings of relative funding priorities with those
elements which received high mean priority raanking from program administrators

and/or program staff.

The data provided for the various types .f program environmern: are
believed to be particularly useful for general planning purposes. Local
program administrators can match their particular environmental setting
with the four types of program environments presented. For administrators
involved in on-going programs, comparisons could be made between the data
presented and current budgetary allocations within their own programs.
This could facilitate identification of program elei:ents that warrant
increased funding. Increased funding in certain components or elements
may lead to imﬁroved program outcomes. For example, if moreée funds were
to be expended on guidance and counseling services, this could lead to

high=v completion rates and/or reduced dropout rates.

For local education agencies which are now planning to develop and
implement vocational education programs serving disadvantaged students,
the figures presented provide empirically based guidelines designed for
use in establishing budgetary pricrities, and in estimating total
‘budgetary requirements to serve any number of students. The guidelines
reéog?ize cost variatious of different environments. For example, if a
local educational agency situated in a rural area desires to initiate a
vocational education program for the disadvantaged, then the cost per
student information provided in Figure IV-14 offers guidelines concerning
the amount of resources and the type of resources required for a given

number of rural vocational education disadvantaged students.



State personnel with responsibility for special needs programs will, it

is believed, find this information particularly useful in consulting and
providing technical assistance to local program administrators. The
information provided should impact on decisions about the kind and degree
of program elements that might best serve to increase program effectiveness;
further, the information could provide assistance to local administrators
with little experience in serving the disadvantaged in vocational

eﬂucation.

The above-referenced tables provide state personnel, for the first time,
with specific information to guide the allr:cation of limited resources to
derive optimum benefits. Given the general nature of these guidelines
and the shortcomings that still remain, the resource utilization patterns
identified, quantified, and ‘displayed represent a considerable inprove-
ment over opinions, guesses, and undocumeunted estimates which have
heretofore guided budgetary allocations in this important subject

area.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 2: Analyze the programs selected in consultation and
coordination with appropriate vocational education
administrative personnel stressing classroom
educator evaluations to derive patterns of re-

source use characteristic of success.

Conclusions

With two exceptions,.project staff found during the site visit phase
of the analysis methodology thét teachers had little information about the
entire vocational educaticvi {isadvantaged program, especially in terms of
enrollments, resources, uasccved populations, and additional needs. All
had an excellent grasp of their own teaching situation and personal needs.’
Difficulty in articulating and quantifying program direction and need was
é common characteristic of teacher interviews. Additionally, the teachers
sampled were generally unfamiiiar with progrm cost figures although they

understood quantities of resource and personnel needs, unpriced.
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‘elements within components not only produced useful data for the survey

Recommendations

In two site visits, the teachers were at ease with the Teachar Guided
Interview Questionnaire and the quantitative data associated with that
questionnaire. These two ‘programs were characterized by a high degree of
shared information between administrative and teaching staffs relative to
the unserved populations and the resources needed to. meet the needs of
ri.ese populations. Planning and program effectiveness requires information
sharing and inputs from both teachers and administrators, a relatively
obvious recommendation generated by the findings from this research

objective.

A second recommendation is to increase the emphasis on local needs
assessments, particularly as they generate ''prioritization" ol efforts
and consensus building exercises. The portion of the Teacher Guided

Interview Questionnaire that forced the surveyed teachers to prioritize

but also could be adapted and disseminated as a local needs assessment

technique.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 3: Develop procedures for applying effective resource
use patterns to estimate requirements in ~zrgonnel,
equipment, supplies, and other means for the B
successful vocational education of disadvantaged

students.

Conclusions

In the course of conducting this research project, procedures :: .
apblying effective resource use patterns to estimate resource requirements
for the successful vocational education of disadvantaged students wvere
developed as part of the overall research plan. These procedures neceasarily
involved a number of key steps which would be essential for any set of
procedures whiéh would meet the reguirements of this third research

objective. Those essential steps include the following:
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Identify the pool of programs for the specific target population
of concern. There must be variance among those programs in
terms of tne degree of success they experience with respect

to the goals and objectives they seek to accowplish on behalf
of the target population. Individual programs within this pool
must be identifiable by name, easily locatable, and subject to
evaluation or assessment according to specified criteria.
Finally, this pool of programs must share certain common
characteristics. The most general common characteristic which
they must share is that of a common target population. But in
addition to this, other characteristics common to all might
serve to delimit the size of the pool. For example, not only
may the target population be a sharwd characteristic, but the
age of the target population could serve to define more clearly
the boundary of the pool of potential programs for study.

Develop a set of selection criteria for application to the pool
of programs so that programs meeting or exceeding the selection
criteria may be identified, extracted from the pool, and made
available for further investigation. The selection criteria
should necessarily be developed so that they reflect the overall
goals and objectives of the program for the target population.
That is, emphasis should be placed on the intended program
outputs. However, this does not necessarily exclude selectlon
criteria which are input or process oriented.

Apply the selection criteria to the pool of programs to identify
those programs which meet or exceed the selection criteria and
extract those programs for further investigation.

-~
Examine the resource utilization patterns for the selected
programs. Prior to the investigation, review and/or assessment
oS the selected programs, meaningful categories of resource use
must be developed. These resource use categories permit the
quantification of the various types of resources utilized within
the selected programs for study.

Assess selected program elements for study concentrating on the
quantification of recource elements usad, keying on elements
common to ail selected programs, as well as unique uses of
various types of resources which are worthy of further attention.

Determine resource u3e patterns and the dollar costs associated
with them for all programs and for selected subsets of
programs.

Apply information obtained in Step 6, i.e., resource use patterns
and financial resources required, to statistical data such as

the number of the target population of concermn. This may include
the population now being served which could be more effectively
served if all of the financial resources required were available.
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It may also include the number not beirng served, and an estimate
of the financial resources required to serve this subgroup of
the target population.
The set of procedures ~utlined above resulis in information useful
for general planning purposes, and has implications for program administra-

tion, budget allocations, and program planning and evaluation.

Recommendations

The seven-step procedure described above and utilized in this research
study has applicability at national, regional, and State levels. It is
not recommended for use at the'local level, or at any sub-state (multi-
county or regional) level, however. This limitation 1s due to the necessity
of having a large enough initial pool of programs (Step 1) from which to

select a sufficient number of programs with effective resource use patterns.

To support OE's and the Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education's
continuing responsibilities for the provision of services to the disadvantaged
and handicapped in vocational education, it is recommended that this
methodology for identifying effective resource utilization patterns,
‘following appégpria;e refinements, be conducted on a scheduled basis and
include not only secondary level programs but post—secbqgary and adult
level programs as well. Specifically, it is suggested that research
studies to identify effective resource utilizapion patterns concerning
these special needs populations be conducted every three years in order to
keep current with population and program changes and continually update
the financial resource requirements involved. Further, the Bureau should
encourage submissions to its Part C Research Program of modified applications
cf'this research methodology for identifying resource use patterns and
estimating resources at regional and State levels for those regions and/or
States which desire to genarate this type of administrative and planning

information.
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RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 4: Evaluate the understanding and implementation of
the statute and its supporting Office of Education
rules and regulatizns as encountered in the course

of this research project.

Conclusione

Data from the State Plans Analysis and from the Program Adninistrator
Queésibnnaire impact directly upon the question of the degree of under-
standing and implementation exercised by local program administrators relative
to the statute concerning disadvantaged vocational education students and
its supporting Office of Education r. '3 and regulations. While it was
noted that a number of states and local programs used. non~standard
categories in their definitions of vocational educatién disadvantaged
students, the majority of states and local programs, based upon the sample,
used some combination of the standard definition and non~-standard categories.
Taken together, 42 of the 50 states or 84.0% of the survey sample used
the standard definition in some form including the possibility of additional

non-standard categories.

Couifusion on the part of the vocational educator between "causes"
of vocational education disadvantagement and "effects" continued to exist--
the poorest mincrity category vocational education student is not dis-
advantaged for vocational education purposes without the prognosis of
failure. The soie criterion for any student is inability to succeed without
supplementary assistance. At the local level, 14% of the administrators
confused the issue while 55% of the administrators fi-led to provide
information relative to the question. At the state level, confusion still
exists as evidenced by the number of cause categories included in the

definitional list drawn from the State Plans for vocational education.

.+ It is to be noted, however, that when asked to categorize students
according to the federal guidelines and definitions, local administrators

in the survey were able to provide an unduplicated count of their local
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enrollments by such categories. Further, it should be noted that at the
State level, 807 of the State Plans included an inability to succeed

clause in their formal definitions.

Recommendations

Some form of information updates or administrator in-service education
programs are needed relative to the current status of identification and
classification of disadvantaged students, particularly in the 20% of the
states where standard terminology was not used. Perhaps the development
of new systems for the identification and diagnosis of vccational education
disadvantaged students is an appropriate issue to address under the

Part C Research Program.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 5: Identify problems which may be encountered in
extending the more successful resource use patterns
on behalf of all vocational education disadvantaged
students and suggest means for éliminating or

resolving problems and difficulties identified.

Conclusion #1

One pervasive problem encountercd in extending the more successful
resource use patterns on behalf of all vocational education disadvantagecd:
students surfaced during the analysis of the State Plans. Data in State
Plans are sparse, heterogeneous, 1 often inconsistent. The specific

limjtations encountered includec following:

a) a lack of comparability of States’ data;

b) little documented evidence f details important to an evaluation
of tne long range planning cutcomes presented in the State Plans;

c) internal inconsistencies within State Plan definitions and
data which made the data suspect and therefore not reliable;.

d) = either a lack of information or information that could not
be disaggregated; and

e) little projection or prediction activity on the part of staées
' - relative to the universe of needs, long range goals, potential
of various strategies to achieve those goals or expected diffi-
"culties to be encountered in achieving vocational education
disadvantaged goals. - SR
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Recommendaticn #1

A research study specifically addressing the one~ and five-year plans
for vocational education prepared on the state level could include the
major specification that one end product of the analysis would be a data
management system that incorporatcid standardized measures and estimates
of enrollments, costs, and needs between states and among programs within
states. Such a system would permit the translation of needs into comparable
quantifiable dollar estimates and would permit the comparison of programs
such that successful adaptations used in a particular program i a particular
type in a particular setting could be adapted to meet the needs of another

program in a similar environment and of a similar type.

Conclusion #2

The program nomination process indicated limited sharing of information
among officials with responsibility for vocational education of special
needs populations. That is, only 30 of the 158 nominated and selected
programs were cross—referenced through the nomination process. One would
have expected a greater unanimity among officials with such responsibility
concerning the most successful programs in their state. This is particu-~
larly true when in several states five to seven programs were suggested
by each level of the nomination process, yet orly one program was Cross-

referenced through the four methods of nominating programs.

Recommendation #2

Closer coordination and sharing of information would seem to be
indicated between local, state and federal oﬁficials with responsibility
for vocational education for special needs populations. Pérhaps working
seminars or information updates might be two possible strategies for |

~accomplishing such a goal.

" Conclusion #3

Results of the study indicate that interagency linkages~hQVe not been
developed to the fullest possible extent to provide adequate services to

wocational education students. Little mention of such linkages is found
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in the State Plans; further, questionnaire returns indicate a limited use
of local media to inform che public and to create interest, a very limited
use of local business and industry for training : sses with only 48%

of the respondents indicating any placement linkages with business for
purposes of training, and very low percentage of reliable linkages vith
labor unions for purposes of either training or placement. The totals lere
were 8.27% of the survey respondents indicating linkages with localllabor
unions for purposes of training, and 10% of the respondents indicating

rlacement linkages with local labor unions.

The concern for coordinated linkages with other agencies was voiced
in the data collected on the principal in-service needs of program

administrators as well. These data indicated that the second most
frequently chosen category of need was to develop close relationships
with other community members and professionals who work with dis-
advantaged vocational education students in order to establish better

coordinated projects. Nineteen percent of the respondents suggestad

this was their critical in-service need. Further, this conclusion supports
a conclusion of the GAO report of Decemwber 31, 1974, entitled, "What Is The
Role of Federnl Assistance For Vocational Education?'" Specifically, the

authowrs o. the GAO report suggest that,

Delivery of vocational education could be improved’
if ai. avaiiable training resources in the area to
be served were taken into account in the planning
process. Public education agencies should explore
potential sharing of other resources in the
community--particularly employer sites--and take
steps to maximize the utZlization of their own
facilities. 23/

The data gathered during the course of the survey support the conclusions
-of the GAO report and suggest that local administrators have beccme aware

of the problems and have begun to ask for help in éeeking solutions to the

difficulty.

-EQ/What Is The Role of Federal Assistance For Vocational Ediycation?

Report to the Cengress by the Comptroller General of the United .Stgtes.
Washington, D.C.: U.3..General Accoumting Office, December- 21, 1974, 2.65.
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Recommendation #3

Severazl pilot projects and/or a research study focused on developing
an inventory of possible relationships, establishing the protocol necessary
to develop such relationships, suggesting the barriers and the potential
strategies for overcoming the barriers involved in the procvess of
establishing such relationships would be a great benefit. Such studies
would generate information which eould impact directly on vocational
education at the iocal level and assist in providing more adequate direct

services to wocational educaticiu disadvantaged students.

Conclusion #4

Ferhaps the most critical result of the research activity directed
at Research Objeciive 5, the identification ¢f problems which may be
encountered in extending the more successful resource use patterns on
behalf of all vocational education disadvantaged students, is the dearth
of data on the existing peopulaticn who Are eligible for such vocaticnal
trzining yet not being served in existing programs. This population
includes those students presently enrolled in school and not being served
and thosge students presently not enrolled in the schools and not being
served. The analysis of State Plans indicated that very few states
gererated projections of need for vocaticnal education disadvantaged
students; further, those that did project some eztimate of need rarely
disaggregated the data such that the need was quantifiable by level in

order to define resource needs tor appropriate services for each level.

The bibliograbhic search produced no inclusive systems that cculd be
utilized for purpeses of projecting a national level of need when based
on the fermal definition as provided in the Office of Education's Guidelihes

for Identifying, Classifying and Serving the Disadvantaged and Handicapped

Under the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968. Further, the systems

that project staff discovered in the field during the course of the éurvey
were not suitable for extrapolation on a national level. More critically,
the data that were available from each state were not comparable in such a
fashion taat aggregation would permit projection of need in terms of a raw

estimate of the pcpulation upon a national lewel.
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Recommendation #4

A comprehensive data management system including various options
should be developed for State and local use on an optional basis. Such

a system could produce completely comparable data.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 6: Summarize findings for making assistance to the
disadvantaged in vocational educatipn programs
more effective, including a discussion of the

adequacy of the 157 set—aside funds.

In summary, the major products of the research project are as
follows:

a) The quantification by prograum component and program element
of resource utilization patterns derived from an assessment
and examination of effective programs.

b) Program administrator and vocational education staff priority
rankings of program components and elements in terms of their
contribution to the overall success of vocational education
prograwms for thc disadvantaged.

c) A seven step set of procedures has been developed and applied
to programs selected on the basis of their success and
effectiveness to identify resource utilization patterns.
Further, these resource use patterns have been applied to
estimates of unserved populations both in school and out of
school who are potentially eligible for special needs
vocational education disadvantaged programs. From these
estimates, annual resource requirements have beern calculated
to indicate the magnitude of the vocational education dis-
advantaged requirement.

d) Information has been obtained from administrators and other
vocational education practitioners to serve as the basis for
an evaluation of the understanding and implementation of the
‘statute (P.L. 90-576).

e) An examination and discussion of problems in extending
effective resource use patterns.

- Resource Use Patterns

Effective resource utilization patterus derived from programs selected
for study in this research project on the basis of their demonstrated
" effectiveness and success have been quantified according to 78 program
elements grouped into eight program components. The resource utilization

patterns derived have been documented, displayed, and discussed in
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Chapter 4, "Results,'" in Figs. iV-10 through IV-14 and Tables IV-10a

and IV-~10b. These resource utilization patterns may serve as useful
guidelines to State personnel responeible for the implementation of
special needs programs for the disadvantaged, and also to local program
administrators. The pattern formats were designed to be useful in
evaluating existing on-going programs, and in planning for local areas

in which new programs ire being considered. The tables provide critical
information for budgetary adjustments and allocation of limited resources
most likely to result in achievement of desired program goals and .

objectives.

It is noted that the '"vocational education disadvantaged" students are
evidencing program completion-rates, and job placement rates that compare

favorably with the rates of '"vocational education regular'" students.

Program Element Rankings

The priority rankings of program components and elements by program
administrators in the survey project supplement the resource utilization
patterns described above. The local program administrators participating
in these rankings were administrators of programs identified on the basis
of their success and effectiveness. Therefore, it is believed that these
mean priorit§ rankings aggregate the best thinking now available on
progra. strategies which have proved most successful in working with the

vocational education disadvantaged population.

The mean priority rankings for components and elements obtained from
program edministrators have been presented and discussed in Chapter 4,
"Results." In addition to priority rankings obtained from program
administrators, additional rankings were also obtained from vocational
education professional staff serving in positions which bring them in
direct, day-to-day contact with the disadvantaged vocational education
population. Mean priority rankings of program elements were obtained
from these vocational education practitioners and have been displayed

and discussed in Chapter 4, "Results."

There is significant uniformity in all rankings, regardlzss of

personnel position p<spective. ]_9-1
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Procedure for Estimating Unmet Needs

A methodology was developed involving a seven step procedure for
applying resource use patterns derived from identified successful programs
to estimate requirements'at the national level to meet the unmet needs of
the vocational education disadvantaged. The unmet needs included not
only estimates of the unserved number of students both in school and out
of school, but also the total annual resource requirements (expressed in
dollars) concerning these students. These findings have been presented
and discussed in Tables IV-20 through IV-22 in Chapter 4, "Results."
Considering the estimated total annual resource requirements which were
generated from the application of this procedure, it is appropriate to
comment on the adequacy of the 15% set-aside funds, Vocational Education

Amendments of 1968, Part B, for the disadvantaged population.

Estimates of unmet needs, including population and total annual
resource requirements, derived from this research project are far greater
than current numbers of students served and current federal, St%Fe and

local expgnditures.

According to the latest statistics on vocational education available
from the Office of Educatioﬂ%éj secondary level enrollment of disadvantaged
persons was 1,167,819; the total enrollment for all vocational education
disadvantaged levels (secondary, post-secondary and adult) was 1,612,168
in FY 1974. Secondary level enrollmert in vocatioﬁal education under
Part 4, Section 102(b) was 102,863 students.zzj Total enrollment in
vocational education at the secondary level was 8,433,750.z§/ Secondary

disadvantaged enrollment comprised 13.8% of total secondary enrollment.

28/ Vocational and Technical Education Selected Statistical Tables,
FY 1974: Vocational Education Information No. III. Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of Education,
Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education, Office of Adult Education,
Technical and Manpower Education, Division of Vocational and Technical
Education, June 1975, p. 43.

2/ Ibid., p. 41. These students reside in target areas selected
because of high unemployment rates.

28/

Ibid., p. 26.
192
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This project's estimate of unmet needs in terms of number of students
unserved but potentially eligible for vocational education disadvantaged
programs was derived from the survey of program administrators. The
figures range from 3.5 million to 5.2 million for in-school students, and
an additional 3.4 million to 4.5 million out-of-school youth and young
adults (ages 16-21). The in~school estimate of unserved numbers represents

20% - 33% of all secondary (grades 9-12) school students in the nation.

Total vocational education expenditures for the disadvantaged under
all programs totaled $306,466,143. Of this total, $100,496,705 was
federal, and $205,969,438 was State and local.ggl The $306,466,143
consisted of $215,193,176 (Federal: $66,479,410 and State/local:
$148,713,966) under Part B, Vocational Education Amendments of 196 31/;
$7,144,230 (Federal: $3,439,886 and State/local: $3,704,344) for student
compensation under Part H, Work Study programs primarily benefiting
the economically disadvantagedig/;and, $32,200,231 (Federal: $22,402,613

and State/local: $9,678,618) under Part A, Section lOZ(b)}Disadvantaged;gé/

_The gross methodology applied in this project resulted in estimates of

total annual resource requirements to serve the in-school population

Zg/Projected enrollment for secondary level, public and non-public,
grades 9-12 for school year 1975-76 is 15,700,000; and for public schools,
secondary enrollment, grades 9-12 for school year 1975-76 is 14,400,000.
Frankel, Martin M. and Deamer, J. Fred, Projections of Educational Statistics
to 1982-83, 1973 Edition. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
National Center for Educational Statistics, Office of Education, 1974,

DHEW Publication No. (QOE)74~11105.

