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National Assessment of Vocational Education Needs

ED171923

Edward J. Morrison2

The lack of systematic, national data on the priority prob-
lems and needs being experienced in the field operation of
vocational education programs has been a persistent barrier to
the design of effective strategies for program improvementi and,
especially, to the choice of research and development priorities.
Those intent upon improvement of educational practice through
programmatic research, development, training, dissemination, and
evaluation have been operating without reasonable knowledge of
their patient's complaintge and symptoms.

The major purpose of this study was to provide a preliminary

assessment, not then otherwise available, of the needs of
vocational education as experienced in field operations.

Needs and Priorities

The strategy for the study followed from a discrepancy
concept of need illustrated in Figure 1. By this concept, a need
is a measurable discrepancy between what is (status) and what
ought to be (goal). Needs thus defined may be viewed as goals
not yet achieved or as problems which remain unresolved.

Mere knowledge of such needs is not sufficient information
for action planning, no matter how well-defined or how convinc-
ingly justified the needs may be. Resources seldom are suificient
to permit serious attempts to reduce all needs at any time. So,
choices usually are required among many needs because of resource
limitations. Further, not all goals are equally important or
desirable. Not all needs (goal discrepancies) are equally

1Presentation to the Special Interest Group on Vocational-
Technical Education, American Educational Research Association,
annual meetings, San Francisco, April 1979.
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Figure 1

NEED= DISCREPANCY BETWEEN WHAT 1S
AND WHAT OUGHT TO BE

TATU NEED 2

STATUS 2

PRIORITY?

intense or debilitating. Consequently, the design of plans to
reduce the identified needs of (in this case) vocational education
efficiently requires, among many other things, information about
the relative importance (priority) of reducing each need. It

is the development of this information about priorities which is
referred to here as "needs assessment."

Two important methodological questions about this study, or
any needs assessment are: how are needs identified? and how are
priorities assigned to needs? The general strateqgy of this study
was to identify needs from a rich variety of existing sources
and to assess the importance of reducing those needs by a survey |
of informed participants in and observers of vocational education.




Methods and Procedures

Overview

A preliminary list of vocatiocnal education needs was assem-
bled from a synthesis of more than 6,000 nominations by large
city vocational educators and several hundred published
recommendations of major advisory groups, government sources,
professional associations, and research and evaluation efforts.
This large preliminary list was reduced (to approximately 100)
by elimination of duplicates, consolidation of like and associated
items, and by application of preestablished criteria for problems
deserving national attention.

An instrument, designed to gather priority ratings for the
48 needs finally selected was developed through a series of
reviews, tryouts and revisions. A distinguished steering
committee (see Appendix) representing major kinds of concerns for
vocational education participated in this process, critically
reviewed and recommended revisions to the study plan, to the
survey design, and to the draft instruments.

Priorities were assigned to the 48 needs by respondents
sampled from 10 significant vocational education populations
chosen with the assistance of the steering committee. Respondents
were drawn from all geographic regions; a wide range of experience;
general as well as vocational education; state and local interests;
post-secondary, secondary, and university education.

Simple follow-up procedures produced acceptable returns from
each of the 10 respondent groups. Ratings were well distributed
and adequately reliable.

For each respondent group, the average rating of each need
was computed and needs were ranked according to the average
priority assigned. Consensus ratings and rankings were obtained
from averages of the equally-weighted group means.

Factor analysis of the correlations among needs was used to
explore the possibility that priority ratings of the many
particular needs might be attributable to a few general consider-
ations underlying all of the individual judgments.




Identification of Needs

Standard library sources and search techniques were used to
explore a large substantive and methodological literature for
reports identifying needs of vocational education. The search
encompassed not only books, periodicals, dissertations, reference
volumes and other standard, published literature, but also the
ERIC collections (Research in Education, Current Index to
Journals in Education), the Abstracts of Instructional and
Research Materials, ¢nd many special or irreqgular documents
(e.g., project and conferenc~ reports; government agency reports;
a variety of policy and planning documents; reports and papers of
major advisory groups, pertinent federal legislation and regula-
tions).

The literature search was structured in three ways. First,
it was limited to approximately the most recent five years (i.e.,
1970-1975) to identify reasonably current needs, including those
durable needs which, if recognized earlier, remained unresolved.

Second, statements of needs, goals, problems, or priorities
were favored for retention and further. considerations as natiocnal
issues to the extent that their resolution would:

o benefit larger numbers of learners:;

0 benefit several levels of education;

o benefit programs and learners in a variety of settings;
o benefit many states and regions;

o provide durable improvements rather than answers to
passing troubles;

o be possible only witn outside assistance; and
o0 reduce other important, related problems.

Finally, a simplified educational systems model (Morrison,
1972) was used to define a set of five logical categories within
which needs (problems, goals, priorities) would be sought and
into which the results of the searches would be sorted. The
categories, briefly defined below, were pre-tested with a large
number of problems and goals and found capable of classii,ing
all items. The search categories were:

1. Educational program management and administration
(goal setting, planning, policy, resource allocation,
evaluation, communications).
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2. Educational program peisonnel (selection, preparation,
maintenance of those who staff the educational system,
including teachers, counselors, others in contact with
students, federal, state, and local administrators).