30/

“~'Vocational and Technical Education Selected Statistical Tables,

FY 1974: Vocational Education Information No. III. Washington, D.C.:

U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of Education,
Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education, Office of Adult Education,
Technical and Manpower Education, Division of Vocational and Technical
Education, June 1975, p. 16.

él/Ibid., p. 8.
ég/lbid., p. 15.
33/

-~ Ibid., p. 3.
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ranging from $3.67 billion to $5.57 billion; and an estimate range for

the out-of-school population from $5.7 billion to $7.3 billion. Compared
to current expenditure levels (¥Y 1974), the resources required to meet
these unmet needs (expressed in dollars) is on the order of 10 to 18 times
more for the in-school population, and 18 to 23 times as much for the

out-of-school population.

The reader's initial reaction to these estimates may be one of
regarding them as suspiciously high. However, when viewed in context with
appropriation levels of other federal legislation in the manpower training
area or education of special populations, the estimates demand attention,

for they represent crude, but nevertheless meaningful estimates.

For example, CETA obligations for FY75 totaled $2.25 billion.
Conceptually, had these same funds been expended during earlier years of
an individual's life cycle, the nation's need for CETA-type programs

would diminish.

Costs of overcoming handicaps of all kinds are high. Authorizations
for Senate 6 (now P.L. 94-142, follcwing the President's signing on
November 29, 1975), the "Education for All Handicapped Children Act,”
will reach a $3.16 billion level in Fiscal 1982.

Studies done for the Department of Defense have estimated that
50,000 army personnel with vocational skills are absorbed annually by
U.S. industry and thét this transfer of army vocational skills to the
civilian sector has a value of $1 billion. The $1 billion total training
cost divided by the 50,000 personnel equates to an investment of

34
$20,000 per student.—

34/ Testimony before the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and
Vocational Education, Committee on Education and Labor, House of
Representatives, 9%4th Cong., lst Sess., H.R. 19 and Related Bills.

Major General George W. Putnam, Jr., Director of Military Personnel and
Management, Department cof the Army, p. 1084.
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Costs per Job Corps enrollee average $7,000 (approximately) per

35/

enrollee man year.~~  This number is several times higher than the costs
estimated for serving the vocational education disadvantaged, as derived

from the estimates provided to this survey.

Comparative estimates are also available for the unmet needs estimates
calculated by type of program environment. The National Advisory Council
on Vocational Education held hearings in five major urban centers across
the country in 1973-74. Based on findings from these hearings, NACVE's
Co~chairman, Committee on Legislation, recommended a crash funding program
of $1 billion to $2 billion of "direct aid to the large cities with the

highest concentration of unskilled 1abor.“§g/

The target area for this
recommended funding is comparable to program environment type I: SMSA,
Central City, for whiéh derived estimates of unmet needs were $1.8 billion
. for in-school students, and $1.7 billion for out~of-school youth and

adults.

Representatives of the National Federation of Urban—-Suburban School
Districts, an organization of approximately 23 school systems which enroll
about 5% of all children attending public schocls of the nation, testified
before the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education
of the House Committee on Education and Labor. Statistics from Federation
member schools indicated that 187%-20% of the students who had entered the
ninth grade do not finish high school. Some leave school because of eco-~
nomic hardships. They advocated that expansion of vocational education work
study programs and cooperative work experience programs would help resolve
this problem. Statistics of the Federation member school systems showed

that cooperative work programs are the single most successful method of

35/ Testimony of William H. Kolberg, Assistant Secretary for Manpower

Administration, Department of Labor, Subcommittee of the Committee on
Apprepriations, House of Representatives, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess., Subcommittee
of Department of Health, Education and Welfare Appropriations, 1974, p. 79.

gg/ Statement of Honorable Roman Pucinski, Co-chairman, Committee on
Legislation, National Advisory Council on Vocational Education. Hearings
before the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education
of the Committee on Education and Labor, House of Representatives,
94th Cong. 1lst Sess., H.R. 19 and Related Bills, Vol. 2, pp. 1198-99.
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vocational education. From 75% to 90% of cooperative work experience
graduates are successfully placed. Many rztain the positions they held
while in the program, but at a higher pay rate after leaving school.

It was emphasized that a very strong feeling of the Federation was that
60% of the secondary school students of the nation should be enrolled in

37/

vocational education.™

It is an obvious conclusion that the 15% vocational education dis-
advantaged set-aside funds are inadequate, given the magnitude of the task
as estimated and the current allotments for Fart B, Vocational Education
Amendments of 1968. The crucial question is administrative/legislative
programming including the appropriation of funds necessary for (a) vocational
education to adequately serve the disadvantaged versus (b) incurring the
social and economic costs of failing to achieve the meaningful vocational

education goals already establisﬁed'as Congressional policy and purpose.

Understanding of the Statute

Study findings indicate that there is growing awareness among
vocational education practitioners of the legislative intent of P.L. 90—576,
the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968, with respect to the utilization

of the 15% set aside funds for th; disadvantaged,

The term "disadvantaged" as defined in the statute is unique for
vocational education. When used in a vocational education context, the
word "disadﬁantaged" is legally and administratively distinct from all
other Office of Education and other governmental programs using this
descriptor. Confusion and misunderstanding are facilitated by an identical
term describing different programs. ‘This unusual target population is
essentially limited only by the criterion of not succeeding in vocational
education. The unique requirements of the statute provide opportunities
for vocational educators, but have proven difficult to communicate and
even more difficult to administer. Local directors increasingly used and

understood such necessary language as the inability to succeed criterion.

3
__Z/ Ibid-, PP- 1057“1060.
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However, enough confusion still exists on the issue of cause and effect to
merit attention and concern. Widespread usage of the standard disadvantaged
effect categories was found, but almost 20% of the states failed to
categorize their disadvantaged populations on the basis of these primary

effect categories.

While the Office of Education has given encouragement for innovative
programs for this target population through its guidelines, documents and
related materizls, the extent of experimentation with innovative procedures
and practices has been limited. Sufficient flexibility has been attached to
the 15% set aside funds to permit the utilization of a wide variety of
techniques, strategies, and services to assist the disadvantaged to overcome
their inability to succeed in '"regular" vocational education programs.

It is the impressiorn of project staff, however, that local program
administrators have been wedded closely to traditional vocational education
programming, and have been unwilling to initiate innovative non-traditional
approaches to sérving the disadvantaged population. A possible reason for
this is the desire for initial acceptance of speci&l needs programs by
regular vocational educators. Program administrators of disadvantaged
prog;;ms have been cautious in their approach to innovat;on and experimenta-
tion, fearing the potential for alienation énd/or isolation of their pro-

grams and students from the regular vocational education programs.

Extending Effective Resource Use Patterns

Results of the survey indicate several important problems in extending

effective resource use patterns including the following:

1. the lack of comparable data collected by State education agencies;

2. insufficient coordinated linkages with other community agencies
who share a responsibility for serving students who are classified
as vocational education disadvantaged;

3. the seeming neglect of long rangs planning that aims to quantify
the specific population in need of services, and the specific
types of resources needed to serve that population;

4. less sharing of information among agencies and individuals with
"the responsibility for vocational education for special needs
populations than might be expected in an optimum situation; and,
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5. delays in allocation of resources to generate and collect
comparable data on program inputs, processes and outcomes
that would permit evaluation of specific expenditures
when compared to specific outcomes in order to identify
those areas of expenditure which produce desired outcomes
on a cost—effective basis.

This research effort and others funded in the FY 74 Vocational
Education Research Program which placed priority on the disadvantaged
in vocational education will undoubtedly result in informative data and
planning information. The various research products are expected to
provide data on specific program inputs and processes, and their relation-
ship to program outcomes which should assist vocational education
practitioners in better meeting the needs of the disadvantaged.

4
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The following comments are made as overall general impressions of
the project staff as a result of the research effort and the issues which

have been addressed.

First, it is obvious that the numbers of disadvantaged vocational
education students are far greater than initially envisioned by the Congress,
and that the level of expenditures necessary to assist these students to
succeed in vocational education are far greater than suggested by the 15%

set aside percentage.

Second, the outcome information reported by the 98 programs in this
survey indicate that significant success is being achieved on behalf of
this target population. Particularly noteworthy are the completion rates,
placement rates, and reduced dropout rates which compare favorably with
the regular vocational education students enrolled in these programs.
While the sample programs were sSelected on the basis of their demonstrated
effectiveness and success, and may not be representative of success of all
programmatic efforts on behalf of vocational education disadvantaged, they
do indicate that when levels of expenditures are equal to the magnitude

of the task, success with this target population can be achieved, o
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Third, relatively little is known about the resource utilization
patterns required, including types and level of resources which are
necessary to achileve success with this target population. The opportunity

for realizing significant payoffs for dollars invested is recognized.

Fourth, vocational education disadvantaged expenditures derived from
this survey of programs are lower on a per student basis in comparison
with other types of manpower training programs, especially those which
attempt to serve the disadvantaged individual later in his life cycle,

and after he has left the traditional educational system.

Fifth, it is important to note that any evaluation of these programs
must keep in mind the pioneering educational aspect of the vocational
education disadvantaged legislation, which contains specific requirements
to overcome a student's inability to succeed. No other major part of
the educational institution is vested with the charge to insure educational
success on behalf of students exhibiting a prognosis of failure or inability
to succeed without special help. 1In fact, other elements of the educational
system have been generally criticized for deliberately "failing" or “pushing
out”" marginal students with little or no regard for the societal consequences

of their actions.
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APPENDIX A

ISSUE ORIENTED SEMINAR ONE: 8 October 1974
ISSUE ORIENTED SEMINAR TWO:  13-15 November 1974
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Summary
of
Vocational Edudation Seminar
on

Disadvantaged and Handicapped

- 8 October 1974

DVER Project #VO135VZ i ‘

"Assessment of Need in Programs of Vocational Education

for the Disadvantaged and Handicapped"

Suggested agenda items:

Rules of thumb and justification for estimating disadvantaged needs in
' rural and urban environments.

Defining program elements to be included in a "'successful" vocational
education program for the disadvantaged and handicapped.

Effective administrative arrangements for implementing ''successful"
vocational education programs for the disadvantaged and -handicapped.

Invited participants:

Mr. James Little Dr. Walter M. Arnold
Vocational Director Seminar Chairperson, and
East St. Louis School System President,

24Q North 6th Street Arnold Associates, Inc.
East St. Louis, Illinois 52201 Arlington, Virginia

Dr. Bryan V. Fluck, Director ‘
Admiral Peary Area Vocational-Technical School
Ebensburg, Pennsylvania 15391

Mr. James W. Smith, Coordinator

Special Programs Unit

Division of Vocational and Technical Education

State Board of Vocational Education and Rehabilitation
Town and Country Towers

1035 Quter Park Drive

Springfield, Illinois 62706
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APPENDIX A-1

Report on First Vocational Education Seminar

On Tuesday, October 8, 1974, the first of SSI's "Issue Oriented Seminars
on Need Assessment for the Disadvantaged" was convened at the National
Airport Holiday Inn in Washington, D.C. This seminar, chaired by

Dr. Walter M. Arndld, addressed the issues of (a) external factors such

as economic climate which af the level of success of vocational
educational programs; (F' .lin administrative arrangements for imple-
menting successful vocati. ation programs for the disadvantaged and

handicapped; (c) ruies of thumb and justification for estimating disadvantaged
needs in rural and urban environments; and (d) the enumeration of essential
program elements included in successful vocational education programs for

the disadvantaged and handicapped.

Presenters for the first seminar included Dr. Arnold, Arnold Associates,
Inc., Arlington, Virginia; Dr. Eryan V. Fluck, Director of the Admiral Peary
Area Vocational Technical School of Ebensburg, Pennsylvania; Mr. James W.
Smith, Coordinator of the Special Programs Unit for the State Board of
Vocational Education and Rehabilitation in Illinois; and Mr. James Little,
Vocational Director for the East St. Louis school system, East St. Louis,
Illinois. Other participants in the seminar included Ms. Barbara H. Kemp,

Ms. Velma R. Brawner, and Dr. Bettina'Weary, each from the Office of
Education and members of the OE-SSI Project Advisory Committee. Additionally,
Dr. Edgar A. Parsons, r. Jim Hughes, an& Mr. Eric Rice participated in

the seminar as representatives of System Sciences, Inc.

Dr. Arnold set the tone for the day's discussion in his presentation
of commuhity economic aspects and their relationship to level of success
in programs for the disadvantaged and the handicapped. During the course of
his presentation, the group generated four points which take the form of
very tentative recoﬁmendations. (1) Regular and special vocational
- education programs should make labor market surveys for the particular
geographic region in which they are located. This is particularly

important since 807 to 857% of the students graduating from such programs
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find their first job within ten miles of their home. An additional 10%

of these students find a job within 50 miles of their home; only 57 of
average vocational education graduates find a job outside this radius.
‘Additionally, those moving more than 50 miles away are usually the more
highly skilled and more upwardly mobile students. (2) Vocational education
programs key their offerings tec the particular economy of their geographic
region. This took a slightly different tone than the prior recommendation
because it suggested that the vocational education program itself must
convince the 1~ L that it is an economic asset, that it is far
cheaper to tr. ~udent> while they are in school than to create a community
training program or to have them on welfare; further, this requires that
curricular offerings be keyed to the local labor market. Placement becomes
less of a concern because supply and demand are coordinated; additionally,
this program keeps the training and the money in thé#area. (3) Programs
establish follow-up guidance services in the form of continuing institu-
tional research to judge the relative success of their graduatés.

(4) Vocational education projects investigate the possibility that they
might become the coordinator of various social service programs in their
area, particularly in rural areas that may not have the social services

so élosely at hand.

Following Dr. Arnold's presentation, James Little and James Smith
addressed the issue of effective administrative arrangements for imple-
menting successful vocational education programs for the disadvantaged

and the handicapped.

' Little, a local director, particularly emphasized his role as facilitator
in spurring community involvement in vocational education for the dis-
advantaged and the handicapped in East St. Louis. There they have managed
to establish advisory councils of local citizens for each area of vocational
training that they offer in their high schools. Additionally, they have
negotiated a contract with the local commuﬁity college to provide continuing
education for these students in their particular area. Furthefmore, they
incorporate the disadvantagéd and handicapped students directly into these

. programs by emphasizing cooperative work situations and remedial education.
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A second point that Little emphasized was che importance given to the notion
of socialization within their program of vocational education for the
disadvantaged and handicapped. They contend that the lack of socialization
is the major problem that must be addressed in dealing with the disadvantaged
population. In fact, he argued that the majority of their graduates who

are dismissed from jobs in their community are fired because of a failure to
practice socially accepted middle class standards of behavior. The impli-
cations of Little's remarks, which again form tentative recommendations,

are that successful programs must take into consideration community
citizenry in terms of their invulvement, and the socialization needs of

their own students in ordeir to establish successful programs.

‘James Smith next addressed administrative arrangements for programs for
the disadvantaged and handicapped in vocational education at the state
level. He noted that Illinois uses a unique sysiem to disperse their man-
dated funds; specifically, Illinois uses the student credit base which means
that local programs are reimbursed on a student per class basis, with
weighting factors affecting the amount of reimbursement provided for
disadvantaged and handicapped students enrolled in vocational education
classes. In Illinois, each local district has to submit a one- and a five-
year plan for vocational education, including the plans for disadvantaged
and handicapped. These plans.are created with the help of a state consultant
and are submitted to a regional director who serves as supervisor, insuring
compliance to state rules and regulations. These plans, in conjunction with
the number of students taught by particular vocational education programs,
supply the information necessary to provide and adjust funds for LEA's.

. However, these two provisions taken together do not insure that local

units develop operational programs that move beyond mere statements: of
compliance in dealing with vocational education for the disadvantaged and
the handicapped. Therefore, one of the recommendations that grew out of
Mr. Smith's presentation is that plans at all levels-~local, State, and
national--should be written such that they do comply with the lgw, and that
they include a highly operational component. A second recommendatiou
growing out of Mr. Smith's presentation is that local education agencies

should sponsor third party evaluation of their vocational ‘education programs

206

| A4
S YS T EM S CIENCE S, I N C.



for the disadvantaged and handicapped in order to find out the relative
success, effectiveness, and improvements that are necessary for that
particular program. A third recommendation growing out of Mr. Smith's
presentation is that local, regional, and State educational units must
consider strategies to improve the instruction of their practicing teachers, .
particularly in areas that will help them cope with exceptional children

%n vocational education programs.

Dr. Fluck's presentation on curriculum concluded the formal agenda
for the seminar. It is Dr. Fluck's contention that through curriculum
development, disadvantaged and handicapped students can be served effectively
in regular vocational education programs. Specifically, he argues that
by developing a series of individualized instructional packages geared to
competencies which each student is expected to have at the completion of
‘his program, any student can make acceptable progréss toward completibn of
his training goal. Level of competency and time (length of instruction)
are the two key variables which are allowed to vary within the program, so
that individual needs can be met. In supporting this contention, Dr. Fluck
presented a vast array of curricular materials that they have developed at
the Admiral Peary Area Vocational and Technical School. Additionally, he
suggested anecdotal evidence demonstrating that special education students
in many instances were no longer identifiable among the students in their
regulér vocational education program. The dual recommendations growing out
of this particular pért of Dr. Fluck's presentation are (1) that indivi-
dualized instructional curriculum development become a central focus of
programs for the disadvantaged and the handicapped; and (2) that any
program for the disadvantaged and the handicapped must have an accompanying
in-service education program in curriculum development for instructional
staff. The third recommehdation'growing out of Dr. Fluck's overall
presentation is that he, too, argues that an industrial economic survey
not only of the local area, but also of state and national dimension must
be conducted in order to check (i) the skills that people are required to
have in order to be employed in the area, (2) the manpower nee&s in terms
of future jobs in the area, and (3) to match those two items to the
development of your own vocational education programs particularly for

the disadvantaged and handicapped.
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Economic "Aspects to be Considered
in the Determination of Successful Programs
for the Disadvantaged and Handicapped

by
Walter M. Arnold

The general economic situation and climate of a locality or area is
of the utmost importance to any educational program which is designed
to improve the status of the residents, especially to a program which has
an employment objective. Similarly, an educational program, particular'v
an occupational educational program should be or become an asset to the

economy of an area or locality.

In general, there is likely to be substantial difference in the
make~up, progress ai:d achievement ~f programs for the disadvantaged and
"the handicapped in a rural economy as against a program in an urban
environment. It has been reported that although the number of disadvantaged
persons from an economic standpoint are far greater in an urban center,

the severity of the disadvantages in a rural area are far more acute.

Obviously, the employment opportunities in a growing and prosperous

. economy would be more plentiful than in a depreésed area of reclining
érowth with high unemployment. Assuming that one of the measures of a
program for the diéadvantaged should be the job placement recbrd-of

those who participated, the availability of appropriate jobs would be of
considerable importance. If there was considerable out-migration of
younger people from a low economic area, the placement record of students
might not be good because of the inability of the disadvantaged to migrate
readily to where there were jobs available. Of course, a record of
placement would be meaningful as a measure of success only when the dis-

. advantaged are of an employable age.

The: Telative level of the economy of a locality would also probably
determime the kind and extent of social services and perhaps the educational
program services in the community. It would be reasonable to assume that
the lark of relative wealth in a community and its ability to expend public
funds -Tor programs and services would tend to limlt the various social
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servides that could be of considerable assistance in making programs for

the disadvantaged more effective.

Further aspects of the economy such as the attractiveness of a 1ocal
area to potential new or expanding industries and businesses would have a
bearing on its economic level and growth and hence its ability to pay.
Considerations such as land availability, proximity to customers, special
requirements, raw materials, rivers and lakes (water + ! -ansportation
service and cost advantages, community utilities, educational and cultural
activities, labor quantity and quality and labor cost advantage all would

contribute to or detract from the economic level of the community,

In a similar manner, the attractiveness of industry and business to a
community would also have a bearing on its economic climate. This economic
‘aspect would take into account such factors as average hourly earnings,' .
stability, growth rate in terms of employment and value of shipments, capital

investment per employee, and value of product added per worker.

In summary, it could be concluded that a program for the disadvantaged
and handicapped would have more and better chances for success in various _
ways in the more favorable climate of a higher level of economy than in a
Idepressed economic climate. All of this Suggests that in the examination ofAN
programs for the disadvantaged to determine their relative: Success, the
economic aspects Surrounding ‘the site of the program should be taken into
account both in selecting the criteria to be used and in the final measure—

ment of the degree of success.

Other considerations would have an impact‘on the economy such aa
population projections and trends hy age groups, the nature and‘extent cf
employrent and umemployment, projected employment opportunities, and:povertyr
conditions in termms of size of families and family incomes. Two other
aspects of commumity life that are related importantly to the socio-economic
structure whichare. likely to influence the economy are‘(l) the employers'
attitmdes, opinimms, cooperation and participation in community activities,

and (2) the level of educational attainment of males and females and the
extent of functional illiteracy.
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Basic Elements of a Successful Vocational Program -
for Disadvantaged and Handicapped Students

by
James E. Little

The greater the pace of rhauge 1 itie world today, thi sure urgeunt ic

becomes for us to develop efficiency in the way that people learn.

To respond to this need, our curriculum in the East St. Louis Public
Schools has been refocused to make special provisions for a large percentage

of our student population: the disadvantaged and the handicapped.

I. Definition of Terms

The Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 define disadvantaged
persons as those '"who have academic, socioeconomic, cultural or other
. handicaps which prevent them from succeeding in vocational education or
consumer and homemaking programs designed for persons without such handicaps,
and who for that reason require specially designed educational programs or
related services." This federal legislation required that new methods for
meeting individual needs of the disadvantaged people be provided.

II. Assessment of the Disadvantaged and Handicapped
The use of paper and pencil tests for the purpose of assessing the
abilities, aptitudes, intérests, and pérsonality dimensions of children and
youth is a subject of considerable controversy. Its two major "myths"

are discussed by Barry and Wolfe (1962. p. 26~27).

ves.. first, that various facets of human personality can be
accurately and definitively expressed in terms of numbers;
and second, that those numbers have implications for the
individual's success in various educational and voca-
tional enterprises ... Tests are being used for purposes
that were never intended, with groups for whom they are
unsuitable, and in ways that are antagonistic to the
best principles of measurement. Currently many testing
experts are inveighing against these abuses and warning
that tests are useful tools only so long as their:users -
recagnize their limitations as well as their advamtages.

Testing culturally different individuals appears to have disadvantages

wiich outweigh advantages. "A test should be considered.for what it
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is~--a single, isolat¢! «<ample :»f behavior, wl outside of the Latin-
American's cultu: . «an be of little - ‘n and f 4i.clfE"
(Pollack & Menacher, . ° }o Inm shsrt, disadvantaged youngsters do
poorly on tests in large part because their socioeconomic conditions and/or
subcultures have not prepared them to take tests. They may not read well
enough to understand the test items, and/or they may perceive the matter of
testing as irrelevant to their livesv(Vontress, 1971). To avoid belaboring
the point, suffice it to éay that the literature is replete with research
data which demonstrate that culturally different students perform less well
than most WASP children. This being true, there is little reason for

continuing to administer tests to such persons.

It is imperative that individuals who persist in bulieving that tests
may provide important diagnostic information answer two questions prior to
administering tests: ''What information is needed to assistvthe child in
school experiences or preparation in making an occupational choice?" and

"What evaluation methods can I use to gather such data?" (Cappelluzzo, 1971).

It is probable that the type of data required for career-planning and

decision-making can be gleaned from sources other than normative-based

tests. The imbortant principles to keep in mind with respect to assessment

are (1) that the measurement process should take into account as many

possible aspects of a child's background and curreﬁt characteristics as

possible, (2) that it should provide him with maximum opportunity to demonstrat
_his abilities, and (3) that it should guard against premature labeling or

categorizationwﬁhich tend to result from overemphasis on test scores (Goslin,

1967). Ebel (1970. p. 233) offers four principles which should be applied

to school testing programs. They are equally appropriate for career

guidance.

1. Emphasize the use of tests to improve status and deemphasize
their use to determine status.

2. Broaden the base of achievements tested in order to recognize and
develop the wide variety of talents needed in our society.

3. Share test results openly with the persons most directly
concerned. Include all that the tests have revealed about
students' abilities and prospects.
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4. vecrease the use Of Tests to impose decisions on others and,
instead, increase their use as a basis for better personal
decision-making.

III. Curriculum Materials for Disadvantaged

Effective teaching of disadvantaged youth requires a high degree of
teacher insight into the backgrounds and characteristics of students.
These conditions andAcharacteristics will vary from city to city and even
within cities (Feck, 1971). Local guidance counselors, city and county -,
government offices, health departments, welfare agencies, and census data

are sources of specific localized information.

Many environmental and family characteristics have adverse effects on
disadvantaged youth and contribute to their educational impairment.
(Kuvlesky, =t al., 1969.) Affected are their attitudes, physical and
mental health, and educational and occupational aspirations and achievements.

Some selected characteristics follow (Feck, 1971).

1. A view of society is often held which is limited by the
immediate family and neighborhood.

2. Struggle for survival is a major objective.

3. Behavior is often sanctioned which would be viewed as
immoral in the society at large.

4, Unstable family situations result in insecurity, aggresiveness,
and delinquency.

5. Immediate gratification assumes precedence over later wellbeing.

6. A negative self-image often results from frequent failures.

7. Corporal punishment is prevalent, although youth are often not

closely supervised.

8. High academic and occupational aspirations are usually not
encouraged or reinforced.

9. Life styles provide little opportunity to develop the ébility
to cope with the verbal and the abstract, which schools
frequently use.

10. Feelings are openly and frankly expressed.
1il. Delinquency aids acceptance by peers.

12, Without successfully employed work models, few opportunities
are available to develop an understanding of available careers.
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The instructional materialis requlred. to respona -to the various needs
of the disadvantaged can be successful only ii appropriately applied to the
specific needs for which they were designed. Since needs vary widely
among students, so must the instructional materials. The need for indi-
vidualized instruction becomes increasingly acute as the degree of dis~"

advantagement increases.

IV. Instructional Staff
A competent and cooperative staff is paramount to the success of any
instructional endeavor. This is even more so true in teaching the dis~
advantaged and the handicapped. Since the process of education is primar}ly
social, it will involve interaction of various instructional personnel and
learners.  Teachers must possess the ability to get along with all kinds
‘of people. 1In addition to subject skills, they must be innovative and

flexible.

Among the instructional staff the non-teaching chores of departmental
head, curriculum committee, evaluation committee and materials committees;

all of these tasks must be performed by the instructional staff.

V. Support Personnel

Vocational Guidance Services
Remedial English and Math Instructors
Placement Services

Follow-up Services

Cooperative Education Coordinators
Employment Service

Manpower Training

Advisory Board members

VI. Materials and Facilities Management

A sound resource management plan is essential to good edacation.
Learning environments cannot continue to be suited to changing career
education needs unless they are managed according to plan. An orderly

procedure for management of materials and facilities requires:

1. Assessment of current and predicted material needs

2. Sound fiscal planning
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3. Simplification of practices
4, Maximum facility utilization.

A materials and facilities management policy can be determined by
analysis of guidelines set forth by various controlling bodies. Federal,
state, district, and building policies suggest procedures for managing
materials and facilities. The features which are most related to
_facilities management are: (a) lohg-term vocational program goals, (b)ithe

level of vocational programs and (c) specific learning experience objectives.

Clear and concise understanding of goals and activities at respective
vocational education levels in the total program enable the vocational

director to develop the following:

1. Ongoing and accurate inventory systems

2. V Preventive maintenance programs

3. Budget systems o

4. Requisition and purchase policies

5. Facility arrangement and utilization plans.

Conclusion

Curriculum and instructional materials used in instructional programs
for the disadvantaged will be successful only if specifically selected or
prepared to meet the need of those who are to be servéd, and then only
if the learner perceive these materials as meeting their needs. Instruction

should be individualized to the greatest possible extent.

~ Teachers must communicate an honest and sincere expectation that
their students will succeed. It is is also essential for instruction to
be practical and bésic in naﬁure. Classroom instructional units based
upon shop, laboratory, job or home experiences of students will help
correlate student interest to the Curriéuium. Learning by doing is
often considered the best teachiﬁg method with disadvantaged ipdividuals,

‘as well as with advantaged.
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Materials should be in keeping with the reading and interest level
of students. Use of visual material where possible, and written material

with no complicated language will increase student comprehension.

Materials need to be adapted to the culture of the disadvantaged
student. Curriculum materials must communicate; therefore, it is necessary
that the materials reflect the language, environment, and experiences

of the student.

The instructional program should be functionally rooted in the
community. Community representatives -from business, industry, health
services, crafts and trades, other labor groups-and public agencies
should be consulted about what needs to be included in the curriculum.
It is equally important to keep students thoroughly informed about the
job market (what jobs are available, where, and how to qualify).

The needs of the disadvantaged are complex; curriculum and instructional
materials are only a part of the total resources required to enable the
disadvantaged to succeed within the school environment as well as in the

working world.

References to this paper may be obtained by writing directly to the
author.
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Effective Administrative Arrangements for
Implementing "Successful" Vocational Education
Programs for Disadvantaged and ‘Handicapped Persons

by
James W. Smith

Since 1963, vocational educators at the state and local levels have
. become increasingly involved in the: complex problems of providing vocational
education for disadvantaged and handicapped~persons. The Vocational %
Education Act of 1963 emphasized the need for serving students with special ‘:g
needs and state departments of. vocational education began to identify staff (
with responsibilities for development and administration of programs for
this target group. However, pProgress was minimal until the Vocational
Education Amendments of 1968 mandated that a portion of a state's allotment
X of federal funds be used for vocational education of disadvantaged and
"handicapped persons. Additional funds‘for vocational'education for
disadvantaged persons were authorized in a special section of the federal
act. Coping with this mandated responsibility has created a variety of
administrative arrangements at the state level and in local educational

' agencies.

‘State Commitment

The state program of occupational education for disadvantaged and

*mw*~M~“”handicapped”persoﬁs“in Illinois inVolves some administrative arrangements

that. are somewhat complex but have the . potential to make positive and
;;Mwmﬂgmwiasting impact on local educational agency (LEA) programs The Illinois
s ' program is based on the premise that (1) disadvantaged and handicapped

persons in rural as well as urban areas should be'assisted in successfullyi

preparing for and’ entering into wage earning employment, and (2) to the

. extent ieasible, disadvantaged and handicapped persons should be full ‘
ngw~participants in- regular vocational’ education programs. ‘The administ ative
'5;procedures and policies established in FY 1970 to utilize feleral: and state ;7(

-{ffunds for support of loca1 educational agency occupational education programs;b

= ;~have been conducive to implementing the ‘two basic premises or concepts.»f




Local educational agencies are encouraged to enroll disadvantaged

and handicapped students in regular occupational programs and resort to

special -classes or programs only when absolutely necessary. The administration

of local programs in a manner that will result in support from vocational

education funds is described in the Division of Vocational and Technical

Education (DVTE) Bulletin 40-273, "Occu;ational Education for Disadvantaged

and Handicapped Persons."” DVTE has held regional workshops for LEA
”Tauﬁinistrators in an attempt to facilitate the development of local programs

and clarify administrative procedures. DVTE staff consultant services are

availaBle when requested by LEA personnel.

Articulation of programs and services through the elementary, secondary,
post-secondary and adult level ‘educational agencies in local communities is
extremely important. DVTE uses state and federal funds to support programs

.at all these levels and is increasingly involved in promoting interaction
and cooperation between community educational agencies 2o that articulation
of programs and services that benefit disadvantaged and handicapped persons

can be accomplished.

Local Educational Agency Involvement

Local public education agencies in Illinois annually submit a one and
five-year plan for occupational education to DVTE. The plan is reviewed by

‘a DVIE regional director and recommended to the state director for his

__approval.

Included in the local one and five-year plan is a description of how
disadvantaged and handicapped persons are identified and the programs and
services provided for them. The identification of these individuals must
be based on the following conditions:

Individuals, not groups, are identified

The individual is not succeeding or cannot be expected to
succeed in a regular OCCupational program. ,

© The individual's disability is a contributing factor' to his '
' lack of success.

®  The individual is identified by the effect, not the cause, of
his disadvantagement or handicap.’

217
A-15
-8 ClLENCES. INCc. TR




The programs and services described must relate to assisting the
students to cope with particular disadvantagements or handicapping con-
ditions so that they may participate successfully in occupational

education programs.

Identifying and treating special needs of individuals draws upon the
expertise of ancillary LEA personnel such as psychologists, social workers,
eounselors, special education teachers, and other agencies such as the
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation and Department of Mental Health.
Effective administration of local programs will facilitate enlisting all
such available services that may contribute to assisting the occupational
education teacher to help the disadvantaged or handicapped student prepare

for the world of work.

Funding :
Funding is based on student credits or credit hours earned in approved

occupational programs. The LEA claim for funding support indicates the
actual number of student credits and credit hours earned in approved
occupational programs, identifying the number earned by disadvantaged

and handicapped persons. Differentiated‘funding occurs by applying various

add-on factors to the base amount of funds per student credit or credit hour.

Up to an additional 50% of the dollar amount of funding per credit or
credit hour is granted for those earned by disadvantaged and handicapped

D g e et e e Sy S

persons. LEA administrators are advised to claim these extra funds only
when they have documented evidence of costs incurred for special services
and“programs for these persons. This is a matter of fiscal audit of LEA

programs by DVTE.

It is possible for public secordary schools in Illinois to receive’
_financial assistance from several state agencies concerned With'occupational
- education for handicapped persons. Through DVTE, the Division of ‘Vocational

Rehabilitation, and Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction,
special education administrative arrangements for services and financial

support for LEA programs have been developed. to eliminate duplication of
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agency efforts, For the convenience of LEA administrators the three state
agencies have developed and printed a publication identifying the resources
available to LEAs.

Programs at State Institutions

The institutions operated by such state agencies as the Department of
Corrections, Department of Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities,
and Department of Children and Family Services may submit a one and five-
year plan for occupational education and receive financial support similar
to that provided for LEAs. Such administrative arrangement has stimulated

considerable growth in occupational education programs for institutionalized

- disadvantaged and handicapped persons, A DVTE staff member is assigned as

regional director for State agency occupational education programs.

Evaluation

Evaluation of LEA and State institution programs is accomplished by
an on-site visitation of a team of persons selected by DVTIE. No one from -
DVIE or the LEA serves on the team. Program deficiencies or shortcomings
reported by the evéluation team must be accounted for in the next one and

five-year LEA plan indicating what steps are being taken to correct them.

Ancillary Activities

DVTE administrative policies and procedures make it possible to

contract with universities and privéte agencies for professional and

curriculum development activities and research projects that impact on the .
improvement of LEA programs. Although. the regpqnsibility foxr providing
occupational education for disadvantéged andvhéndicappgq persons is that

of the LEA, the State agency is looked to for leadership and assistance
in improving the occupatiomnal education programs and the quality of
instruction. The most obvious and urgent need affecting the system of

"maiﬁétreaming" is that of preparing occupational education teachers to

PETNN

Summation

The Illinois DVTE administrative arrangement for implementing occu-

pational education programs for disadvantaged and hapdicapped persons has

-..cope with disadvantaged*ana handicapped persons enrolled in regular programs. - -
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not been withcut zzul.cy and real problems. However, it has potential
for making a lasting -mwact on more and better programs and services in
LEAs and other agencies. The system fosters educational "mainstreaming"
of disadvantaged and handicapped persons and focuses on individualized
instruction. Funding and supportive services are available to LEAs
rural and urban, large and small, all depending upon local initiative

and effective administrative arrangements.




Curricula Methodology and Materials for Vocational Education

by
Bryan V. Fluck

As curricula are discussed and studied, it becomes very apparent that
the basic philosophy of a concept must be ascertained if that concept is
to become an integrated and positive factor in the total educational environ-
ment. Educators must categorize individuals according to the many
divisions that relate to their abilities to learn. This is important in
the initial investigation of methodolqu and for the study of primary
skill areas. However, the original skill areas should only be of importance
during the implementation of concepts and not be of paramount importance
after goals are established. This is especially true when educators are
developing programs for the disadvantaged, handicapped, and the multi-
‘handicapped. All too often the educator fears that the programs being
developed must be so separated ‘that he tends to ignore the major purpose

for the existence of the programs.

-

If the intéht of the programs is to prepare the individuals for
entry level positions and -for growth within his or her field, then the
positions within industry must be observed and studied. In this manner an
open ended curricula can be developed that will help the individual become

a part of the industry he serves and, in turn, industry will have an employee

It is with these thoughts in mind that the concept of T~ 2 —-M~ E -~ §
(Temporally Individualized Modular Education Scheduling) was dessloped. It
is a combination of proven and new educational processes which camld be the
basis for the integration of curricula and scheduling. Utilizimg tiris
method it is possible to develop vocational and acadewic cont=mw=for all
levels of achievers regardless of the time it takes them to le=rn. Time
becomes a factor after something is learned. In this manner the competency
acquired is measured through the process of productiomn. Each stwmdent will
proceed at- his or her own rate to his or hef own level of ability im areas
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both of interest and competence. An all important factor is that a goal
be established by each student and that this goal can be changed based on
acquired knowledge. This will provide the basis for horizontal as well

as vertical development.

The complete develiopment of this process is interdependent with the
workings of industry and the Department of Labor. Industry uses the

Dictionary of Occupational Titles for its general job classifications.

There is a definite vertical "ladder of achievement" process involved.

To a degree there is also horizontal growth; but this growth does not
involve the social necessities for the total development of the individual.
This must be a part of a complete curricula so that as phases apply to

each individual they can be modified and utilized for personal growth.

In effect a mddel of procedures is developed that will allow the

" upper level disadvantaged and/or‘handicapped student to find his or her-

place in a vocatiom=ml curriculum. The lower level student can be segregated
until the educatiomml process either eliminates the obstacle of integration
or postpones integration until the client finds his or her place within

the labor market.

An analysis of this type necessarily proceeds from a fundamental
premise or model, and this is all too freduently mot explicated. The funda-~

mental assumption underlying this method is that vocational and social

--reality occurs-in-systems-that are-ipterastive in nature. -This-requires

the joint consideration of economic, psyctological, and institutional
variables. The:spreceding is the theoretical premise upon ‘which the program
was founded. 1In no way should the educational process be isolated: from

the real world.

Development of the Prog==m

As =stated previously, the Dictionary of Occupational Titles was used

as a:guide. By using this universal language of business, industry, and
government career ladders were formulated, working backwawrds, from the

highest skill in any given area to the lowest employable.skill. The next

222

SYSTEM SCIENCES., INCG

e e




step was to group occupational skills that were necemsary for many areas
of instruction. In so doing several thousand occupations were developed

for the twenty instructional areas so analyzed.

These in turn were reviewed by teachers from other districts, technical
(craft) advisory committees, and instructors within the school. After
these several reviews it was possible to gather some behaviorial data
for the occupations and utilize it within the tasks and modules. All of
this methodology did not differentiate in any way from standard and accepted
vocational procedures. This merely identified a system and all of the

educational possibilities which could be offered.

This major task broke down the twenty core programs into segments
by content, including both skills to be developed and knowledge to be learmed.

The following terms and definitions were used to identify each major category.

Occupation

!

As listed in the Dictionary of Occupational Titles; the
specific career objective of the student.

Program ~ A course of study as described by the Pennsylvania Department
of Education which prepares a person for an occupation.

Uniz ~ One general content area within a program. It should be
noted here that many units comprising an entire program are
being utilized in place of the more traditional semester
by semester tmmrse plan.

Moduis= ~ One: specifirs —ontent area within a unit; The module title
lizrs itemw 'wv be covered. The module is the smallest
scleinling umdt in. terms. of student. emmmilment.. .- - oo smoeme -

lesk ~ A specific skill or knowledge componemt within a module.
Ezrh task has a complete and detailed description of the
operationm, sskills, and equipment involved.