3. Educational program content (identification, selection,
development, assessment of the content of programs -
curriculum) .

4. Educational program functions (instruction, guidance,
counseling, placement, follow-up).

5. ILearners (individual and group differenccs of educational
significance whether associated with level, settiigs,
or educational purpose).

As candidate statements were located by this search, each
was recorded verbatim, referenced to its source, and entered into
the appropriate category. The more than 600 statements selected
in this manner then were examined, duplications and overlap
were eliminated, similar and related statements were synthesized,
and the survivors were rewritten in a standard format.

In addition to the needs identified by the ceneral literature
search, three existing statements of vocational ~=ducat.ion needs
were considered sufficiently important to be included among the
candidates. One of these was the set of 30 priorities established
most recently (for fiscal years 1975 and 1976) by the U.S. Office
of Education for its vocational research and development programs.
Such annual priorities determine the allocations of substantial
federal resources to needs, and affect the research and developuent
activities of all states and of many other research and develop-
ment providers. They, thus, affect the technical development
of vocational education promptly and directly and the state of
practice eventually. In addition, these USOE priorities were
the closest known approximation to an operational, federal
statement of national needs in vocational education.

The second set of priority needs selected was the set of
2] identified by The Center for Vocational Education (1970)
through systematic and comprehensive assessments of the state of
knowledge and practice. These priorities were developed and
used for several years to guide programmatic work in six
substantive areas. Their importance to The Center and the
relatively substantial rationales supporting them recommended
these priority needs for inclusion among the list of candidates.

The third set selected was developed in a study of the
needs of vocational education in the large cities of the United




States (Adams, 1976). Personal interviews and open-ended
questionnaires were used to develop more than 6,000 statements
of need from students, representatives of the manpower community,
vocational educators, and administrators. A systematic process
of analysis and synthesis was used to distill a set of 260
specific needs grouped under 30 major goals. The recency and
grass-roots origins of these needs strongly recommended the
inclusion of the 30 major goals among the candidates, as did the
possibilities of combining some results from the twoc studies.

With these three sets of needs added to the items located in
the general literature, the full list of candidate needs
included the then current priorities of the federal vocational
research and d=velopment program, persistent pricrities of the
major vocational research and development center, and the needs
most recently nominated from the field by a variety of partici-
pants in vocational education.

The entire collection of needs was reviewed again to remove
duplications resulting from the addition of the three special
sets of needs. Surviving needs statements were evaluated by a
panel of four judges against the selection criteria listed
earlier. A statement was retained iIf at least three judges
reported that it satisfied a majority of the criteria. A total
of 101 needs resulted from this selection process.

Instrumentation

The final data collection instrument (see Appendix) was
developed through a series of critical reviews, tryouts, and
revisions.

Initial versions were reviewed by evaluation specialists and
vocational educators of The Center staff. Directors of Research
Coorcdinating Units and other state and local vocational research
personnel, during their annual conference, responded to an
abbreviated version, provided written comments about the
instrument, and nominated some new needs for inclusion. A draft
version of the instrument, requesting priority ratings for the
101 needs and certain other data, was attempted Ly each of the
17 members of the project steering committee who then discussed
it in detail and provided substantial recommendations for
revision.

Extensive revisions resulted from consistent recommendations
from these reviews and tryouts. Many needs statements were
rewritten to reduce complexity, to eliminate ambiguities, and to
reduce the reading difficulty level. The number of needs
statements was reduced from 101 to 48 to encourage reasonable
return rates and to reduce complexity enough for reliable




differentiation among needs. Within these qualitative and
quantitative constraints, preference for inclusion was given
first to needs from the three major sources (Large Cities Needs
Study, Center, USOE) described in the previous section. As
possible, adjustments were made in selection and wording of
individual items to enhance the representation of such other
important sources as recent federal legislation and major items
from the literature.

Populations and Samples

The important question of who should be asked to judge the
priority of needs was considered in detail by the steering
committee. After examining many alternatives, the following 10
populations were chosen as respondents to the needs survey
instrument.

Scate Level:
State Directors of Vocational Education

State Directors of Community/Junior Colleges

Directors of State Research Coordinating Units ia
Vocational Education

Directors of State Vocational Instructional Materials
Laboratories

Executive Secretaries of State Adviscry Councils on
Vocational Education

Local Level:
Vocational Education Teachers
Superintendents of K-12 School Districts
Directors of Area/Joint Vocational Schools
Presidents of Community/Junior Colleges

Vocational Teacher Educators

These populations were judged most important for an initial
study because they are the groups actively engaged in public
vocaticnal education in its various aspects. They can be expected
to have informed judgments about vocational education needs
where they are and, therefore, must be counted among the credible
sources of priority needs information. Further, since they must




be the implementers and adopters of innovations and new knowledge
if programs are to change, their areas of need and readiness are
of major importance to producers of knowledge, products and
services intended to improve practice.