A szimple, efficient sywstem of recording and coding the program breakdown
was c=smloped. To develm: this a two-digit coding system wmas used for
eachrrzmit, module, and t=sk. Using this system, the programs were out-
lined:=md then recorded. R=rent developments have shown that a three-digit

syszem—js better.

Prerequisite modules amd the approximate time for average student

completion had to be specified. This information was obzmained from the
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experienced vocational technical instructors and the program consultants
representing business, industry, agriculture, and govermment. In the

initial phase these program consultants and instructors were able to identify
over one thousand modules and approximately seven thousand tasks. In turn,
they were also able to develop behavioral objectives for each unit and

module. Modules and tasks are continually being developed.

A continuing and most important aspect of the modular program develop;
ment bzs been the analysis of all modules to determine the extent to which
they could be identified. in different programs and be combined into “"general

modules" for greater instructional efficiency.

Two delivery systems are developed--one, a hand carried system and

the other, a computer based system.

The D.0.T. synthesis gives the ability, through the analysis of core
programs, to integrate units, modules, and tasks; permitting students to
combine programs into combinations according to both labor market and
student needs. This beromes an ever changing proces= according to D.O.T.
and industry classificsmions. It also means that the system allows
students to change goslss without wasting time by building upon previous

experiences.

One of the most important factors was the develaovment of a system
that .provided for educzrional development for students representing all
achievemert level=. TUsing this method only the very _lowest ability student
needs initial sepz—arion. In time, even those students should be able

attain imdividual r=cognition with an integrated class.

Student Claséification

Disadvantaged: Those persons who are disadvantaged to the extent that
they cannot succeed and/or compete successfully in wegmular
vocational or consumer and homemaking educatiow pragrwms
qual-#y for special vocational assistance. For example,
Fisadwantaged :=tudents who qualify m=y be enrolled im
;sgular vocatizmal programs with stiments who are not
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disadvantaged and provided with such supplementary services
as may be necessary for them to compete successfully in a

regular program with minor adjustments.

EconomicalZ:: 1) Family .income below poverty level
2) Lacks proper food, clothing and shelter
3) Lacks money for normal school expenses
Culturallw: 1) From broken or sub-normal homes

2) Lacks exposure to the "average" culture
and experiences ‘

3) Unable to use formal language for average
school progress

4) From impoverished cultural background

Educationally: 1) Has serious reading, compwtational or
language fdfficulties

2) Two or morme grades below normal achieve~
ment for age ard/ar grade

3) Fai¥ing tex or moza wsubjects
4) Porsntial dropouts

35) Cur—tcminm has nat proviided him with a
safzhle skill or preparawtion for higher
edmration

Socially: 1) Defies rmles and Tmgulations

-2) Doprinate=s :scene

3) Diz=mupiZwe behaviar

4) Tt

5)“Poor self-image |
6) Hostile
7) Agressive and unconwentional

8) Overly sensitive to —omstructive criticism.

Handicapped: The hamiir=pped ar= those: persons who ssre:mmentally retarded,
hearing impaired amd desf, speech handirzpped, visually
impaired amd blind, sa::::’zmsly"-emotinna&ﬂy disturbed, crippled,
those:meith . learning dimabilities or- heslth impaired persons
who by Teason of their-handicapped comdition cannot suc_ceed




in a vocational education program designed for persons
without such handicaps; and who for that reason require
special educational assistance or a modified vocational

program.

The most important function for planning a program is the identification
of the disadvantaged and handicapped. Sources of information are: (a) school
records, (b) information from student, (c) information from parents,

(d) community information, and (e) public and social agencies.

Admiral Peary AVTS established a vocational program for mentally
handicapped students from two area State Hospitals in January 1973.

Approximately 50 of these people were transported to the AVTS each

:day for two hours after thgpxegular program ended. They were involved in

a Caxeer Awareness program and explored ten unskilled and semi-skilled
occurpations by spending one week in each course. They were then free to
choose their areas of concentration for the rewmainder of the program.‘ This
program was continued during the 1973-74 school year and will be in existence
in 1974-75.

A majority of these students were and are multihandicapped. 1In
addition to being mentally handicapped, many were emotionally disturbed
and suffering from physical disabilities. Included among these were deaf,

_ speech jmpaired, motor coordination handicaps, visually impaired, epileptics,

paralytics, and spastic conditions. It was felt that the degree of success
in the program would be low. The final results exceeded all estimates.
It must be remembered that in most cases, these students were not considered

trainable. The program at Admiral Peary proved otherwise.

Repetitious tasks that would bore an average person were done by
these students with exactness and pride. Assembly line type c¢f work could
be accomplished by the greater portion of these handicapped people with

excellence.

Of course, there were students involved in the program that will

probably be institutionalized for the remainder of their lives and will
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never be productive citizens. Failures were expected. However, even
these people responded positively to the program because of the social

aspects of the situation. They encountered new personalities and faces

~other than those at the institution and they left school knowing that

there was a world outside the SFate Hospital.

Among the problems encountered were over~agressive behavior and

transition of students out of the institution before training was ended.
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List of DOT's for Special Education Students

SYSTEM

A-1 Agriculture Careers

Tree Pruner 404.884~014

Agricultural Aid 421.384~010

Sawmill Worker 667.782-114
A-2 Agriculture Careers

Nursery Worker 406.887-030
B~2 Automotive Careers

Tire Repairman 915.884~014

Steamcleaner 915.887-022
C~1 Building Construction Careers

Painter 840.781-010
C-2 Buillding Construction Careers

Electrician Helper 829.887-014
D-2 Metal and Materials Careers

Shuttle Car Operator 932-~883-026
E~1 Service Careers

Manicurist 331.878-010

Reducing Salon Attendant 334.871-014
E~3 Service Careers

Inventory Clerk 233.388-014

Sales Clerk 290.478-014
E~4 Service Careers

Hotel Clerk 242.368-010

Reservation Clerk 249.368-082

~-.-Laundryman -Hand- - - 361.884-014 .. .

Dry Clearner 362.782-010

Laundry Machine Mechanic . 629.281-046

Ticket Agent 919.368-014
E;S Service Careers

Cook, Short Order 314.381-~010

Cook Helper I 317.887-010

Butcher 525.381-010
F~1 Technical Careers

Electronics Assembler 726.281-010

Printed Circuit Assemblez 726.884~094
F-2 ‘Technical Careers

Smoke Tester 012.281-~014

. Instrument Man 018.188-014
—m————Auddtotogist 079..108=010
228
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F-4 Technical Careers

Key Punch Operator 213.582-010
Sorting Machine Operator 213.885-010
229
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KEDLAINUH AND GUKKIGULUM GRINLEK
EBENSBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 15931

DOT TITLE: Agricultural Aid e :
OTHER TITLES: : DOT NO: 421.384-010

APVT MNO e e e e e e SR e e o b St <

OE NO.
MOS NO.

OCCUPATIONAL DESCRIPTION: Note: The program of study stated here is based
on course material now available. Restrictions, such as unavailable
course material or a minimum number of hours of work experience required,-
may limit the degree to which a student can be prepared for this type of
work.

An agricultural aid cultivates crops and takes care of animals. He
or she does this by following the instructions of research workers whc are
_experimenting with plants or animals. Cleaning kennels, feeding and
watering animals, and preparing soil and plants are some'jobs done by
agricultural aids. He or she may also collect seeds, weigh crops, and
store crops. An agricultural aid might find jobs at colleges or in private
industries such as large grain and feed businesses.

References:
Dictionary of Occupational Titles. 3rd ed., vol. 1, 1965, U.S.
Governmert Printing Office, Washington, p. 7.

Occupational Outlook Handbook. 1972-1973 ed., U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, p. 579. )

OCCUPATIONAL LATTICE: OCCUPATIONAL LADDER:

Title DOT No. Title . == DOT No. .
Biclogical Aid 049.384-010 Farm Manager 409.168-010
‘Farmer, General 421.181-~010 Agricultural Aid 421, 384-010:;
Dairy Husbandman 040.081-026 Farmer, Cash Grain 401. 181-010.:;
Salesman, Grain & Feed 262,358-014
Vegetable Grower 403.181-010 -

. LOCAL EMPLOYERS:

51;H:‘;ﬁAgway;Inc; S . . Penn State University
o . Windber Store , ' State College, Pa.
-Stockholm Ave. -
Windber, Pa. . 2 30
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EBENSBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 15931

DOT TITLE: Laundryman Hand DOT NO: 361.884-014
OTHER TITLES: APVT NO: :
. - i COENO:
MOS NO: S57E

|

QCCUPATIONAL DESCRIPTION: Note: The program of study stated here is '
based on course material now available. Restrictions, such as unavailable
course material or a minimum number of hours of work experience required,
may limit the degree to which a student can be prepared for this type of
work.

The laundryman hand supervises loading of the machines. Water
temperatures, suds levels, time cycles, addition of bleach is controlled
by the laundryman. When all washing, ironing and repairing have been’

Reference:

completed the laundry is regrouped and delivered to the customer."[MQstf
laundry plan workers receive their training on the job. The laundry
industry is a growing one. It is the largest personal service industry. -

Occupational Outlook Handbook. 1972-1973 ed., U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, p. 835. o

OCCUPATIONAL LATTICE:
Title ‘
Dry Cleaner:

DOT. No. Title .
; 362.782-010
Laundry Machine Mech. 629.281-046

OCCUPATIONAL LADDER:

- DOT Mo
Laundry Machine Mech.629.281~046 °
Dry Cleaner . '362,782-010

" *Laundryman Hand '361.884~014

. LOCAL EMPLOYERS:

Ebensburg Laundry & Linen
R.D. #2
Ebensburg, Pa.

White Swan Dry Clearning
605 W. High :
Ebensburg, Pa.

Troy Laundry & Dry Clearning

360 Strayer
Johnstown, Pa.

SYSTEM

Century One-Hour Cleaners
409 Main -
. Johnstown, Pa.

Industrial Uniform & Towel
2515 18th Street
Altoona, Pa.

Wright Laundry

721 N. Juniata
Hollidaysburg, Pa.
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ADMIRAL PEARY VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL
RESEARCH AND CURRICULUM CENTER
EBENSBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 15931

DOT TITLE: Tire Repairman DOT NO: 915.884~014
OTHER TITLES: APVT NO:
F O AT SN 4”"”“2_E_“‘§9‘:“> -
MOS No: 57¢

OCCUPATIONAL DESCRIPTION: Note: The program of study stated here is based
on course material now available. Restrictions, such as unavailable
course material or a minimum number of hours of work experience required
may limit the degree to which a student can be prepared for this type of
work. :

A tire repairman repairs and replaces defective tires on automobiles,
buses, trucks, and other automotive vehicles. A tire repairman may work
for a franchised automobile dealer in his maintenance'department, in a
general repair agency, a gaséline service station, or a specialty
shop that has one or more tire repairmen on its payroll.

The job training is minimal, and with the increased use of the
.automobile from 83 to 156 million cars in the next 20 years jobs will be
available. Chance for advancement is limited unless further training is
achieved.

References:
Dictionary of Occupational Titles. 3rd ed., vol. 1, 1965
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, p. 741.

Occupational Outlook Handbook. 1972~1973 ed., U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, p. 471.

OCCUPATIONAL LATTICE: - OCCUPATIONAL LADDER:

Title Y . DOT No. Title DOT No.
Salesman, Auto Parts 280.358-018 Muffler Installer 807.884~-050

Lubrication Man
*Tire Repairman

915.887-014
915..384-014

Service Station $15.8567-010
Attendant
Steamcleaner 9.5.887-022

et vt - e

LOCAL EMPLOYERS:
Stover Arco

Nastasi's Mobile Service

115 E. High St.
.Ebensburg, Pa.

Barber's Sunoco Service
W. High St.
Ebensburg, Pa.

‘Boron 0il Co.‘
512 W. High St.
Ebensburg, Pa.
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Route 22, West ' ¢
Ebensburg, Pa.

Sam's Gulf Station
926 2nd St.
Cresson, Pa.

Varner's Service Station
529 Main.St.
Portage, Pa.
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Summary
~ of
Vocational Education Seminar
on

Disadvantaged and Handicapped
November 13 & 15, 1974
DVER Project #V0135VZ
"Assessment of Need in Programs of Vocational Education

for the Disadvantaged and Handicapped"

First Session
Wednesday, November 13, 1974

Topic: Legislative implications of estimates of need in
Vocational Education for the disadvantaged and
handicapped.

Chairpéfsdn: ‘Dr. Joe R. Clary, Exeéutive Director
North Carolina State Advisory Council on
Vocational Education

Presenters: Mr. Reginald Petty, Deputy Director
National Advisory Council on
Vocational -Education

Mr. Leroy A. Cornelsen, Planning Officer
Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education

Dr. Melvin L. Barlow, Director
Division of Vocational Education, and
Professor, Graduate School of Education,
University of California, Los Angeles

Second Seésion

Friday, November 15, 1974.

Topic #1: Insuring accountability of Vocational Education
programs to disadvantaged and handicapped populations:
(a) role of State Advisory Councils and (b) role of
state education officials with responsibility for the
disadvantaged and handicapped.

Topic #2: Alternative approaches for meeting the needs of
- disadvantaged and handicapped in Vocational Education.
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Chairpersoﬂ:

Presenters:

Dr. Joe R. Clary, Executive Director,
North Carolina State Advisory Council on
Vocational Education

Mr. Robert Kennon, Supervisor
Disadvantaged Vocational Educational and Career

_Development Service,

‘Michigan State Department of Education

Mr. Clifford Jump, Member
Michigan State Advisory Council on
Vocational Education

Mr. Stewart Miller, Supervisor
Special Needs Program,
Division of Vocational Education, Arizona

Mr., Larry Noble, Rehabilitation Services
Coordinator

Colorado River Indian Tribes Rehabilitation
Center
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Seminar Summary

The Second Issue Oriented Seminar was held in conjunction with the

- NACVE/SACVE Joint Day of Planning, November 13 and -November 15, 1974; The

seminar was chaired by Dr. Joe R. Clary, Executive Director of the North

Carolina State Advisory Council. The seminar focused on three issues:

1. Legislative implications of estimates of need in vocational
education for the disadvantaged and handicapped.

2. Insuring accountability of vocational education programs
to disadvantaged and handicapped populations: the role of
State Advisory Councils and the role of state education
officials with these designated responsibilities.

3. Alternative approaches for meeting the needs of disadvantaged
and handicapped in vocational education.

"Wednesday, 13 November

After imtraductory remarks explaining the background- and merpese of
the seminar, Dr.. Clary introduced the ﬁopic, speakers, and gems=al format
to be followed. Mr. Reginald ‘Petty, Deputy Director of the Natinmms
Advisory Cowmneil on Vocational Education was thé first presemE=r —Io be

called upon. Petty focused his remarks on two principal areas of interest.

First, he explained that the NACVE position on vocational education
legislation for the disadvantaged was currently non-commital. That is, at

‘the present time, the National Advisory Countil did not support any particular k

piece of legislation; the Council's contention is that the '68 bill is
basically appropriate to the situation if slight modifications are added.

The two most pressing modifications are: (a) the need to modify categorical

distinctions, and (b) the need to provide greater consideration of urban
need ... perhaps in a massive, one-year, one-shot appropfiatiou for the

cities.

Petty's second series of remarks dealt generally with the continuing
mistrust of the delivery system for vocational education funds, especially

those earmarked for the disadvantaged and handicapped. The fear is that
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the children's needs are not being met because dollars are lost to overhead,

because too often vocational education either functions as or appears to be

a tracking system for students, and because the mechanism of transacting

business through the state to the local system is cumbersome. He went on
..to..point.out that-organizations like -the -National UrBanwLeague“are advocating

a system of earmarked funds dispensed directly to the agencies in the field

rather than allocation thféugh the state.

The second presenter for Wednesday's evening session was Lee Cornelsen,
Planning Officer for the Bureau of Occupational and Adult Eduéation. He
discussed the thinking of the Office of Education about potential legis-
lation that may be written by HEW and proposed for intraduction to Congress.
The discussion that Lorneds=m led focused on some potential azljustments
to the "“68 Amendments whi=h would repder - them morEzbran andzmanégeable.
Amomg timm potential altermmtive ideas that are being comsidered are the

>folmnwing:

1. Title I. Governance under a sinugle state agency.

2. Title II. Maintain the National and State Advisory Councils
while broadening their scope to include more adult
education and to emphasize more activity in planning
and needs assessment.

3. Title III. Group all programs and services from the '63 bill
as amended .,. (currently Part B funds).

4. Title IV. Combine all targeted funds (currently 38% of total
appropriations) into one area called "Special Needs".
Require that these funds be matched before they can
be spent. Further, there would be no mandate for
specific use, but rather, expenditures will be
required for a '"target area'.

4, Title V. Consolidate research, curriculum, and professional
development in a form that provides for 1/2 the
fund= to be distributed as state allocations and
the mther 1/2 as discretionary allocations.

Cornelsen discussed the possibility of U.S.0.E. undertaking an annual

Assessment of Need for planning and for dissemination to the states.

Dr. Melvin Barlow, Director, Division of Vocational Education, U.C.L.A.

the last formal presenter of this first session delivered a broad ranging
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statement focusing on the central problems he (and those in the AVA) had
formulated with regard to the legislative implications of an assessment

of need. He identified five major problems:

1. The lack of consistency in definition-~while this is not of

particular importance to the handicapped, with the exception of
EMR borderline students, it is particularly acute for the
disadvantaged; that is, the VEA definition differs from that of
ESEA, while the work-study definition differs from that of the
NYC. This lack of consistency creates a confusion that hampers
effective administration of programs and planning/allocation of
resources.

2. The multiple defimitions also help to create and perpetuate
categorical structures that too often function as segregated
entities, rather than as a comprehensive program. The effects
of these categorizral structures often manifest themselves in
complicated identification and prescriptive measures, non-
mainstreaming pragrams, and local constraints inhibiting more
effective expendEFture of funds.

3. The lack of federal and state leadership, particularly in the
area of vocational education for the handicapped. He suggested
that while the states set the requirements, few were able to".
show how the requirements could be met; further, there are few
viable leadership training programs.

4, Good model programs are hard to find; furthermore, if found, the
information is not well disseminated.

5. Too often, our present legislation and practice treats dis=-
advantaged or handicapped students as the product rather than
treating the comprehensive vocational education programs as the
product with students as the clients.

As possible solutions to these difficulties, Barlow suggested a number
of ideas including the necessity of each LEA conducting a needs assessment,
utilization of state staff as resources to local planners rather than
enforcers of.arbitrary guidelines, designing of comprehensive district-wide
programs to meet needs, and the planned flexibility of mandated percentage

funds such that they can be impacted on areas of greatest need.

- A round table discussion invoiving the presenters and the 23 delegates
to the Joint Day of Planning who attended our Wednesday session followed
the formal presentations. 'Among the many points that were made, these

several are of particular importance.
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LY

1. The need remains to continue categorical funding in order to
insure meeting needs ... flexible categories are also required.

2. There is a greater need to emphasize pre- and in-service training
for teachers of dlsadvantaged and handicapped.

3. A need exists to channel money directly to local areas to meet
their specifir needs and require strict accountability ...
(needs like bilingual training).

4, Local needs assessment is a critical need.

5. There is a need to increase the set-aside funds and expand their
scope, e.g., vocational education in elementary schools.

6. A great need for coordinated planning exists.

The Friday session of the seminar was again chaired by Dr. Joe Clary
and focused on two issues: (1) Insuring Accountability of Vocational
Education Programs to Disadvantaged and Handicapped Populations: (a) Role
of State Advisory Councils, and (b) Role of State Eduéation officials with
-responsibility for the disadvantaged and handicapped; (2) Alternative
approaches for meeting the needs of disadvantaged and handicapped in

vocational education,

Dr. Clary's presentation sketched the role of the North Carolina State
Advisory Council from purpose to operation; additionally, he defined the
role of state boards, as he viewed them, and suggested how the inter-
relationship of the two entities should be conceived. Among the more
important points he made was the similar duties of both State Boards of
Education and State Advisory Councils in that each was established :for
planning, implementation, and accountability assessment at both state and
local levels. Clary focused on the less than sparkling record of both of
these organizations with regard to the disadvantaged and handicapped. He
argued that a less than effective effort had been made to assess, plan, and
meet the needs of these children; furthermore, too often teachers, counselors,
and administrators have not been prepared to be sensitive to these needs,

or to put into practice ideas that could reach more students.

On a state and national level, he said that funds have too often been
allocated without adequate consideration of lccal need, expertise or

commitment ... and too often without adequate state leadership.
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In his wiz=w, the role of SACVE is to exercise some of this needed
leadership, particularly in areas such as evaluation of e=fectiveness and
making recommendations for improveuwents for vocational edmmation. The time
has come for SACVE to insist on accoumtability and insure —hat vocational
education programs for the disadvantaged and handicapped are more than a
bookkeeping exercise. Clary suggested that the most reasmzable way of

doing thic was by asking a series of questions including the following:

1. What is the State's philosophical commitment to serving the
disadvantaged and handicapped?

2. To what extent has an appropriate assessment o= meeds been made?

3. How were goals and objectives arrived at? Were they realistic?

4. What administrative procedures have been worked out to insure

proper emphasis?

5. To what extent is the State agency iﬁsdring accountability of
what happens at the local level? Is accountability built into
the planning mechanism?

6. What professional development efforts have been made to assist
administrators, coumselors, teachers, and others to work with the
disadvantaged and handicapped? ‘

7. What is happening in local schools and institutions to assure that
disadvantages and handicaps are either eliminated or alleviated
to the extent that success in regular programs is possible?

8. What coordination exists to insure effectiveness among institutions
and organizations?

’CIary views the roié of state education officials to be one that is
interdependent with the SACVE role. Using North Carolina as an example,
he suggests that in too many states there is no specialized leadership for
vocational education for the disadvantaged and handicapped. Without
specific responsibility and leadership, who will insure accountability or
efficiency? While the set-asides provide some demand for accountability,

they provide little aSSurqnce that the needs will be met.

Clary did not suggest an adversary role for state officials and State
Advisory Councils. Rather, it is two sides of the same coin and should
serve to emphasize the”importance of the task at hand. Needs assessment,

planning and leadership are the means for effective coordination.
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The second presenter of the session, Robert Kennon, Supervisor for
Disad?antaged Vocational Education and Career Development Service, State
of Michigan, also emphasized the need for coordination and cooperation
between gtate officials and the State Advisory Council. Using Michigan as
an example of a good relationship between the two, Kennon noted that the.
State Board had developed an accountability model used on all levels of
vocational education. <he model which focuses on commitment, purpose,
sﬁrategies, and outcomes, provides a tool for evaluation of the Michigan
commitment to the policy of "A right to a skill for everyone in Michigan".
Furthermore, Kennon suggested that four ingredients were necessary for the
success of vocational education programs: (a) money, (b) well designed
programs, (c) talented people, (d) institutional commitment. Among these
four, commitment may be the most critical. It is this commitment that

provides the opportunity/necessity for accountability.

Clifford Jump, a member of the Michigan State Advisory Council provided
support for Kennon's position in his presentation. Jump maintained that
the State Advisory Council functioned as a watchdog to insure that the
vocational education delivery system runs efficiently and provides needed
services. This effort oécurs through reading and approving the state
plans, conducting ongoing evaluation efforts, encouraging/facilitating
cooperation between organizational entities like vocational education and
speci&l education, and establishing smaller, task-oriented advisory committees
for specific areas of vocational education. Additionally, the State
Advisory Council serves an education function By generating/disseminating
information and by providing support for State officials. 1In Jump's view,
these functions serve to clearly define the role of the State Board in

Michigan ... a role that might serve as a model elsewhere.

The last session, "Alternative Approaches to Meeting the Needs of
Disad?antaged and Handicapbed," featured three presenters from Arizona:
Mr. Stewart Miller, Supervisor of Special Needs Programs; Mr. Larry Noble;
Coordinator of Rehabilitation Services for the Colorado Indian Tribes; and
Mr. Jack Riddle, Director of the Maricopa County Skills Center. Each
suggested a different model for meeting the needs of the handicapped and

disadvantaged.
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Noble began the session by defining his particular problem as one of
a lack of adequate vocational models. That is, in his area, the Indians
have little notion of the viable alternatives available to them within the
world of work. This is complicated by a continuing lack of experience with
persons performing these various tasks. However, the most cfitical problein
is the lack of self-awareness among the Indians; the question of realistically
appraising one's own capabilities is of greatest importance and greatly
complicates the other two problems. To meet these needs, Noble has programs
of career orientation and support counseling underway. The idea is to
combat experiential deprivation and . to increase both academic achie?emeﬁt

and the intrinsic value of schooling.

Jack Riddle described the Pioneer School, one of three projects that
-he coordinates. This project is a cooperative venture between two school
.districts to reconstruct a pioneer town for the National Bicentennial. It
1is a project that requires linkages among seven agencies in order to function
effectively. Included are the Division of Vocational Education,‘Department
of Economic Security, the Pioneer Foundation, the Community College District,
the Courts, the Probation Officer, and the Sheriff's Department. The program
is an extended classroom in two parts, one for high school dropouts and
potential dropouts and one for prisoners. Each school district contributed
two academic and two vocational teachers in addition to the students. The
idea is to teach a saleable vocational skill in addition to providing help
in basic remediation while in a different and mofe practical environment .

So far, according to Riddle, the program has been a spectacular success.

~ Stewart Miller described the "agency linkage' model on a broader
level, the Skill Center. 1In Arizona two such centers operate--one directed
by Riddle in Maricopa County and one in Tucson, under the direction of Ed
Acuna. Miller described the Tucson Center as an open entry-open exit
program which takes referred students at any point in their development and
provides an opportunity for them to advance in any vocational area as
far and as fast as they desire. The idea is to provide mastery learning -
to any number of students rather than to focus on the number of students

who might attend classes for any particular semester:”

241

A-39
SYSTEM S ClIENCES, I N c.




The model, as Miller described it, combines linkages of the State
Department of Education, the Division of Community Colleges, CETA, Model
Cities, and the WIN program. It operates under a unified budget with
specific, contractually agreed-to responsibilities for each of the
agencies. This provides a second form of accountability which accompanies
the continuous monitoring of student service and success. Furthermore,
these agencies "buy" slots for referred students, thus providing training
up to the "job ready" point. Arizona has found this to be a particularly
effective means of linking limited funds from various sources into a
highly effective unified system. The Arizona model could guide the develop-
ment of comprehensive rural or less adequately funded vocational educafion

programs for the disadvantaged and handicapped.
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APPENDIX B
SAMPLE CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE

NOMINATION PROCEDURE




‘System Sciences, Inc.

P.O. Box 2345 Chapel Hill 919:929.7116
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514 Durham 919: 286-0711

" Request for Nominations
from State Officials

This letter is to request your assistance in helping us to identify and to
obtain available descriptive literature on the most effective vocational
education programs for the disadvantaged in your State.

Specifically, we are interested in vocational education programs at the
- secondary level presently in operation-and which have been in operation
for at least two years; programs emphasizing training of disadvantaged
students for gainful employment and/or continuing education; programs -

which emphasize serving disadvantaged students in regular vocational
education through adjustments and supportive services, including cooperative

work experience; and, programs in both rural and urban settings,

System Sciences, Inc. is currently conducting a research project, "Assessment
of Need in Programs of Vocational Education for the Lisadvantaged and
Handicapped." Emphasis is placed on the disadvantaged, from the vocational
education perspective and as especially defined in the statute. The project
is sponsored by the Division of Research and Demonstration, Bureau of
Occupational and Adult Education, U. S. Office of Education.

The purposes of the research effort are to provide information which will _
assist the States in using disadvantaged funds more effectively; and more

~fundamentally, to provide a basis for improving estimates of the total
requirements for the achievement of the purposes of P.L. 90-576 on behalf
of the vocational education disadvantaged and handicapped. The 15% and
10% "set-~asides" were crude "guesstimates" of stark minimum needs; no serious
attempt is known to have been made subsequently to either determine/refine
this quantification of needs for these special populations, or to express
needs in terms of budgetary requirements. :

One objective of the research now-underway;r;hereforé, is to make initial
developments of a methodology that would enable vocational educators to .
.evaluate the magnitude of the vocational education disadvantaged need. - .
:The end-product of this project will assist the vocational education profession
- in the complex and difficult undertaking of estimating total resource and o
. funding needs and. in improving the applied effectiveness of all available - - - - %
resources, In order-to achieve the objectives of this research project, the
- most. effective vocational education disadvantaged programs will need to be"
- identified and documented, the resource requirements of these programs
~quantified, and the resource utilization patterns described. - ' :

R Offices: Suite 2068,




Page 2

In nominating the most etfective programs for the disadvantaged in your
State, may we suggest that consideration be given to the following criteria:
program's ability to attract disadvantaged students; retention capability,
i.e., reduction of dropout rate; students' achievement in the program;
program completions; placements; and, follow-up evaluations. There may be
additional criteria which come to mind in selecting your most eifective
programs, and we would like you to indicate these as you feel appropriate,

We are requesting that you nominate the three most effegtive programs for
the disadvantaged at the secondary level in your State. Please use the
enclosed forms in describing the programs you wish to nominate. A self-
addressed, stamped envelope is also enclosed for returning the completed
forms to us. Approximately 60 programs will be selected from among those
nominated to be included in the study. Therefore, it is possible that we
may be back in touch with you to get more information about a particular
program or project. ’

Thank you wary much for your cooperation and consideration in responding
to this request.

Sincer~1iy.

Jim Hughes
Senior Research Analyst

JHH:dml
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Nominated Program

TITLE:

ADDRESS:

CONTACT PERSON: ' PHONE NO.:

Describe population served (number, types of disadvantagement):

Describe program (course offerings, skill training areas, suppbrtive services,‘
special personnel, program costs, etc.):

Criteria (check off the criteria you considered in nominating this program):

Ability to Attract Program Completions
Retention Placements

!
Student Achievement Follow-up

Other (please list): -

Additional descriptive literature enclosed: Yes No

Please return to: System Sciences, Inc., P.0. Box 2345, Chapel Hill, N.C. 27514 ‘




System Sciences, Inc.

P.O. Box 2345 Chapel Hill 919:929-7116
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514 Durham 919: 286-0711

Request for Nominations
from Regional Officials

This letter is to request your cooperation and assistance, and to advise you
of upcoming activity in your region related to the survey phase of our current
research project.

System Sciences, Inc. is currently conducting a research project, "Assessment of
Need in Programs of Vocational Education for the Disadvantaged and Handicapped."
Emphasis is placed on the disadvantaged, from the vocational education perspective
and as specially defined in the statute. The project is sponsored by the
Division of Research and Demonstration, Bureau of Occupational and Adult -
Education, U.S. Office of Education.

The purposes of the research effort are to provide informatiom which will assist
the States in using disadvantaged funds more effectively; and more fundamentally,
to provide a basis for improving estimates of the total requirements for the
achievement of the purposes of P.L. 90-576 on behalf of the vocational education
disadvantaged and handicapped. The 15% and 10% "set-asides" were crude "guess-
timates" of stark minimum needs; no serious attempt is known to have been made
"subsequently to either determine/refine this quantification of needs 'for these:
special populations, or to express needs in terms of budgetary requirements.

One objective of the research now underway, therefore, is to make initial )
developments of a -methodology that would enable vocational educators to evaluate
the magnitude of the vocational education disadvantaged need. The end-product
of this project will assist the vocational education profession in the complex
and difficult undertaking of estimating total resource and funding needs and in -
improving the applied effectiveness of all available resources. In order to

- achieve the objectives of this research project, the most effective vocational
education disadvantaged programs will need to be identified and documented,

" the resource requirements of these programs quantified, and the resource
utilization patterns described. :

Specifically, we are interested in vocational education programs at the Lo
secondary level presently in operation which (1) have been.in operation for. at
least one full year; (2) emphasize training of disadvantaged students for .

- gainful employment and/or continuing education; (3) emphasize serving disadvantaged
students in regular vocational education through adjustments and supportive :
services, including cooperative work experience. B :

System Sciences, Inc, has received nominations of effective programs serving
the disadvantaged from several sources, including programs in States within

Beb e |
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Region . Enclosed is a list of programs which have been nominasted as
effective programs for the disadvantaged within your region. For each program,
the following information is provided: (1) source of nomination; (2) criteria

. checked; (3) type of program; (4) type of environment; and (5) additional

comments. Also enclosed is a description of the coding system used along with
definitions. We would appreciate your looking over this list of programs and
letting us know of any additions, deletions, or corrections you would suggest.
Particularly, if there are programs of which you are aware which are not included
on our list, but you feel should be considered, we would like to know of these
programs.

We are now moving into the survey phase of our research project. The survey will
include a mailed questionnaire to each program director and/or administrator.
This mailed questionnaire will be preceded by an introductory letter indicating
the source of nomination, and requesting the program's cooperation in completing
the questionnaire. Following the wailing of the questionnaire, each program
director will be contacted by phone to go over the questionnaire with him and
provide any needed clarification or explanation. When completed, the program. .
director will mail the questionnaire back to us. This is one part of the

survey methodology--program director's questionnaire.

The second part of the survey will be completed via a number (18-20) of site
visits to selected programs. The purpose of the site visits, in addition to —
obtaining more information and having an on-site look at the program, will be

to obtain information directly from program personnrel, i.e., teachers, counselors,
coordinators, etc. This information will be collected via group administration

of a teacher questionnaire, which will be administered on-site by our project
staff.

Both of these questionnaires, program director and teacher, are currently being
field tested with selected programs in North Carolina. Final revisions will be
completed within the next three weeks. JIwplementation of the survey will begin
no later than March 1, 1975. . -

We appreciate this opportunity to share with you our plan for conducting this
survey of effective programs for the disadvantaged, and will appreciate
information regarding programs to be included in the survey, as well as any
other suggestions you might have.

We look forward to hearing from you and to the opportunity of working with
vocational education personnel in your region.

Sincerely yours,

Jim Hughes
Senior Research Analyst S

JHH:dml 2 4 8
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CODING SYSTEM

Source of Nomination

1 = State Advisory Committee on Vocational Education, SACVE

2 = State Vocational Education Official with responsibility for
the Disadvantaged ’

3 = Programs and Services Branch, DVTE files

4 = Other

Criteria Checked"

Ability to attract students
Retention

Student achievement
Program completions
Placements

Follow-up

Other

NoOvUu >N
oo

Type of Environment

SMSA, within Central City
SMSA, outside Central City
Urban, non—~SMSA (>10,000)
Rural (<1G,000)

noidonon

2w N e

Type of Program

i

Regular, supportive services

Modified regular program, supportive services
Special program

Cooperative work experience/work study

0N
noa

i

Information Received

X = yes
blank = no

Questionnaire Received

X = yes
blank = no
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CODING SYSTEM EXPLANATIONS

Source of Nomination

1. State Advisory Councils on Vocational Education. A program has been
nominated by the Executive Director of the respective State Advisory
Council on Vocaiional Education. These nominations were received in
September and early October 1974, following a letter request which

was mailed in late August.

2. State Vocational Education Official with Responsibility for the
Disadvantaged. A program has been nominated by the State Official
in the respective State's Division of Vocatiomal and Technical
Education who has responsibility for the vocational programs for
disadvantaged students at the State level. These nominations resulted

from a letter request mailed October 23, 1974.

3. Programs and Services Branch, DTVE, BOAE. A program has been .selected .
from a file of exemplary programs located in the Office of Ms. Barbara
Kemp, Program ‘Specialist for the Disadvantaged, State Programs and
Services Branch, Division of Vocational and Technical Education,

Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education, Office of Education.

4. Other Sources. A program has come to the attention of the project
- staff from a source other than the three described above. This
would include, for example, information exchanges at professional

meetings and conferences, ERIC and other literature review, and

nominations from HEW regional directors.

Crigggia Checked
Applicable for programs nominated by State Officials with responsibility

for the Disadvantaged. The letter request asked, for each program nominated,
for the nominator to check-off from a list of six suggested criteria the
criteria which the program met. In addition, if the nominator felt that
additional criteria was applicable, he wés asked to identify these.

Definifions for each criterion are the following:



1. Ability to attract - program has demonstrated ability to recruit
(attract) disadvantaged students.

2. Retention - program is able to maintain disadvantaged students
once they have enrolled.

3. Student achievement - students achieve academically at g satis-~
factory level, develop appropriate work related adaptive social
skills, develop positive self concept, increase awareness of
varicus career arcas, develop job specific vocational knowledge
and work skills.

4, Program completions - number of students completing the program

satlsfactorlly.

5. Placements - students completing program who (&) are placed on a
job; or (b) coutinue their education and training.

6. Follow-up - to be done at various time intervals to determine:
(a) job or school satisfaction; (b) further success in education
or training programs; and (c) monetary gain or loss.

Type of Environment

In categorizing program nominations by type of environment, use is made
of the areas defined in August 1973 by the Office of Management and Budget
as Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA). Generally speaking an
SMSA consists of a county or gfoups of counties containing at least one city
(or twin cities) having a population of 50,000 or more plus adjacent counties
which are metropolitan in character and are economically and socially inte~

grated with the central city. (Refer to the map on the following page.)
Criteria for SMSA's:

1. Population size~~each SMSA must include at least:
a) One city with 50,000 inhabitants or more, or,

b) Two cities having contiguous boundaries and constituting,
for general purposes, a single community with a combined popu-~
lation of at least 50,000, the smaller of which must have a
population of at least 15,000. If two or r-re adjacent counties
each have a city of 50,000 inhabitants or m ‘e and the cities
are within 20 miles of each other (city limits to city limits),
they will be included in the same area unless there is definite
evidence that the two cities are not economi~ally and socially
integrated.

2. Metropolitan character of outlying counties--specifically, the
following criteria must be met: :

252
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a) At least 75% of the labor force of the cbuhty must be in
the nonagricultural labor force.

b) The county must meet at least one of the following conditions:

(1) It must have 50 percent or more of its population living
in the contiguous minor civil divisions having a density of
at least 150 persons per square mile, in an unbroken chain

of minor civil divisions with such density radiating from

a central city in the area,

(2) The number of nonagricultural workers employed in the
county must equal to at least 10 percent of the number of
nonagricultural workers employed in the county containing

the largest city in the area, or the outlying county must

be the place of employment of at least 10,000 nonagricultural
workers,

(3) The nonagricultural lator force living in the county
mest equal at least 10 percent of the nonagricultural labor
force living in the county containing the largest city in
the area, or the outlying county must be the place of
residence of a nonagricultural labor force of at least

10, 000.

3. Integration of central county and outlying counties--sufficient
economic and social communication:

a) At least 15% of the workers living in the given outlying
county must work in the county or counties containing the central
city or cities of the are:., or

b) At least 25 percent of those working in the giv:n outlying
county must live in the county or counties containing the central
city or cities of the area.

4, In New England, where city and town are administratively more
important than the county and data are compiled locally for
those minor civil divisions, cities and towns are the units used
in defining SMSA's. Here, a population density criterion of
at least 100 persons per square mile is used as the measure of
metropolitan character and the integration criteria for the
towns and cities are similar to criterion 3.

Central city of an SMSA--The largest city in an SMSA is always a
central city. One or two additional cities may be secondary central cities

in the SMSA on the basis and in the order of the following criteria:

1. The additional city or cities must have a population of one-third
of that of the largest city and a2 minimum population of 25,000
except that both cities are central cities in those instances
where cities qualify under 1, b) of the criteria for SMSA's.

2. The additional city or cities must have at least 250,000

inhabitants.
255
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Ring of an SMSA--The ring is all of the SMSA that is not part of
the central city itself. This concept is used in the population census

R . . . 1
to provide information on commuting patterns of workers.—

Programs located in cities, towns, or communities outside SMSAs were
coded urban if population >10,000, and rural if population 510,000. This
decision was arbitrary. The U.S. Census Bureau classifies areas as rural
if population 52,500, which was felt, for the purposes of this survey, to
be too low. The distinction between non-SMSA urban and rural is important
in terms of differential costs of vocational education programs. It should
be noted that a city may have a population count <10,000 and not be

classified as rural if it is located within an SMSA.

Type of Program

1. Regular with Support Services
A regular vocational education program supplemented by supportive
and/or special educational services which are provided in order that dis-

advantaged students can succeed in the regular vocational education program.