It was recognized that other populations also have a stake
in vocational education, and that their judgments might differ
from those of the selected populations. Thus, it was recognized
that private vocational educators, federal-level participants,
students, employers, specialists from other disciplines (e.q.,
sociology, manpower economics, political science), and major
critics all could be surveyed profitable and should be included
in future phases designed to complete a comprehensive assessment
of vocational education needs. With‘n existing limited resources,
it was judged most effective to survey first the selected
professional population: whose data were considered essential
to any assessment and the most useful information for an initial
study.

Sampling Strategy. Samples of these 10 selected populations
were chosen for survey within several general strategy consider-
ations. Thus, a total sample of approximately 2,000 was elected
as best within project resources after examination of survey
costs and benefits {rom various arrangements of total sample size
and the distribution of that total across populations. This
strategy planned that all members of small povulations would be
surveyed. Larger populations would have sample sizes of
approximately 250 and the two largest populations would have
samples near 500,

A second strategy affecting sampling methods and sample
sizes was to design each sample to provide the best report which
could be ceonstructed for its population within practical con-
straints and conditions. These differed among populations,
especially with respect to popuiation size and the availability
of information needed for selecting samples and contacting
respondents. Consequently, so far as possible, every state was
included in the sample of each population and states were
weighted equally in the sample. Similarly, it was planned that
aggregations of results from several or all samples would give
equal weight to all participating populations.

State-level Samples. Each state-level group consisted
entirely of persons holding a particular position (role) in one
on the 56 states (including Washington, D.C. and the territories).
The total population in each case included no more than one
individual per state. Some states did not have all positions
established and some vacancies existed in established positions.
However, current, accurate mailing lists of all of these groups
were readily available to the project. Responses were sought




from all 242 incumbent mimbers of the state-level groups.

Local Groups. Unlike the state-level groups, the five
"loca groups varied widely in size, and each presented special
problems in identifying members of th2 population and in
selecting appropriate samples of respondents.

1. Directors of Area/Joint Vocational Schools.

The vocational schools included here are public, multi-
jurisdictional institutions at secondary and post-secondary
levels. Their names include such terms as joint-area, area, area-
wide, joint, regional, county, and district to indicate their
broader service and responsibility areas. The title "director"
here includes all who are identified as institutional heads.

They carry a variety of position titles including such as
director, principal, supervisors, chief officer, and chief
administrator. A sample of 267 directors of area/joint vocational
schools was chosen which included all qualified individuals
identified in the Technician Education Yearbook, 1975-1976
(Prakken, 1975) and all others who could be 1identified in a
diligent search assisted by vocational education specialists at
Tle Center and in state departments of education. The sample is

a large, but perhaps not complete, portion of all area/joint
vocational school directors.

2., Vocational Teacher Educators.

Persons included here are those whose primary responsibility
is the preservice and inservice education of vocational teachers.
These roles are performed by a large, but changing group of
people under a great variety of titles in many locations for
non-standard periods of time. No rea »jnably complete listing
of vocationral teacher educators could be located and it is
doubtful that a defensibly complete and current list (or
demonstrably representative sample) is possibhle. For this study,
the sample of 245 persons was selected trom the 1,440 members of
the American Vocational Association who in Spring 1976 described
themselves as vocational teacher educators. Five persons were
selected at random from each state, except that all listed
members were selected from those states with five or fewer
meinbers.

It cannot be argued confidently that these individuals are
(or are not) fully representat ve of alil vocational teacher
educators. However, the sample is benefitted by this selection
ir. other ways. Thus, by including only persons freely describing
themselves as members of the population, the sample is likely to
include fewer accidentally misclassified individuals. The teacher
educators who jecin the American Vocational Association also have




given at least some evidence of professional interest and activity.
They might, then also be thought to be promising sources of
information about vocatioral education needs.

3. Vocational Teachers.

This population consists of those individuvals engaged
primarily in vocational teaching in eight vocational service
areas recognized by the American Vocational Association,
(agriculture, business and office, distribution, health, home
ecomonics, industrial arts, technical, and trade and industry).
The situation with respect to identification and sampling of
members of the population was much the same as for vocational
teacher educators, though exaggerated by the much larger numbers
and greater diversity among the teachers. Consequently, the
sample of vocational teachers was selected from the 36,499 members
of the American Vocational Association in Spring 1976 who described
themselves as vocational teachers. This membership was the
largest know affiliation of vocational teachers.

In accordance with the general strategy for sample sizes
with large groups, 487 teachers were selected as follows. Ten
persons were sought from each state to include one chosen
randomly from each vocational service area and two chosen
randomly at-large. Some states lacked a member from one or more
service areas and, consequently, contributed less than ten
representatives to the total sample.