Regular programs of vocational education are those programs which
have been acknowledged by the State Board of Education and the Division of
Vocational and Technical Education to have general application statewide
for average students. In most cases, these programs have completed course
"guides or standards" which have been made avaiiable to all administrative

units in the State.

Supportive services are special educational services which are supple-
mentary to regular programs. These services are provided in/order that

disadvantaged students might achieve occupaticnal educatib6n objectives

that would otherwise be beyond their reach. Those agditional services

needed by the disadvantaged may include such elements as those that follow:

a) Special counseling services (including testing, job explorationm,
personal guidance, etc.)

b) Diagnostic services (eligibility, degree of handicapped or degree
of being disadvantaged, evaluation of capabilities, etc.)

1/

= 1970 Census Users' Guide, Part I, Issued October 1973, U.S. Department
of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, p. 83-85.
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c) Tutorial services (individual or small group basis--directly
related to occupational training)

d) Psychological services (the teacher may assist with making
arrangements, etc.)

e) Work with individuals after school or on weekends.

2. Modified Regular Program with Support Services

A modified or adjusted program is a regular vocational education
progran zhat has been changed, adjusted, altered to more adequately meet
the sper:izl needs of disacivantaged students whose social, cultural, economic,
academic disadvantagemenc: and/or handicaps have prevented them from
experiencing success in a regular program area of occupational education.

Particular emphasis in modification is given to revision of the curriculum.

Examples of program modifications might include:

a) Self-instructional, indjvidualized instructional or especially
formulated packages (i.e., audio-visual)

b) Reduced class size to allow for more individualized teaching

c) Use of conference periods for werk with "only disadvantaged
students"

d) After school work with students
e) Weekend work with students

£) Specific demonstrations just for the disadvantaged students in
each class.

3. Special Program

A vocational education program that has major differences other than
simply support services or curricular modifications when compared to a
regular program in the same area of occupational education is to be
considered a special program. It is a program that is specifically planned
to meet the special needs of the disadvantaged learners whose social,
cultural, economic and/or educational handicaps have preveanted them from

succeeding in a regular occupational program.

Special programs are those provided only when a disadvantaged student

cannot benefit from regular occupational education programs to any extent,

257




even with modifications thereto or with the provision of supplementary
special educational services. It is often segregated from regvlar programs
or housed in separate facilities and the classes often contain dnly

vocational education disadvaptaged or handicapped students.

4, Cooperative Work Experience and Work Study
For purposes of classifying programs in this survey, a cooperative
work experience or a work study program may represent a program in and of

itself, or it may be the major component of another program type. It is

coded only when on-the-job skill training is provided on a long~term
basis to students enrolled in the program. It may or may not provide

monetary compensation to enrolled students.

Information Received

Directors of nominated programs were asked to submit pertinent
information apout their programs. Materials received rangEd from one-page
résumés to extensive summaries of many aspects of respeétive programs. Of
the 158 programs nominated, 89 returned some type of supplementai information,

Receipt of such information is noted on the master program list.

destionnaires Received

'%rwww~wm«mwm{fwprogran~administratorswresponded”towSyatemwSciéﬁées;“Inéﬁfredﬁeef”“””
: to participate in the survey by completing and returning the program
: administrator questionnaire, receipt is indicated on the master list. Ninety-
eight (62%Z) of the sample responded by completing and returning the

questionnaires.

The following list of program nominations is the master list of
nominations developed by System Sciences, Inc. during the course of the

survey. Figure 1 indicates the breakdown of nominated programs by state.
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- |state

Region

Program Name,
Contact Person and Location

Soufce of

Checked

Questionnaire Rgceived‘

Maine

I

Project SAVE

Edith Slipp, Coordinator

Fort Fairfield High School

Maine School Administrative
District #20

Fort Fairfield, Maine 04742

n| Nomination

w| Criteria

H
-
N
-
w
™)
(23]

| Program Type

+&| Environment Type

o Information Received

‘Maine

Cpevation Learn
Nannabelle ‘A, Carter
Presque Isle High School
Coordinator-Teacher

16 Fort Street

Presque Isle, Maine 04769

1,2,4,5,6

- {Maine

"Relevant Education"
Orrison Moody, Ass't Principal

| Van-Buren District High School

321 Main Street
Van Buren, Maine 04785

3,4

- |Mass.

Vocational Special Needs
Joseph A. Prioli

| Director 6f"Occupationals -

Education .
Brockton Public School
470 Forest Avenue
Brockton, Mass. 02401

1,2,3.4.5

Satellite Learning Program

Jack Westcott, Curriculum
Coordinator

Keefe Technical School

Framingham, Mass. 01701

1,2,3,4,5

n?‘MQSSF

Mobile Occupational Develop-
ment .
Education Laboratories
Everett R. Warzecha, Director.
173 Chelmsford Street
Chelunsford, Mass. 01824

Mass.

Homemaker Training Program

Paula Vosburgh, Project
Director

The Women's Service Club

464 Mass. Ave.

Boston, Mass. 02118

eV S TOECM
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State

Program Name,
Contact Person and Location

Nomination

Critefia Checked

- N.H.

Region
I

Program for Special Needs

~~Robert S§. Holt

Vocational Director
Lebanon High School
Lebanon, N.H. 03766

ro| Source of

-

w

W
-

-

++| Program Type

&| Environment Type

»| Information Received

s Questionnaire Received

N.H.

"Learning for Individuals,
Families & Employment"
(LIFE) »

Mrs. Audrey Starkey o

Ms. Carolyn Wheeler

Keene High School

Arch Street

Keene, N.H. 03431

N

1,3,4

"Learn to Earn"
Milton Johnson
Vocational Coordinator
Spaulding High School
Rochester, N.H. 03867

2,4

_Vocational Tourist _

Industry Oriented Program
Mrs. Barbara Rennie
Linwood High School
Lincoln, N.H. 03103

N.H.

Vocational Agriculture
Program
Millard Martin, Jr., Chairman
White Mountains Regional
High School
Whitefield, N.H. 03598

Operation VITAL (Operatign
Prevent Dropouts)

Gerard A. Cartier

Federal Aid Coordinator

Woonsocket Jr. High School

70 North Main Street

1,2,3,4,7

8 Y S TEM

Woonsocket, R.I., 02895
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R.I. I Narragansett Regional Work 2 [2,3,5 2 | X

Study Program
Ronald Poplar, Guidance
Counselor
Narragansett School System
Mumford Road ,
Nerragansett, R.I. 02882

LA I Area Youth Development Prg. | 2
~ John E. Murray

Director, Secondary Ed.

Anthony Union High School

604 Main Street

Bennington, Vt. 05201

vt. - I Service Occupations 2
Luther Tabor, Director
Burlington Voc. Tech. Ctr.
52 Institute Road
Burlington, Vt. 05401

vt. I Elevate Program 2

James R. Frasier

Elevate Instructor "~~~ =~

Hartford Area Voc. Center

White River Junction, Vt.
05001 '

263

c-12
EP{U: H‘”‘ S YSTEWM S CIENTZGCES,




v Program Name,
State Region  Contact Person and Location

Criteria Checked

Information Received
Questionnaire Received

Program Type

) Source of

N.J. IT "Employment Orientation for
Pregnant Girls

Mr. George Meyer, Director

.Career Education

‘'Family Learning Center

New Brunswick, N.J. (08902

[
-
N

-
o~

7

) Environment Type

o~

e e {Nomination

~N

N.J. II Career/Occupational
Education

George Gamvas

Director, Occupational Ed.

Lakewood Public Schocls

100 Linden Street

Lakewood, N.J. 08701 : o

3,5,6

N.Y. 11 Integrated Business ®rogram 2 12,3,4,7

Mr. Hans Lang, Director

Occupational & Continuing ’
Education

Syracuse City. School District

409 W. Genessee Street

Syracuse, N.Y. 023601

W T Tf | Career Center —— - — o e o
"Mr. Bertram F. Wallace
Director, Occupational Ed.
Youkers Public Schools
317 South Broadway
Yonkers, N.Y, 10705

N.Y. . II Exploratory Occupational 2 {1,2,4,7
Education

Donald J. Bambero, Supervisor

Putnam/No. Westchester

BOCES #1

Yorktown Heights, N.Y. 105¢8

N.Y. II Satellite Academy 2 11,2,4,7
Marc Bassin, Director ‘
New York City Board of Educatior
137 Nassau Stireet

New York, ':,¥. 10038
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State

Region

Program Name,
Contact Person and Location

i

Souxrce of
Nomination

Criteria Checked

Program Type

Information Received

Questionnaire
Received

N.Y,

Pre-Technical Textile
Mr. Murray A. Cohn
Chief Administrator
Brandeis High School
145 W, 84th Street

New York, N.Y. 10024

[

) Environment Type

N.Y.

II

Communication Training in
Business & DE

Dr. Geraldine D. Chapey

Assistant Director

New York City Board of
Education )

110 Livingston St., Rm. 403

Brooklyn, N,¥. 11201

P.R.

II

A Plan for the Tiaining
and/or Retraining for
Cisadvantaged OQut—-of-
School Youth and Adults
in Puerto Rico

_{ Rafael C. Arbelo Atiles
" Director, Business Ed. Prog.

Dept. of Education
Box 759
Hato Rey, P.R. 00919

P.R.

11

A Plan for an Academic and
Vocational Enrichment
Program for Students with
Academic, Socio-economic,
and/or Cultural Handicaps

Mr. Dionisio Rosaly,

Principal

Francisco Mendoza High S.

. Porchado Strcet

S YSTEM SCIENTCE S,

Isabela, P.R. 00662
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Source of

State Region Program Name and Location

Questionnaire Received

wl Criteria Checked

“} Nomination

Del. III . Project 70.001

Ken Smith, National Director

Cooperative Distributive
Education

Box 897

Dover, Delaware 19901

—
-

«{ Program Type
+| Environment Type
| Information Received

D.C. III Remedial Reading & Remedial [1,2
: Mathematics ‘in the

Vocational High Schools
Division of Career
Development Program of D.C.

Mr. John W. Posey

Public Schools of D.C.

415 12th Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20004

Md. IIT Office Occupations Program 3
Doris G. Wheeler, Coordinator
Baltimore City Public Schools
Oliver & Eden Streets
Y _ _ Baltimore, Md, 21213

Md. ITI Governor Thomas Jefferson 1
‘ High School

Mr. Steve Hess, Teacher

Frederick, Md. 21703

Pa. III Project Select Employment 1,2 11,2,3,4,
Trainee 5,6,7
Fred A. Monaco, Prj. Director
Pittsburgh Public Schools
635 Ridge Avenue:
- Pittsburgh, Pa. 15212

Pa. [ TIT Admiral Peary Area 4
Vocational Technical School
Dr. Bryan V. Fluck, Director
P.0. Box 96

Ebensburg, Pa. 15931

2617
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State

Region

Program Name,
Contact Person and Location

Source of

Criteria Checked

Program Type

Pa.

ITI

Clarical Laboratory
Paul S. Steffy

Coord. of Fed. Programs
McCaskey High School
225 W. Orange Street
Lancaster, Pa. 17604

| Nomination

-

| Environment Type
| Information Received

| Questionnaire Received

Pa.

I1I

"Operation Salvage"

Theodore M. 3Sheckart,
Contaci Person

York County Vocational~
Technical School

2179 Queen Street

York, Pa. 17402

2,3

1,2,3,4,5

Pa.

III

Vocational Lab Assistant
and Interpreter

Mr. Charles Matters

Reading-Muhlenberg Area
Tech Schoel

P.0. Box 3068

Reading, Pa. 19064

1,2,3,4,5

. IIT -

Work-Experience Career

Exploration
J. J. Dunbar
WECEP Coordinator
Charlottesville High School
Charlottegville, Va, ‘22901

Va.

Princess Anne High School~
Office Services

Mrs. iiary Y. Barber, Superv.

Business & Office Education

Virginia Beach City Public
Schools

Box 6038 - Annex II

Virginia Beach, Va. 23456

Va.

III

Clarke Veocational Training
Center '

Mr. Ray Spruill, Director

Vocational Education

Portsmouth City Schools

Box 998

Portsmouth, Va. 23705

SYSTEM
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Program Name, 3 8 & o E £ )=
State Region | Contact Person and Location @ = - H
Va, - I1I Special Program for the 2 11,2,3 3 2

Disadvantaged Students
Mrs. Helen M. Thrift
Hopewell Occupational Wk. Ctr. 4
P.0. Box 270
Hopewell, Va. 23860
Va. I11 Office Services 2 [1,2,3: 2 1
Mrs. Joanne Norman '
Coordinator
Petersburg High School
512 W. Washington Street
Petersburg, Va. 23803
w. Va. I11 Service Station Management 2 2 3 X
Charles G. Moore
Director, Voc. Tech. &

Adult Education
Cabell County Public Schools
2800 5th Avenue
Huntington, W. Va. 25702
W. Va. - III Diversified Cooperative 2 4 3 X

Students .

Ray M. Kesler, Director
_Monongalia Co. Public Schools
1301 University Avenue
Morganton, W. Va, 21505

W. Va. I1I1 Business & Office Fducation 3 1 4
, Mr. George A. Lipscomb,
o~ ' Vocational Director ¢
’ Preston Co. Educational Center
Kinston Road

Kingwood, W. Va. 26537

W. Va. III Miner Training Program 2 2 4 X
Mr. Charles Harris,

Director of Vocational

Education
Logan Count; Board of Edu.
Stratton Street
Logan, W. Va. 25601 |
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State

Region

Frogram Name
Contact Person and Location

Source of

Criteria Checked

Questionnaire Received

Ala.

v

Vocational Education

Mr. Peter Vewton, Director
Butler County Board of Edu.
P.0. Box 160 ‘
Greenville, Ala. 36037

Hl Nomination

= Program Type
#| Environment Type

! Information Received

Ala.

v

Vocational Education

Mr. Jim Wyrosdick, Director
Vocational Education

Montgomery County Board of
Education

P. 0. Box 1991

Montgomery, Ala. 36103

Fla.

v

Beggs Voc. & Career Ed. -Ctr.
Don Treadwell, Director
Escambia County Schools

600 W. Strong

Pensacola, Fla. 32501

1,4

Fla.

Individualized Manpower
Training Systems
Cynthia C. Clear, Coordinatqr

‘Blanche Ely Comm. Career

Complex
801 N.W. 10 Street
Pompano Beach, Fla. 33311

1,3

v

CVAE, VOT, and DE

Miss Susie Copeland

Business Education, Dept.
Chairman

Roosevelt High School

745 Rosalia St., S.E.

Atlanta, Ga. 30310

Ga.

v

Coordinated Vocational
Acad. Ed. (CVAE)

Heury L. Gibbs

CVAE Coordinator

Rockdale Co. High School

Conyers, Ga. 30207

4,1

- S\./ STEM

270
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Program Name, 3 g b 9|2l %8 8 g 8
State Region Contact Person and Location SIS o A ||| HM (=7
Ga. v CVAE . 4 2 1 X | X
Marcella Ford Wilkins, Director]
Samuel H. Archer High School
2250 Perry Blvd., N.W.
: Atlanta, Ga. 30318
Ky. v 0.W.E. (Occupational Work 212 4 1 X

Experience)
Lawrence A. Burdon, Supervisor
J. Graham-Brown Education Ctr.
675 River City Mall
Louisville, Ky. 40202 -
. IV Voc. Ed. I, Voec, Ed. II 213 4 4 X |X

Diversified Work Experience

0.T. Atkins :
Teacher-Coordinator , -
Belfry High School
Belfry, Ky. 41514
.|Miss. v Agriculture Power and 211,2,3 1 4 X

Machinery e
George Vance, Instructor
West Tallahatchie High School
, Webb, Miss. 38966 S
Miss. v Building Trades : - 211,2,3,4,5 2 4| "y

' Mr. John b. Moore, Director | :

Starkville Vocational Complex
Yellowjacket Drive
Starkville, Miss. 39759 o
IMiss, IV Clothing Services ' 211,2,3 2 4
Ms. Emily Waits, Director ‘ S
Newton Separate Schools
Newton, Miss. 39345 ,
N.C. v Cooperative Occupational Ed. 2 4 1 X
W.D. Bryant, Director
712 W. Eugene Street
Greensboro City Schools
- Greensboro, N.C. 27402
N.C. v Alamance Co. Vocational 2 4 2 X

Education Program
Donald C. Iseley, Local Dtr. S
Box 110
Graham, N.C. 27253

7
N\,
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Program Name, gfg o 9 E o 9
State Region | Contact Person and Location w2z O I L - &
N.C. IV General Industry 2 1 3 | X
Robert L. Hines, Local Dtr.
Rocky Mount City Schools
w0 Fairview Rd.
4 Rocky Mount, N.C. 27801
N.C. v Program for the Occupationally| 2 1 2 X
: _ Disadvantaged 1
Francis Huntley, Local Dtr
Buncoiche County Schools
- Box 7557 ‘
. Asheville, N.C. 28807 : ,
N.Cc.- | v Learning Enrichment Activities | 2: B ! 3 X

Mrs. Agnes S. Freeman, Coordtr.
Kinston City Schools
307 W. Atlantic Avenue
Kinston, N.C. 28501 " -
Disadv. Man-Month Program "2 1 3 /X | x
- Roger Holloman, Director ] :
Occunational Education
Wayne County Schools:
301 N. Herman St., Box GG N
S T 4  Goldsboro, N.C. 27530 I : .
. |8s«C. o Iv Food Services 2. 4 1 X
- “Mr., Jimmy C. Bales ' .
Director, Career Education
- s Richland County School District
S .| 3560 Lynhaven Drive
Sy , | . Columbia, S.C. 29204 : ‘
1s.c. v Lancaster Co. Voc., Program 1,3 1 4
' : U Mr. T. Al Jackson, Director ;
| Lancaster Co. Vocational Ctr.
. Lancaster, S.C. 29720 - L : .
g Remedial Educat ion. ]2 .]_,2 ’3’[;’1,6,,w a3 L T

v

v P
AR

igh Schb&r"*

h tClafk ;lle{
'} Richview Road’
JClarksville, Tenn.
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Program Name 28 T 2 & g8
State Region | Contact Person and Location v = © R~ = -
Tenn. v Alternative Schools 211,2,3,4,51 3 1 X 11X
William C. Wilhelm 6
Supv., Special Voc. Programs
Memphis City Schools
2597 Avery Street
Memphis, Tenn. 38112
Tenn. v Vocational Learning Center 211,2,3,4,51 2 2

Mr. Raymond Nunley
Holloway High School
Murfreesboro, Tenn. 37130




Criteria Checked
Information Received
Questionnaire Received

Source of
N Nemination

_ »  Program Name,
State { Region .| Contact Person and Location
I11. : v Occupational Training Program
Mrs. Dale Bauman, Director
District #205 Thornton
Township ‘
S 151st and Broadway . |
P Harvey, Illinois 60426 ?
I11., - ¢ \Y Instructional Resource . 1,211,2,3,5,7 |1 2 X | X
: Program (CWA)
Warren A. Collier o
Instructional Cocrdinator ‘ .
Township High School District B
214 '
799 W. Kensington Road
Mt. Prospect, Illinois 60056
I11. v Tt -uridge High School 1 1 2
Mrs. DPzle Bauman
1500 Cottage Grove
Dolton, Illinois 60419 -
I11. v Disadv. and Handicapped 3 1 3 X
Robert S. Gomsrud, Director
‘Whiteside Area Vocational Ctr.
1608 5th Avenue
Sterling, Illinois 61081
4 I11. \Y Vocational-Education Program 4 1 1 X
Mr. James E. Little
Director, Voc—-Ed
Dept. of Career Education
1024 North Second Street
| East St. Louis, Ill., 62201 : .
1111, \' Special Vocational Ed. 1,2{2,5 1 2 X {'X
. E. Dean Browning
Admin. Ass't for Voc. Ed.
Alton Community Unit #11
‘{1211 -Henry . . . - S
Alton, Illinois 62002
Michigan City Area - 1 - S I R
Vocational School ' R R
- Mr. ~Ja(‘:kt;prPléi,“ DITECLOT e oo e ST N b ‘
817 Lafayette Street ' : - ’ ’
Michigan -City, Ind. 46360

N Program Type
F! Environment Type

N
-
(V]
-
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-
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State . Region

Program Name,
Contact Person and Location

Source of
jomination

-
A

Criteria Checked

Environment Type

Questionnaire Received

Mich. \')

Special Neads

Werner C. Peterson
Cooxd.~-Counselor
Delta-Sclivolcraft I.S.D.
?.6. Box 70

Gladstone, Mich. 49837

[

1,2,3,4

~] Program Type

o

%} Information Received

>

Mich. ; v

Special Needs

J. Patrick Egan, Director
of Special Needs

Calhoun Area Vocational Ctr.