4. Presidents of Community/Junior Colleges.

This group includes the chief acministrative officers
(variously titlied: president, superintendent, director, etc.) of
publicly operated two-year, post-secundary institutions. A total
of 1,014 qualified institutions and their presidents (as here
defined) were identified in the 1976 Community Junior and
Technical College Directory (brake, 1976), an authoritative
report of the Amer.can Association of Community and Junior
Colleges.

Consistent with the strategy for sample sizes, 265 presidents
were selected from the direcwiory population of 1,014 by choosing
at random fiom each state one-fourth of its community and junior
colleges. At least one president was included for each state
with any qualified institution.

5. Superintendents of X-12 public Schoo. Districts.

This group, as the title declares, includes all those who
super.ntend public school districts that provide education for




students from kindergarten through secondary levels (twelfth
year). Superintendents of ¢'.ch districts have broad responsi-
bilities to a variety of constituents. They must attend to the
vocational development and preparation of students as one aspect
of the integrated, comprehensive educational enterprise. They
are in positinn, therefore, to judge vocational educaticn needs
of many kinds against a rich context of related information.

A total of 16,840 such school districts were identified in
the Education Directory, 1973-74, Public School Systems (Williams
and Warf, I974). As prescribed by the plan for sample sizes,

485 superintendents were chosen from their population by select-
ing 10 at random from each state, except that all qualified
superinccndents were included from any state having 10 or fewer
qualified school districts.

Table 1 summarizes the data on populations and samples and
shows that all members were included for survey from six of the
populations fall five state-level groups plus the directors of
area/joint vocational schools). Substantial percentages were
included from teacher educators (16.9%) and presideats of
community/junior colleges (26.1%). Only for the two very large
populations did resources require sampling at low levels.

Data Collection

Instruments were individually addressed and mailed to all
samples during the approximately one-mcnth period ending the last
week of July 1976. Each instrument was accompanied by a letter
explaining the project and requesting cooperation and by a
prepaid enveiope for returning the completed questionnaire. A
code number on each instrument identified the individual
respondent and the individual's population. Thus, it was possible
to record returns when received and to identify non-respondents
by reference to a separaiely-filed, confidential roster. All
non-respondents in state-level samples were sent reminder cards
cone month after the instrument mailing. They also were reminded
by a special notice (in the Summer 1976 issue of the AVA Member-

ram) which was designed primarily as a reminder and Zollow-up
gor the much larger local-level samples. Data collectior was
closed the first week in September.

Data collection and follow-up activities were confined to a
time period chosen to ensure that field judgments would be
gathered before they could be ‘~fluenced significantly by the
character and priorities oi tir new federal vocational education
legislation just then being fr- ulated. Response rates of sone
samples might have been ircreased by scheduling data colleccion
or follow-up efforts afte <€all school openings, but data thus




Table 1

Populations and Samples

Sample
Estimated Percentage of
Yanoiicicn Population Number Population
Lacal:
Vicaticril Teachars (RVA) 36,3500 487 1.3
Vi ic1oa2l Teacher Zéucators (AVA) 1,440 244 16.9
Zir_.ztors, Area/Joint Vocaticnal
Scnonls 267 267 100.0
Superintendents, K-12 Districts 16,840 485 2.9
Presidents, Community/Junior
Czlleges 1,014 265 25.1
Totzl Local 56,061 1,748 3.1
o
Stave:
Z <cti2 Sccretaries, State 56 56 100.0
Tivissry Ceuncils
dircoters, State Instructional 31 31 100.0
larerlals Laboratories
Jvirctors, Research Coordinating 52 52 100.0
$tatmo Oirectors, Community/Junior 48 48 100.0
Collicges .
Stal2 Diractors of Vocational 55 55 100.0
Eaucation
Tocal State 242 242 100.0




collected would have been suspect with respect to the influence
of the new legislation and these options were rejected.

Data Analysis

To provide the priority ratings of vocational education
needs, which was the basic objective of the study, summary
statistics (e.g., means, variances, frequencies) were computed
separately for each respondent group on the priority ratings
assigned by all responding members to each vocational education
need. The 48 rated needs then were ranked in each respondent
group according to their mean ratings. Consensus rankinj were
developed for all five local groups combined, for all five state
groups combined, and for all ten groups. These aggregates gave
equal weight to each included group by ranking the needs according
to the sum of ranks assigned by the participating groups.

The reliability (consistency) of ratings and rankings from
one sample of respondents to another sample similarly selected
from the same population was estimated for each of the 10 res-
pondent groups and for all respondent groups combined. Thus,
each sample of respondents (e.g., teachers) was divided rancomly
into halves. The mean rating of each need then was computed for
each half sample. The product-moment correlation between the
two halves, based on the means assigned by each to t..=2 48 needs,
then was computed as an estimate of sample-to-sample reliability
of the pattern of mean ratings. This estimate tends to be
conservative because the two sub-samples entering each
correlazion (a) are smaller by half than the full sample for
which the estimat:> is made and (b) were selected randomly rather
than by matching on known characteristics of the full samples
(e.g., geographical distribution, or vocational teaching
specialty). The values thus computed may be adjusted by the
Spearman-Brown formula (Guilford, 1954) to correct for the small
sample effect mentioned above.

The analysis described thus far provided the priorities
sought for the list of vocational education needs. However,
several additional analyses were conducted to assist in under-
standing and interpreting the basic data on priorities.

Factor analysis was used to explore the possibility that
individuals ratings of the many particular vocational education
needs might be attributable to a few important considerations or
factors underlying all of the individual judgments. For this
analysis, a sample of 330 cases was selected from the total of
954 respondents to include, as nearly as possible, an equal
number of cases from each respondent group. First, 35 cases were
selected at random from each of nine groups and all 23 cases
available were chosen from the tenth group. (Directors,
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Instructional Materials Labs). Any chosen case with data
missing for more than five items (approximately 10% of

the 48 needs to be rated) was removed and replaced, if possible,
with an acceptable case randomly chosen from the same group.
Product-moment correlations were computed for all pairs of the
48 needs using all available cases in each pairing. The com-
munality for each need was estimated initially as the squared
multiple correlation of that need with all 47 other needs. The
48 x 48 matrix of correlations, with estimated communalities as
diagonal entries, then was factored by the principal components
method. With the scree test (Cattell, 1966) and interpretability
as criteria for the number of factors, both orthogonal (varimax)
and oblique (binormamin) rotations were examined in selecting
the optimum soiution.

16
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Findings

The sections which follow first describe the respondents to
the needs survey and the distributions and reliabilities of the
pPriority ratings they provided. The priorities assigned by
consensus of all respondents and by state and local groups then
are presented and compared with each other and with priority
judgments from other sources.

Respondents

A total of 954 respondents provided uysable returns distri-
buted among the ten selected populations as shown in Table 2.

Part III of the survey instrument asked how many years the
respondent had been in the present role and for how many years
associateu with vocational education. Table 3 summarizes the
responses given by all who answered these questions.

Table 3. Distributior (Percentages) of
Respondents by Years of Experience

Associated with

Number of In Present Role Vocational Education
Years All Local State All Local State
l -7 69 66 87 23 24 18
8 -14 22 24 12 27 29 22

15 =2} 5 7 1 25 24 29
22 -28 2 2 0 15 15 17
29 -49 2 2 0 10 8 14
Range (in Years) 1-42 1-42 1-20 1-29 1-49 2-48
Median Years 4.58 4.85 2.40 13.98 13.22 15.42
No. Responding 911 740 171 913 738 175

Respondents from both local and state-level groups are distributed
rather evenly across a wide range of years of experience in
(association witn) vocational education. The length of such
experience (median: 13.98 years) is sufficiently high to encour-
age an expectation of informed judgments by these respondents
about vocational education even though their tenure in present
roles is much briefer.




Table 2

POPULATIONS, SAMPLES, AND RESPONSE RATES
Estimated Sample Usable Returms
Population Population Number Percent of Number Percent of
Size Population Sample
LOCAL
Vocational Teachers (AVA) 36,500 487 1 174 36
Vocational Teacher Educators
(AVA) 1,440 244 17 125 51
Directors, Area/Joint Vocational
Schools 267 267 100 154 58
Superintendents, K-12 Districts 16,840 485 3 177 36
Presidents, Community/Junior
Collegas 1.014 265 26 138 52
Total Local 56,061 1,748 3 768 44
STATE
Executive Secretaries, State
Advisory Councils 56 56 100 40 71
Directors, State Instructional
Matenals Laboratories 31 31 100 23 74
Directors, Research Coordinating
Units 52 52 100 40 77
State Directors, Commumty/
Junior Colleges 48 48 100 36 75
State Directors, Vocational
Education 55 55 100 47 85
Total State 242 242 100 186 77
- |




In summary, the data for this study were provided by 954 re-
spondents representing ten important populations, all geographi-
cal regions of the country, all vocational service areas, a
wide range of years of experience in vocational education, and
sufficient experience, on the average, to make informed judgments
about vocational education needs.

Distribution of Ratings

Figure 2 shows that all five priority levels were used in
rating the vocational needs, but that higher ratings were used
more frequently than low ratings. Thus, ratings of 4 and 5 were
used 3.7 times as often as ratings of 1 and 2, and the mean of
all individual ratings (3.557) is above the midpoint (3) of the
S5-point scale. As expected, the distribution of mean ratings
shown in Figure 3 has a narrower range (2.445-4.575), and is more
nearly symmetric about its mean (3.525) than is the distribution
of individual ratings. Like individual ratings, however, most
mean ratings (90 percent) also are higher than the scale midpoint.

The preponderance of higher ratings might be expected because
of the highly selective process used to identify needs for rating.
Only needs considered especially important were included for
rating. So, other informed judges also might be expected to
assign high priority to such needs. The range and variance of
individual and mean ratings, seen in Figure 2 and 3 indicate
that respondents nevertheless did make a useful number of
priority distinctions among the needs.