475 E. Roosevelt Avenue

Battle Creek, Mich. 49017

Mich. : v

Edwardsburg Spe-:ial Needs
Projects -

Ned B. Sutherland-

CEPD #48 Coordinator

Lewis Cass ISD, R. #1

Cassopolis, Mich. 49031

Mich. \

.Senior Intensified Program

Fred S.. Cook/Gwendolyn L.
o Hester, ‘Project Director/
Ass't. Progect Director

‘Wayne State University

Collegé of Education.

‘Detroit, Mich. 48202

2,3,4,5

|Mizh. v

Preparatory Occupational
Training for Special Needs
Students in Southwest
Oakland County

Irving Boynton’

Project Coordinator

Southwest -Oakland Voc.Ed Ctr.

1000 Beck Road

Walled Lake, Mich. 48088

1,2,3,4

Dr.

”Vocatlona’ “ducatlon for -

Adalt duvancement
Wmﬂ R *Lundell

7Special SchoolxDistrLct #l  “
-807- N.E. - Broadway :

2,3,4,5

_ Minneapolis3 Minn-.55413 N




State

4

Region

Program Name,
Contact Person and Location

Source of

Criteria Checked

Questionnaire Received

Minn.

Career Education Center

Mr. Dallas Flynn or

Mr., Clifford Clausen,
Contact Persons

lakes Votational Center

200 East State Street

Detroit Lakes, Minn. 56501

+{ Nomination

b
-
N
-
W
.
£
(9}

™| Program Type

#| Environment Type

! Information Received

| Ohio

v

Voc. Exploration & Business
Office Fducation & Voc.
Home Economics for Unwed
and/or Teenage-Parents

Fred Ricketts, Director

Practical Educaticn

Columbus City Schools

270 E. State Street

Columbus, Ohio. 43215

2,3,7

Ohio

Project VEET

Spencer L. Cooper, Coord.
Wright~Patterson AFB
Dayton City $chools
Fairborn, Ohio 45433

 '0hio

Vocational Program for
Drop-out Proiie Youth-
Trade and Industry

Mr., William I. Sims, Ass't.
Manager:, Adult & Special
Voc—~Ed :

Cleveland Board of Education

1380 E. 6th Street

Cleveland, Ohio 44114

1,2

1,2,3,4,5
6,7

Ohio

Leatning Laboratorieu for.
Disadvantaged Youth

J. H. Owen, Asscc.

Coord. Vec¢. Ed.

incinnati Public Schools

230 E. 9th Street

Cincinnati, Ohio: 45202

10_25
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State

Region

Program Name,
Contact Person and Location

Source of

C;iteria Checked

Questionnaire Received

Ohio

Pioneer Toint Vocational Sch.
Dr. Robert Schumann
Superintendent

P.0. Box 309

Shelby, Ohio 44875

*! Nomination

| Program Type

! Environment Type

~{ Information Received

Wisc,

Academic Vocational Adj.
Program

Donald Anderson

Vocational Education Coord.

Badger High School

Lake Geneva, Wisc. 53147

N

2,3,4,5

Wisc.

Vocational Opportunities
Mr. Donald Conachin
CESA 7

Edgar High School

Edgar, Wisc. 54426

Wisc.

Metal Trades for the
Disadvantaged

Mr. Ed. Cotfere

East High School

2222 Fast Washington Ave.

Wisc,

|_Madison, Wisc. 53704

Pre-Voc. Thrust (Careers)
James Cla:%, Director
LaFcllette High School
704 Pflaum Road

Madison, Wisc. 53716

3%

P

Wisc,

Vocational Oxigrntation in
Carcer ##acation (VOICE)

Edward R. ‘iistow, Director

Marshfield Zanior High School

1401 Becker Road

Marshfield, Wisc. 54449

Wisc.

PRIDE: Personalized Releaght
Individualized Developmental
‘Education

Mr.iéyerett Marg, Contact

erson

North High School !

1100 West Smith Avenue

Oshkosh, Wisc. 54901




Program Name,
tate Region | Contact Person and Location
Wisc. v Project Retrieve
Mr. Joe Papenfuss
Sec. Read./Lang. \rts Coord.
’ Unified School District #1
: 2230 Northwestern Avenue ’
. Racine, Wisconsin 53404 X
Wisc.: v Vocational English 2 1 3 X
! Mr. Jim Biger, Voc. Coordinator] {

Stevens Point Area H.S.
1201 North Point Drive
Stevens Point, Wisc. 54481

Criteria Checked
Information Received
Questionnaire Received

Source orf
N|Nomination

~|Program Type
+|Environment Type

L
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State Region| Contact Person and Location n =z © il is il
Ark. Vi A Concern for Special Needs 2411,2,3,4,513 1 X
‘ Students 6

Mrs. Judy Brady, Director
Mills High School

1300 Dixon Road

Little Rock, Ark. 72206

Ark. VI Career Advancement Program 211,2,3,4,5
Mrs. Virginia Faubel, Director
Mrs. Linda Kosar, Coordinator
Parkview High School

2500 Barrow Road

Little Rock, Ark. 72204

Ark. |7 VI | Fargo Area Voc. School 21(1,2,3,4,5
Michael D. Thomas, Directer
Brinkley Public Schools

- P.0. Box 807
Brinkley, Ark. 72021

Ark. Vi General Cooperative Education 4 11,2
Mr. Billy Nelson, Director
Desha High School
Desha, Ark. 12527

La. VI Vocational Agriculture Dept. 1,3
Mr. Sidney Jordom, Director
Booker T. Washington H.S.
1201 South Roman St.

New Orleans, La. 70125 ey
Okla. VI Carpentry &.Constru~tion 1,214,5
Trades : -3
Glen M. Gardner, Deputy
Superintendent

Kiamichi Area Voc. Tech,
School (Potersu Campus)

Box 4%0
Wilburton, Okla. 745781

.| Okla. . VI Rotating ‘Health Occupations 14,5
' for Disadvantaged :
Glen M. Gardner, Deputy
Superintendent
Kiamichi Area Voc. Tech,
: School (Poteau Campus)
Box 490
Wilburton, Okla., 74278

s 279
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State

Region

frogram Name,
Contact Person and Location

Source of

Criteria Checked

-+

Oklaq

VI

Western Okla. Area Voc.
Technical School

Jim Morlan, Prog. Director

P.0. Box 149

Burns Flat, Okla. 73624

=l Nomination

4,5

W{ Program Type

*| Environment Type

| Information Reczived

™| Questionnaire Received

Okla.

VI

Vocational Occupations

R. Leo Carden, Ass't Supt.

Canadian Valley\Voc.~Tech.
Area School District #6

Box 579

El Reno, Okla. 73036

4,5,6

Okla,

VI

Health Occupations Careers
‘for Disadvantaged Students
Sizemore Bowlan, Director
Voc. & Tech. Education
Oklahoma City Public Schools
900 N. Klein ‘ :
Okla. Ciiy, Okla. 73106

4,5,6

Texas

VI

Food Services & Bldg.
Maintenance

J. A, Oppelt, Director

Occupational Ed. & Tech.

North East Independent School
District

10333 Broadway

San Antonio, Texas 78206

Texas

VI

CVAE

David R. Enderby
Vocational Director

San Angelo I.S.D.

100 Cottonwood

San Angelo, Texas 76901

2, 54,5

| Texas

VI

Learning Skills Center

Thomas S. McGee

Director;, Learning Skills
Center

Houston I.S.D.

3200 Center Street

Houston, Texas 77007

2,3,4,5

"SYSTEM
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State Region Contact Person and Location = © <
Texa.: VI Coord. Voc. Academic Ed. 212,3,4 2 3 X X
J.W. Youngblood, Voc. Dtr.
Palestine I.S.D.
Loop 256 East
Palestine, Texas  “301 1
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State

Region |

Program Name,
contact Person and location

Nomination

| Criteria Checked

gram Type

Questionnaire Received

Towa

VII

School Without Walls

Career Education Program

Mr. Harold Berryhill, Director
Special Needs/Career Ed.
Newton Community High School
East 4th Street

Newton, Iowa 50208

r| Source of

[
[

[

= Pro

“! Environment Type

| Information Received

 Towa

VII

Home Construction

Marsh Houston, Director
Amos Hiatt Jr. High School
East 15th Street

Des Moines, Iowa 50316

Towa

VII

Work Experience

Arnold Paulsen

Coord. of Guidance &
Counseling

Cedar Rapids Community Schools

346 Znd Avenue, S.W.

Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52404

Kansas

VII

Exploratory Placement Ctr.

Mr. Larry Schrader,
Coordinator of Cooperative Ed.
Wichita West High School

820 S. Osage

Wichita, Kans:z 213

2,5,6

Kansas

VII

Lawrence High School
Extension Program
Donald 4. Binns
Director, LHSEP
Lawrence High School
Lawrence, Kansas 66044

3,2

Kansas

VII

World of Work

Jerry McCloud

Ass't Director & Coordinator
Area Vocational Tech. School
2500 Steele Road

Kansas City, Kansés 66104




State

Region

. Program Name,
Contact Person and Location

-

Source of
Nomination

Criteria Checked

Pyogram Type

Mo.

VII

Youth Opportunitizs Unlimited
Roy Hedrick, Director

Moberly Public Schools

1139 Urbandale Drive
Moberly, Mo. 65270

[

P

w| Environment Type

| Information Received

» . .
Questionnaire Received

Neb.

VII

Hands-On~Training (HOT)

Ed Schwartzk pf, Project Dtr.
Lincoln Public Schools

720 South 22nd Street
Lincoln, Nebraska 68510

13233s4x5

VII

Special Voc. Needs Voc. Prg.
Beverly A. Harter, Director
Vocational Education
Plattsmouth Community Schools
District #I

10th and Main

Plattemouth, Neb. 68048

1,2

1,2,3,4,5

Neb.

VII

Vocational Program for
Macy Youth

Mrs. Loretta Mickle

Macy Public Schools

Macy, Nebraska 58039

1,2

1,2,3,4,5

Neb.

ViI

Exploratory Pre~Voc.
Studies

Al Kulhanek, Principal

Youth Development Center

West Kearney School

Kearney, Neb. 68847

3,4




1%;

State

Region

Prugram Name,
Contact Pérson and Location

Source of
Nomination

Criteria Checked

Information Received

Questionnaire Received

Colorado

VIII

Coop G Program

Mr. Curt Debey, Coord.
Granby High School
Granby,£Colorado 80446

i

4,5

| Program Type

»| Environment Type

Colorado

VIII

Work Study Program
Mr. Sam T. Lincoln,
Teacher~Coordinator
Alamosa High School
Alamosa, ©olorado 381171

3,4

Colorado

VIII

Supplemental Services

Linda Sorrento, Coordinator
Adams Co., District #12
10280 N. Huron

Denver, Colorado 80221

1,3,4

Colorado

VIII

Englewood, Colorado

Co-op G

BoL G. Webb, Prog. Dir.
Sheridan District #2

Box 1198

80110

1,3,4

Colorads T

T VIIT

Co-- p G Program

Ors-ille Beard, Coordinator
Harrison High School
Colorado Springs, Colo. 80907

1,2

1,2,3,%

Montana

VIII

Cooperative Vocational

Ed. Prog.
Mr. Jerald Rosenberger, Dir.
Browning High School
Browning, Montana 59417

Montana

VIII

1.2,3,4,5

"The Next Step”~A Compre-
hensive Prcgram in Occu~
"pational Preparation and
Placement

William A. Korizek

School District #1

Helena Public¢ Schools

Helena, Montana 59601

Montana

VIII

Secondary Multi-Occupational
Programmed Instruction

Mr. William A. Serrette

Assistant Superintendent

Schenl Digtrict #2

7 .Jth Street, West

1,2,3

SYSTEM. . .

Bi_iings, Montana 59101
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State

Region

Program Name,
Contact Person ard Location

Criteria Checked

N.D.

VIIT

.Special Needs Instructional
Center

Mr. George Pavlish,

Supplementary Vocatiomal
Education Instructor

Beach #3

Beach, N.D. 58621

WilSource of
NNomination

*‘%rogram Type

*IFnvizonment Type

"iInformation Received

™ Questionnaire Received

N.D.

VIII

Diversified Occupations
Program

Mr. Jack Adams,

Associate Superintendent
and Project Director

Turtle Mountain Community Sch.

Belcourt, N.D. 58316

S.D.

VIII

The Learning Center South-
east Area Vocational~-
Technical Schocel

Mrs. Eunice Hovlandore

Mr. Ed Wood, Director

1401 East 35th

Sioux Falls, S.D. - 57105

S.D.

VIII

. Niorthwest SAVE Project

Mr. Jim Doolittle
x 72
Lemmor, $.D. 57638

Utah

VIII

Skill Center North

Mr. Brent Wallis, Director
1100 Washington Rlvd.
Ogden, Utah 84404

Utah

ViII

Branch Youth Services
Janlice Rommey ‘
Dirvector of Pupil Services
Granite Schocl District

340 E. 3545 South

Salt Lake City, Utah 84115

Utah

VIII

Cache Instructionmal Workshop
Lyna B. Nelson, Director.
Box 55A (Benson)

Logan, Utah 84335

285
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State

Region

Program Name,
Contact Person and. Location

Criteria Checked

Source of
™! Nomination’

Program Type

Information Received

Questionnaire Received

. Utah

VIII

Columbus Community Center
Mr. Carl Shawhan, Director
2530 South 5th St., East
Salt Lake City, Utah 84106

| Environment Type

Wyoming

VIII

Youth Development Program 1,2
Jim Deaver, Prog. Dir.
Albany Co. School District ‘
1948 Grand Avenue .
Laramie, Wyoming 82070

~

Wyoming

VIII

Facilities Instructional 2 1,2
Materials and Resources
to Provide Indian Students
Equal Opportunities in
Agricultural Education

Mr. Arland Carlson

Program Director

Lander Valley High School

1000 Main Street

S YSTEM

Lander, Wyoming 82520 i

286
c-35 ,
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State

Region

Program Name,
Contact Person and Location

Crjteria Checked

Questionnaire Received

Arizona

IX

Maricopa County Skill Center
Jack Riddle, Director

246 South First Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

H[Source of
NNomination

-

W Program Type

"|Environment Type

%! Information Received

Arizona

IX

Tucson Model Cities
Exemplary Vocational Prg.

L.J. Bazzetta, Director

Tucson Public Schools

P.0. Box 4040 ‘

Tucson, Arizona 85717

Arizona

IX

Pioneer Inmate/Dropout Prg.
Mr. Jack Riddle, Director
246 South First Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

1,2

-~ | Arizona

IX

Tucson Skill Center

Ed Acuna, Director

Pima Co. Community College
District

55 North 6th Avenue

Tucson, Arizona 85701

1,2

Arizona

IX

Office Education

Mrs. La Velta Patterson, Dir.
St. John's High School

St. John's, Arizona 85936

[N

Cal.

IX

Aids to Careaer Education (ACE)
Bernardo Sandoval

Consultant, Prgs. for Disad.
Los Angeles Unified School Dist|
450 N. Grand Ave. H-256
Los Angeles, Cal. 90051

Cal.

Voc.~Ed.~Tutorial
Robert M. Wilkes
Coordinator~Voc.Ed.
Willits High School '
249 N. Main
Willits, Cal. 95490

1,2,3

Cal.

X

Dxr. Troy E. Nuckols
Director, Career & Voc.

Ed. System
San Mateo Union High School

San Mateo, Cal. 94401
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: Program Name, 2 g o o 2 w v

State Region Contact Person and Location Wz O -9 5] — O
Cal. IX V.E.A. Communications Skills 2)1,2,3,4,5 11 1 X

Center ’ 6,7

Dr. Robert DeBord, Dir.,
Career Ed. .
Franklin Sr. High School

Stockton City Unified
701 North Madison Street
Stockton, Cal. 95202
Cal, IX VEA Part B. Disadvantaged 1 4 1 X X
Loy Trowell
Supervisor, Voc. Ed.

San Jose Unified School Dist. , !
1605 Park Avenue ' ‘ .
San Jose, Cal. 95126 - Y
Cal. IX | Robert A. Rajander ' 1 4 1 X IX T

Coordinator Career Education
Berkeley Unified School Dist.
1336 7th Street

Berkeley, Cal. 94710 1 -

Hawaii IX Pre-Industrial Preparation 2 11,2,3,4,5 12 4 X

Ichiro Shikada. 6
Vice-Principal

Konawaena High School
Kealakekua, Hawaii 96750
Hawaii IX Pre-Industrial Preparation 2 11,2,3,5,6 |1 2
: Program :

Mr. Gordon Kuwada, Director
Waialua High School

- Waialua, Hawaii 96791 i
‘| Hawaii IX Pre~Industrial Preparation 2 11,2,3,4,5 |1 4 X
Program 6

Ralph U. Murakami, Principal

c/o Lahainaluna High School

' Lahaina, Hawaii 96761 * . '

Nevada X SNVIC—~Reading & Math 3 1 1 X |X
Tutorial Program

Clayton E. Farnsworth

Director, SNVTC

Clark Co. School District

5710 Mt. Vista Drive

\ Las Vegas, Nevada 89120
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State

Region

Program Name,
Contact Name and Location

Source of

Criteria Checked

Alaska

X

Specialized Academic Voc. Ed.
Jerry H. Strauss, Director
S.A.V.E. Program

Greater Anchorage Area Borough
5300 "A" Street '
Anchorage, Alaska 9950

N( Nomination

1,2,4,5,6

w|Program Type

Wi Environment Type
| Information Received

»[ Questionnaire Received

Alaska

Course Application

Mr. Dean A. Sawyer

Bristol Bay Borough
School District

Box 169

Naknek, Alaska.

2,3,4

Idaho

D-4 Vocational Agriculture
Program

Mr. Vaughan Hugie, Principal

Blackfoot High School

870 South Fisher

Blackfoot, Idaho 83221

1,2,3,4,6

Oregon

Vocational Village

Ronald Lf Thurston, Dir.
Portland. School Dist. #1
5040 S.E. Milwaukee Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97202

1,2,3,4,5
6,7
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System Sciences, Inc.

Chapel Hill 918:928.7118

P.O. Box 2345
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514 R Durham 919: 285-0711
MEMORANDUM
TO:

FROM: System Sciences, Inc.
DATE: April 29, 1975 ’

RE: National Survey of Voc~Ed Programs for the Disadvantaged

Enclosed you will find ithe Program Administrator Questionnaire for
your program, submitted in relation to our national survey of the most
effective programs serving voc-ed disadvantaged students, as described in
our letter to you earlier this month. Also enclosed is a set of general
instructions for completing the questionnaire.

We are most appreciative of your willingness to cooperate and
participate in this national:survey. ' '

After you have had an opportunity to leaf through the questionnaire
and review the general instructions, please make note of any sec¢tions wkich
are not clear. We will be in touch with you by phone in a few days to

‘answer any questions you have, provide additional information and

explanations, and assist you in completing the questionnaire.

The questionnaire, aloug with any other program information or
supplezentary materials, should be completed and returned to us no later
than Friday, May 23, so that we can meet our reporting deadlines.

In recognition of the special effort and time which may be required,
a small honorarium will be forwarded upon our receipt of a completed
questionnaire.

If you have any questions at this time, please feel free to call us
collect (either Jim Hughes or Eric Rice) at 919:929-7116.

JHH:dml
Enclosures
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General Instructions for Completing

the

Program Administrator Questionnaire

The Program Administrator Questionnaire is to be completed by the
director/administrator of the vocational "education program serving dis-
advantaged students. Some of the information and data requested may be
provided by assisting staff, but the administrator should supervise this
assistance when used and verify the correctness and completeness of the

information provided.