Reliability of Ratings and Rankings

Primary interest in this study is in the priorities assigned
by various groups of respondents to the set of 48 vocational
educstion needs. Consequently, the most pertinent reliability
indices are estimates of the stability of mean ratings and
rankings of needs from one sample to another sample from the
same population of respondents. Table 4 presents such
reliability estimates for each respondent group and for all
respondents together. These estimates indicate that the means
and rankings computed for most respondent groups are highly
stable from one sample to another sample similarly selected
from the same population. This finding is important especially
in view of the earlier observation that mean ratings are
distributed over less than the full range of the S-point scale




Figure 2 Figure 3

DISTRIBUTION OF DISTRIBUTION OF
PRIORITY RATINGS ASSIGNED BY MEAN PRIORITY RATINGS ASSIGNED BY
954 RESPONDENTS TO 48 NEEDS 10 GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS TO 48 NEEDS
‘ X=3.557 X=3.525

Range=2.445-4.575
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Proportion of All (44,658) Responses
Proportion of All (480) Group Means

1 2 3 4 5 24 26 28 30- 3.2- 34- 36- 3.8- 40- 4.2- 44
(Low) {(High) 2.599 4.599

Priority Rating Mean Priority Rating




Table 4

RELIABILITY OF MEAN RATINGS AND

RANKINGS FOR ALL RESPONDENT GROUPS®
—
Mean ]
Respondent Group Ratings Rankinas
Teachers 967 974
Teacher Educators 934 946
Directors, Area/Joint Vocational Schools 964 A3
Presidents, Community/Junior Colleges 947 940
Superintendents 937 951
Executive Secretaries, State Advisory
Counciis 879 886
Directors, State Instructiona! Materials
Laboratories 686 642
Directors, Research Coordinating Units 784 778
State Directors, Community/Junior .
Colleges 850 853 :
State Directors, Vocational Education 921 899 |
All Respondents 991 987
*Product-moment correlation between random halves of the respondent
group. Based on the means and ranks assigned by each half to the 48
vocational educatinn needs. Corrected for double the number of raters

in the half-samples.
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and the fact that differences between mean ratings tor sgsome
Pairs of needs are numerically small. 1In spite of these
distributional limitations, the evidence is that the ordering of
priorities by each respondent group is very stable and largely
independent of the particular choice of individuals representing
the group.

Priority Needs: Consensus Judgments

The ten priority ranks assigned by respondent groups
were summed for each need. The 48 needs then were listed
in increasing order of those sums (order of decreasing
priority). The position (rank) of each need in this list is
influenced equally by all respondent groups and, in this sense,
is a consensus of all ten group judgments. Table 5 1ists the
16 highest priority needs thus identified showing for each
need its priority rank among all needs and the average of its
ten mean ratings by the respondent groups. The same consensuvs
information also is provided on each need for the five local
groups and for the five state-level groups. Tables 6 and 7
present the same information about the 16 middle-ranked needs
and the 16 lowest-ranked needs respectively.

In each table, needs are listed from highest to lowest
priority according to consensus of the 10 group ranks. A few
minor changes in the sequence within each table would result if
the list were by decreasing value of the average of group ratings,
However, the priority position of each need in the tables is
approximately the same, without important interpretive difference,
whether determined by consensus of ranks or of mean ratings.

The three needs ranked highest overall (numbers 4, 3, 22 in
Table 5) also were ranked in the top one-third of all needs by
every respondent group and were the needs cited more frequently
overall as being among the five most urgently requiring attention.
Only one of these three (number 22) was ranked below 10 by any
group (RCU Directors). This consistency across rater groups on
these three needs also is apparent in the ranks and average
ratings recorded in Table 5 for local and state groups.

The list of 16 highest priority needs in Table 5 includes the
10 needs ranked highest by local groups' consensus and nine of
the 10 ranked highest by state groups. Fifteen of the 16 highest
priority needs (all except number 13) also were rairked in the
highest-priority third by at least half of the 10 respondent
groups. In addition, Table 5 includes 14 of the 16 needs cited
most frequently as most urgently requiring attention.

The priorities established by consensus of all groups, as
reported in Tables 5, 6, and 7 do display some notable patterns.
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§
~All Sysre lecal Grewps State Griys
vecope Averasge Averasze
Priscity Grewp Polority Group Priority Gro.p
psk Nting _Meed Bank Rating Rank R.tara
1 4.12 4. Iacresss csllaberstien with key segtuats of the enployment comumity (e.9.,
nsiness, industsy, ergenised Jador, govermment). 2 4.06 2 .19
2 4.08 3. Detter summnicats the bessfits and content of vecatimal educetios to parests, B
. studeats, emploayars, and geasra) educetecs. 1 4.15 S 4.02
3 4“0 22. Rasure the relevance of vecatismal curricula to current job cpportuaities end
practisss through effective methods for Ldeatifying, selecting, and wpdating
COnteat . 3 3.9 4 4.19
4 3.9 8. Bvaluwats vecstionsl education sore effectively (e.9., impact, goal achisvement,
student gutcomes. aseds, cost-bamefit). 13.5 3.72 1 £.22
] 3.92 40a. Inprove an® expand vocationsl sducation to mest the meeds of aduits. 6.5 3.89 [ ] 3.95
~ [ 3.9 34. Provide comprehensive vecstional yuidaace, counseling, placemest, and follow-up
~ services to 81l who need thea. ) 3.7 6 4.08
7 3.0 24. Provide opoortunities for sll vecatioasl students to acguire the basic skills
(e.9., reading, comsunication, math) required for coursework and jabs. H 3.9 13 3.7
[ ] 3.0 7. Povide improved data for plannisng and evaluwating vocationa)l Programs. 22 3.61 3 ¢.1%
] 3.82 14. Iagzove opportunities for inservice vocatiomsl persommel to remew and sxpend
their competencies. 6.5 3.8 15 3.75
10 3.8¢ 37. Coordinate comprehensive guidsnce, counseling, placement, and follow-up services
vith business, industry, service sgencies, and menpower informsetion systems. 19 3.66 ? 4 02
11 3.7 40y. Isprove and expand vocationsl education to mest the needs of handicapped
indivicuale. 19 3.78 12 3.K0
12 3.800 9. Provide tools and techniques for improved planaing, management, end evaluation
of vocational education peoyrams. 18 3.63 L 3.95
13 3.7 33. Individualize teaching and lesrning (e.q., teaching techaiques, sanagement
Practicus, and curricelum) to mest the needs of 4iffarent kinds of learners. 13.5 . 1 3.e?
¢ 3.7% 13. Ensure that preservice prepsrstion of vocational persoanel msets present
) snd cmcrqing compotency naeds. s 3.8 21 3.63
18 3.7 11. Pinance vocational educacion programs using local, scato, and fodcral sources
effectively. 4 3.9 28 3.57
16 3.74 20. Improve counselor education proyrams. 12 3.73 18 3.49
€ .
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Table § Nediwm Priority Weeds Accordisg to Consemsus of All Respondent
Croupe: Priority Mask and Avexage of Mean Matings for All Groups,
for local Groups, and for $tate Groups

__-&L&L M _ Stats Grours
verege Average nverag2
Priocity ¢ Priority Gxoup Priority Group
Rank Mating Boed Jank Rating Rank Rzzing
17 3.7 13. Develop curricula which prepare stedents for clusters of up-to—dats cocwpatioms. 15 3.70 17 1.8
18 .n 4Ch. Inprove and expend vocatiomal educatioa to mest the needs of disadvaataged
individuals. B 17 3.67 16 3.74
19 3.74 77. Increase the flexibility of vocatiorsl projyrame (e.g., flexible scheduliay,
altermative imstructiosal strategies, performance-based certification, opem
entry snd amit). 26 3.58 19 :.89
20 3.67 30. Expand egportuaitive for sll stedsmts to explore and practice job skills ia
both commaity and achool esttimgs. 16 3.0 23 3.66
21 3.66 3Ji. Develop altexmative nethods foxr assisting studeats ia trameitioa from scheool
to vork (e.9., job weeking skills, coping with work estry and adjestmemt,
N work habits, ettitwdes). N 3.65 22 3.67
N 2 3.64 S. Increase cooperation with relsted sducationsl areas (e.q., industrial arts,
caresr edutation, pre-vocatiomal educatics, academic subjects). 1 N 32 3.52
3 3.3 40c. Dprove and expand vocatisnal educetioca to meet the needs of individeals
who are is sparsely populsted rural arese n 3.58 19.% 3.68
24 3.63 3. Imgrove and expend follow-up studies of former stwdeats and their employexs. 3o 3.49 14 3.7¢
23 3.61 2. Implemswt provea iamsovatioms whes cutside fumds ao lomger are svailable. 24.5 3.57 24 3.6%
2.9 3.60 38. Improve the curriculus materisls wsed by vocstiosal students and educators. 2 3.5 as 1.68
2.5 3.87 n
20 3. 65 34 3.49
] 3.0 12. Prepare an adequate swupply of qualified voostiomsl persomnel for each
leadership role. 4.5 3.5 3s 3.3
29 3.8 10. Dwvelop practical procedures for measwring the relative cust-effectivemese
of progras alternatives. 38 3.7 19.5 3.69
3 3.47 17. JIscresse the participation of wecational teechers im supportisg activities
(e.9., curriculum dsvelopment, comsmmity resltioms, job placement, follow-
up, professiomal developmemt). n 3.58 38 3.39
n 3.47 6. Increase cooperation smomg the wvarices levels amd depaxtme=ts of
vecational edecation. n 3.40 29 3.53
3 3. 33. Place vocational stedeats is socwpviions relsted to their efecatisa thwowgh
coordinated effarts ot all levels (classzroom, school, district, stats,
fedural). » 3.34 3 3.40
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Prioxity Group
Raak Sating Mating
» 3.« 1. Iscoxporate aev ideas move rapidly ia vocatiemel eduwostiom. 32 3.a 3 3.50
34 3.4 19. ldentify and improve the special skills meeded by vooetional persommal te