The questionnaire is designed to obtain information in ten program

areas, as follows:

(A) Identifying Informationj

(8) Definition and Classification of School Year 1974-75 Voc-Ed
Disadvantaged Students;

(C) Enrollment, Placement, and Follow-Up Data;
(D) Program Personnel;

‘(E) Special Features;

(F) Unmet Needs; »

(G) Professional Training and Experience;

(H) Sex, Race, and Ethnicity of Current Voc-Ed Disadvantaged
Student Population; .

(3) Component Cost Information; and

(K) Element Cost Information and Estimates of Needed Resources.

Most of the questions you will encounter are self—explanatory. Specific
footnotes and instructions have been provided for items and/or sections where
additional clarification was felt to be appropria;e. Please pay close

attention to these detailed comments in completing the questions.

Descriptions of each section are 'given below. In addition to providing
a brief overview of the sectioh, some items within. the section are explicitly

defined.
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(A) Identifying Information

In this section, please provide the requested information related to
identifying name, school district(s) served, and name, address and phone

nuwber of contact person.

(B) Definition and Classification of School Year 1974-75 Voc-Ed
Disadvantaged Students

You are asked to do two things in this section. First, provide the
definitions your program uses in classifying and categorizing disadvantaged
students, and indicate the number of students falling into e;ch of these
categories. Second, categorize your voc~ed disadvantaged student population
by the primary effect of disadvantagement, and indicate the number of students
for each of the primary effect categories as suggested by the Office of
Education's guidelines document. This should be a non-duplicated count by

pfimary type of disadvantagement.

(C) Enrollment, Placement, and Follow-Up Data

Enrollment, placement, and follow-up data are requested for the last
school year period as well as your projections for the current school year.
Please provide this information for the total voc~-ed student population and
voc-ed disadvantaged student population. The phrase, "eligible to compléte",
means those students who are candidates for graduation from the voc-ed
program at the end of, or during, the school year. For example, if your
program is a three-year sequential program, then include only those in the

third, and last, year as being eligible to complete. .

‘There are five specific footnotes in this section. Please pay close

attention to these in providing the information requested. .

(D) Program Personnel

The information requested in this section pertains to all persqnnel
involved in any way with the voc<ed disadvantaged student population. Please
list all staff positions by tiﬁle, indicate the, number of persons presently
occupying each positioJ, terms of employment, and provide a brief descrip-

tion of the responsibilities for each position.
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(E) Special Features

Special program features include the following areas: ‘recruitment
procedures, student program assessment and evaluation reports, community
support activities, placement linkages in the community, and liaison with
labor unions in your area. Please indicate and describe those features
which are applicable to your program. You may want to use additional
pages to answer these questions. Please feel free to do so, but please

refer to the number of the question when using additional pages.

(F) Unmet Needs

In this section, you are asked to provide estimates for two groups of
disadvantaged students not now being served in your voc-ed program, but
who are potentially eligible. These include students presently in school
and those who are not in school. Please provide estimates of the number
of students within your schosl district and cost per student in providing
services to these two groups. Additionally, please describe briefly how

{data and process) you arrived at these estimates.

{G) Professional Training and Experience

In this section, information is requested regarding your previous
administrative and teaching experience, degrees, certificates and diplomas
you have obtaihed, and other preparation designed to prepare you for your
present administrative position. Also, you are asked to identify'specific
types of technical assistance whieh would assist you as an administrator ‘

of a voc-ed program serving disadvantaged students.

(H) Sex, Race, and Ethnicity of Current Voc-~Ed Disadvantaged
Student Population

In this section, please proVide sex, racial, and ethnic breakdown of
your present voc~ed disadvantaged studcat population. If an actual count

is.not available, then please provide an estimated pe€rcentage breakdown.

@) Cbmponent Cost Information

In this section, cost information is requested in several ways: total
(federal, state, and loczl) and per student cost for regular voc-ed students,

total (federal, state, and local) and per student cost for voc-ed disadvantaged
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students, and costs for each of eight pregram components. The eight program
components have been designed to include a11 types of resources and services
which your program might utilize. These resources and services (elements)
are grouped into the following eight components: (I) Support Services;

(II) Instructional Materials, Supplies, Equipment, and Related Services;
(III) Instructional Personnel; (IV) Instructional Related Needs; (V) Staff
Development; (VI) Community Public Relationsj (VII) Administration and
Supervision; and (VIII) Facilities. Component groupings have been developed
on the basis of functional areas. Before providing cost estimates for each
component area, it is suggested that you rev.ew the listing of elements by
component areas in‘'Section K. This will provide you with more specific
information as to the types of resources and services included in each

component. -

In addition to the cost information requested, please rank-order, in
terms of importance, each of the program components for your present program,
and also for the "ideal" program, assuming that all of these resources and

services were avallable to you.

(K) Element Cost Information and Estimates of Needed Resources

Specific instructions for completing this section of the questionnaire
are provided on page 3 of the questionnaire. Please review these instruc~-

tions carefully before providing the information requested in the table shells.

As a suggestion, you may find it easy to estimate various levels of
additional resources using different units of measurement. For exémple, it
may be easiest to estimate "guidance and counseling services" in terms of
number of positions. Likewise, it may be easiest to use dollar amounts to
estimate "remediai materials.," Feel free to use any of the four units of
measure listed below, but please indicate which you are using.

P = number of positions

(for example, 8-1/2 P would mean 8-1/2 additional positions
for a particular category)

MM = man-months
(for example, 24 MM would mean two manryears of effort in a -

given area)

$ = dollar cost ‘
(for example, $500 of additional resources for materials or
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SH = gtaff hours
(for example, 200 additional staff hours, or 200 SH of
teacher planning time, could be estimated as being needed)

After reviewing the instructions and the questionnaire, please make
note of those areas in which you need additional explanation and
clarification. A project staff member from System Sciences, Inc. will be
in touch with you by phone in a few days to answer any questions you may

PO S

have.

NOTE: Your data are expected to be extremely useful ir program and budget
planning. If your experience with the voc-ed disadvantaged program provides
you with a basis for evaluating its "benefits," by comparison or contrast
with other career preparation/job training programs concerned with this
"target" population, please feel free to add whatever comment you feel
appropriate. They way be characteristic of your area only, or generally
epplicable. Your insights are unique; Confidentiality will be respected,
if desired. Please take advantage of this invitation and opportunity.
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SYSTEM .SCIENCES, INC.
) Box 2345
Chapel H{ll, Yorth Carolina 27514

SMENT STUDY OF VOCATIONAL Progran ID #

ROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS

STIONNAIRE
5D DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS

{ve your working definition of a voc-ed disadvantaged s:uden:
vocational education perspective.

students are presently on your class roles?

students on your class role are classified as voc-ed dis-
ed? .
qugber of males 8 . Nusber of females 18 __ .

fc and racial background of students according to the 1970
us categories. Provide the best estimate,

1. Black or Negro

_2. Spanish American
(a) Puerts Rican (N.Y., N.J., Pa., only)
(b) Spanish language surname (Ariz., Ca., Ix.,
N.M., Co. only)

(c) Other
3. Indian (American)
4 Asian (Japanese, Chinese, Pilipino, Hawiian, Korean)
S. White ,
6. Other [Specify)

1d you describe your teaching situation?
self-contained ) d. regular voc-ed clasgsroom’
_yesource center e. other, please specify
{tinerant teaching :

DHEW Publ{cation No, (OE) 73-11700, Guidelincs for Identifying,
Clagsifiying, and Serving the Disadvantaped and Handicapped Under the
Vocationzl Education Amendments of 1968 provides tie formal federal
definitloa for voc-ed disadvantaged students as follows:

{1), "Disid  vaged per: means persons who have academic, socie~
rennagle, | ' or ptiier handicaps that prevent them from succeedin
in vocational education or consumer and homemaking prograns designed o
persons without such handicaps, and who for that reason require: special
1y desigued educazional programs or related services, The'term include
persons whore nceds for such programs or services result from poverty :
neglect, dolinquency, or cultural or linguistic isolation from the ¢
munity at large, but dees not include physically or mentally handis
capped persens (as defined in paragraph (o) of this scction) unless u
persons also saifer from the handicops described in this’ paragraph.

5. Using the federal definition given above; pleuse classify the :o:l
number of voc-ed disadvantaged students you teach or have tespon
bility for by primary caregory of disadvantagement. :

Pufnsry Pétect/Count

Pereons Melifyfed
8, Azaten: :-al_\_y_mndvmn,‘-i e e

e Lingn ge (SpeakingfCe Cemarairng lon)

e Defictency
Pnalish ts Pricaiy Lspnace N Y
Eislteh_1a Sacridary Lazgage ) - [ |
eReading soifne Writing B ticency, -
N Eagtioh da Pesnury Laneuase ) { o W
o Insdiph ta Seconlary Langusge i [ )

Cotpuistinnal Duficlency

o Lencral Piucational Deﬂ:lrn_y
B.__Suctoeconnute of sther En-kndm(e Eftret

b~
- | -

e Noatile, defiaat steltude (o_g(hfr-
o Patatur, apathetic pecuonal ateitoday i ) (o Ey

€ Ictaoateally dlasdvantaged (lack of cranse
portation, 1s leelsted, or neede sous form
8L ccononie_sva]stance)

. &, Other Remadsal Efincte (Specsfy} .

Total
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18 your title or posutien in the program? 7. Hov adequate would you say your preparation has been to serve voc-

- ed disadvantaged students?
3se briefly describe your responsibilities,

__a. excellent __ b, good __c. fair _ _d. inadequate

8. What are the two outstanding strengths of your preparation tor
dealing with voc-ed disadvantaged students?

INFORMATION - 9, What are the most serious weaknesses of your preparation fﬂt
dealing with voc~ed disadvantaged students?

male female

ric or Racial Breakdown (Check 1970 Census Category as appro= . i — . '““’?%
ate.) B

a8, Black
_b. Spanish American
(1) Puerto Rican (N.Y., N.J., Pa., states only) ,
(2) Spanish langnage = surname (Ariz., Ca., Co., Tx.,
N.M. states only)

C. UNMET NEEDS

Please identify, list and describe those needs and/or resources
which you feel would be most helpful in increasing your, personal B
.capability for more effeCtively meeting the responsibilities of . - [

¢ Indian (American) your role.

_d. Asian (Japanese, Chineae, Filipino, Hawaiian, Korean, . 1. kX
Giher) 2 “

_e. White :

_fo Other (spceify) ) 3.

hest défiree obtained : . : I

_a. High School e, Masters 5.

_b. Associate of Arts £, Prinicipal or Supervisor's 6

_¢. Baccalaureate certificate :

_4d. Trudes Degree "8+ Doctorate 7.

ching major or specialization 8.

or to School Year 1975, how many years have you been teaching - 9.

vocational education? __years 10.

t specialized work/education/training or other cxperience (formal’
informal) have you had to prépare you for your present assignment
h voc-ed disadvantaged students?

—

————
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RY 1973-74

owing information about your program,

» vas supplied by your program director,
{s information as a basis for making your estimates of

needs on the following pages,

he 1973-74 school year there were vocational

our overall program, of which were classified
advantaged students. The total cost of your regular voc-

] wvith being the average cost per

-ed student, The total cost of your voc-ed disadvantaged

wich being the average additional

voc-ed disadvantaged student making the total cost per

~student 0 - o e e o e

tudents enrolled during 1973-7& regular and

sadvantnged students were eligible to complete the
_number of students who completed the regular voc-ed
g 1973-74 was while the number who dropped
.+ The number of voc~ed disadvantaged students who
program in 1973-74 was while the number who
28 .. ) v

l number of "regular" students placed upon completion of
{n 1973474 was B

antaged students placed during the same year was

while the total number of

voc-ed disadvantaged studenta were reclassi—
ar’ students during/after the. 1973-74 school yenr. Further-
u—up survey at six months after program conpletion indi—

N students were atill employed andlor enrolled
ng education progran. :
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" disadvantaged student T

" program during 1974 75 was

your program in’ 1974‘75 was:
'voc-ed disadvantaged students p1aced during the same ear ™
i Additionally.

(cated thnt
Airg

PROCRAM SUMYARY 1974-75

The following information about your program, L

» Was supplied by your program director,

Please use this information as a basis for making your estimates of
pregrammdtic needs on the following pages.

During the 1974-75 school year there were ~vocational:

students in your overall program, of vhich vere classified
as voc-ed disadvantnged students. The totnl cost of your‘tegulnr

ed program was with ‘being the average cost pe

"regular" voc-ed student. The. tctal cost of your. voc-ed disadvantage

program was with ‘being the average additional

cost for each voc-ed disadvantaged student making the total cost per

e - it b g it R D et

Of the srudents enrolled during 1924-175, regular nd
disndvantaged students vere. eligible to. conplete the
program. ' 'The number of students who conpleted the’ regula Voc-ed

“while the nunber vho droppe

out was . The number of voc-ed disadvantaged student ‘uho
completed the program in 197475 was <while the. numbe
dropped out was . 3

The total number of "regular" students placed upon conpl :

while:the totnl n

voc-ed disadvantnged studen

continuing education progron. 5» ‘
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APPENDIX F

FIELD TEST OF PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE
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The field test of the Assessment of Need instruments was conducted
during the eighth and ninth project months and simulated the actual survey
Procedure. The Field Test Draft of the Program Administrator Questionnaire
(PAQ) was mailed to eight local program administrators in North Carolina
whose programs had received set-aside Vocational Education Disadvantaged
funds. Each administrator was requested to complete the Field Test Draft of
the PAQ and to return it within three weeks from the date of receipt.
Additionally, ‘each participant was provided with an evaluation form to
collect his comments oa the Program Administrator Questionnaire in order

to revise the instrument before the national survey.

Based on the results of the evaluation of the Field Test Draft of
Mthe PAQ several siénificant revisions were made. For example, follow-up phone
calls were included in the national assessment methodology to ensure that
each administrator had a clear understanding of the research project and the
data requirements pursuant to participation in the project. The Program
Administrator Questionnaire package was revised such that directions were
made more clear and more concise. The format of the questionnaire was
altered significantly in order to group similar’ data so that it could be
printed on the front and back of two pages rather than as a cumbersome

twenty—page instrument. Additionally, the information requested was_revised

to reflect only two years of program operation rather_than three years as
was included in the field test. '

- For North Carolina the field test amounted to a needs assessment en the
state level of several‘projects which utilize set-aside funds. By grouping
the collected data into categories that reflect similar information, it was
possible to derive an aEggreate pictuxe of the programs of the six respondemts
in terms of program “mpats and outcomes. For example, the enrollment by
"o o primary type of dfssmimmttagement indicated that.a total of 1 ,119 students
were listed as vocatiomsl education disadvantaged students served in the sunveyed

programs, Three hmadred and ninety—seven of these students were classified as:

socio~economically dismdvantaged; 187 were listed as_culturally disadvantaged; . _
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495 were listed educationally disadvantaged; and 40 were listed by clagsifica-
tions other than the four standard classifications of diéadvantagement. Further,
four of the six responding program administrators indicated a clear understanding
of the cause-effect distinction mandated in the federal guideline document

on classification of disadvantagement. The remaining two respondents

emphasized the causal aspects of disadvantagement and ignored the effects,

thus permitting one to conclude that a high degree of uniformity of under-
standing concerning categorization and causes of disadvantagement existed in

the State of North Carolina. The aggregation of enrollment data concerning

Sex, Race/Ethnicity of Disadvantaged Student Population produced few

noteworthy occurrences. Here the data suggested that a majority of the

students served by the North Carolina programs that were surveyed were

white males, although a large number of black males were also served. 1In

fact, the North Carolina figures reflected almost identically, the

national norms in this category. However, the only additional racial

ethnic breakdown to white or black which emerged from the North Carolina

data were a small number of Indians which were served in a single program.

A second kind of input data gathered by the field fest questionnaire
was a description of the typical program administrator in these programs
in terms of his professional training, experience and self-perceived needs
in dealing with vocational education disadvéntaged students. The
results of this aggregation of data indicated that"fivé of the six
program administrators hold at least a Masters Degree; additionally, two
" of the six hold Trades Degrees. In terms of experience, five of the six =~~~
program administrators have served as an administrator with resmonsibilities
for a special meeds population for 5 years or longer. Furthe—. before becoming a
program admindstrator for vocational education disadvantaged stmdents
five of the six respondents indicated a minimum of ten years of teaching
experience, f£ive of which was spent with vocational educatiim: disadvantaged

students.

In terms of in-service training which would be bgneficiaﬁ.tunadministratbrsh
of programs of vocational education, the respondents suggest=iftwo primary
strategies that would be of ‘greatest assistance. First, they suggesited

that internships in programs serving disadvantaged students wouldiibe
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excellent pre-service and in-service training. Second, they suggested
that visitation of outstanding programs serving vocational education

disadvantaged students would serve as a useful refresher course.

The enrollment information in Box C, "Enrollment, Placement, and
Follow-up Data," indicmted that the trend in North Carolina from 1972-1975
demonstrated an increase of enrollment of vocational education disadvantaged
students. For example, the bercentage of vocational education disadvantaged
students of the total vocational education enrollment for the school
year 1972-1973 was 2.25 percent as compared to 3.0 percent for the school
year 1973-74; this amounts to an increase of almost one percent during
that school year. Further, the data from the 1974-75 school year showed
an average enrollment increase of vocational education disadvantaged students
of 0.8 percent from the pfevious school year to a total percentage

enrollment of 3.8 percent.

Likewise, the'average number of students eligible to complete
programs had incremsed in North Carolina over the past three years. This
was true for vocational education regular students as well as vocational
education disadvantaged students. In terms of the disadvantagédkstudent
population, the increase over the last three years had averaged 31 percent
‘per program for the six programs surveyed with the present average
number of vocational education disadvantaged student completions pétm

program having been 39 students per year.

| Further amalysis of the progran completion data imdicated a high
program completion rate. For the two scimool systems whiéﬁméﬁﬁﬁiiéﬁw;&;qﬁéﬁe
information to .carefully check the completion rate, the average rates over
the last three years were 95 and 92 per cent respectively. Similarly ali
programs: indicated a decwmase in the average number of drop-outs for
the total vocational mmnllment during the last three years. While the
decrea=s in the drop—=mx rate for vocational education disadvantaged
students was less dramatic than the decrmase in the drop-out rate for
the-total enrollment, the trend toward continuing enrolfiment was contintesi.,
Furthermore, the drop-out rate for vocational educatiom disadvantaged
students remained consistantly lower than for vocationa® education regul=r

students in each of the reporting programs during the last three school

years.
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‘SupmortServices

Information on unmet needs was also gathered during the field tests.
The results of this activity indiqa;ed that an average of 170 students
per program were believed to have been eligible for vocational education
disadvantaged programs and were enrolled in school but were not being
:served. This compares with an average of 158 vocational education
disadvantaged students who were estimated to be potentially eligible for
the vocational education program but were not enrolled in school. Together
these estimates of unmet needs suggested that for every student served
in a vocational educatioh program for disadvantaged students there were

at least two students of the same age group left unserved.

Each administrator was asked to estimate the average cost per
student for identifying, recruiting, enrolling, maintaining, and
successfully serving vocational disadvantaged sfudents who were in school
and were eligible for the program but were not being served. The average
estimated additional cost per student for this population of students
was $221. The a§erage additional cost to identify, recruit, enroll,
maintain and serve each potentially eligible student who was not then

enrolled in school was an additional $319.

Each responding administrator was asked to indicate the type and
level uf expenses associated wirh serving his vocational education
disadv=ntaged population. The met result of gathering this data was a
calce=fztion of the.additiomal costs expended per vocational education
disasimantaged student for #ach school year. For example:, for 1974-75
$157 ==xs the average additiemal vocational education exp=nditure per

Admimistrators were sssk=sl to rank order by importance the eight
compsnents develomed by SSI =8 categories of program expenditure. For
Norr— Cazrolina this rank omder is as follows:

Present Rank Order Ideal Rank Order

Instrrr—tional Materials
Instroctional Personnel

StaffBevelopment
Admintstration & Supervision
Instruction .& Related Needs
FaciTities
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Further, administrators were requested to provide priority rankings
for all program elements., This data was included in the total survey

data on priorities.
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