work with special groups (e.g., disadvahntaged, bilingual, iasarcerated,

hendicepped, mimorities). 34 3.3 30 3.49
k1) 3.42 11. Imgzove the affectivenses with which on-eite sgemts (e.g§., curriculmm coordi-

nators, supecvirou, teachers) Ixiang sheut the sdopiion of valid isssvatisse. 3 3.28 27 .53
» 3.8 26, Emsure efficieat lesaraing of vocatiosal curricula thwowgh systasitic setiods

(e.9., nequencing, allcoatiang time to, aad evalmatiang effects of tastyuctiom). 35.5 3.3 23 3.47
37 3. 4d. lsprove and expand vocsitional educatioa to meet the needs of ismer-city

residents. 42 3.18 26 3.61
» 3.3 15. Improve the asthods for evaluation of vocatiomal persommel. 3 3.4 kY 3.26
3 3.27 404. Isprove and expand vocatiomsl education to meet the needs of mimority group

sembers. 4 3.20 40 3.4
) L3 Y] 39. Expand post-secondary vocatiomal educatioa through applied studies amd

development of aterials, programs, and methods. 35.5 3.38 4« 3.15
aQ .27 38. Develop a system for reliable idemtificatiom of votupstiomally dissdvantaged

persons and for prescription of effective educatiomal progrums for thea. L] 3.2% 41 3.29
Q 3.20 40f. Improve and expand wvocational >ducation to meet the needs of individuals wvho

are in correctional iamstitutions. 4 3.02 36 .
43 3.1% 40e. Improve and expand vocational education to meet the needs of individuals who sen,

limited in English-speaking ablility 45 3.05 4?2 3.25
4 2.9% 33. ODevelop ways to reduce and cope with disruptive oz dange:ous activities

{e.9., dlinquency, vandalism, discipline problems). 3”7 3.15% 48 2.81
45 3.13 16. Devélop organizational and statfing Patterns which optimize the effective-

ness of personnel and resourcss. 44 3.18 46 3.09
' 3.12 18. Provide personnel to vocational Program frum specizlized areas (e.g., job

Placeme.it, special education, remedial basic skills, taaching aids,

peychology, social work, nursing, staff development). 42 3.18 4« 3.c6
47 3.13 29. Enroll students into all vocaticnal programs on an equal opportunity basis. 7 3.04 43 3.22
4o 3.01 40i. Improvs and expand v.cational education to meet the needs of migrant

individuals. 448 2.92 45 3.09
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The highest priority needs (Table 5) have a striking "external"
orientation in that many of them concern interaction with and
response to the community and to the changing context of
vocational education. Three (needs 4, 3, 37) call directly for
enhanced collaboration, communication, and coordination with
important community elements. Two (needs 22, 24) address the

need for ensuring that what is learned also is relevant to current
job opportunities. Comprehensive guidance services (needs 34, 37),
including placement and follow-up to br_dge the transition to
work, are among the highest priorities. So, too, is vocational
education designed to meet the needs of adults and handicapped
persons (40a, 40g): a growing area of service. Several needs

(8, 7, 9) for improved planning and evaluation also are
prerequisites to improved accountability.

By contrast, the lowest-priority needs (Table 7) seem to be
concerned with educational system operations and with socially
defined special nc¢eds groups. Thus, five needs (19, 21, 15, 16,
18) in this group concern personnel management and special staff
skills-. Four needs (1, 26, 39, 33) of relatively low priority
cite operational problems: speedier adoption of new ideas, more
efficient instruction, expansion of post-secondary programs, and
reducing disruptive and dangerous activity. Six needs (40b, 404,
38, 40f, 40e, 29) concern service to learners (inner-city residents,
minority groups, and individuals who are occupationally disadvant-
aged, incarcerated, migrant, or have limited English-speaking
ability) whose special needs derive from social-cultural-economic
conditions.

Medium priority needs seem to include some examples resembling
the higher-rated needs and some more like the lower-priority
group. Thus, the external orientation found characteristic of
higher priority needs is seen in needs 23, 31, and 35 for example.
The lower priority concern with system operations is illustrated
by needs 5, 2, 6.

In making these and similar observations, it is impo.tant to
remember that the priorities summarized in these tables are
statements about the importance of reducing a need, relative to
other needs. They are statements about the importance of action;
they are not safely interpreted as statements about the
importance of goals. For example, respondents considered it more
important to increase collaboration with key segments of the
employment communi:ty (rank 1) than to increase cooperation with
related educational areas (rank 22). This does not imply, however,
that respondents considered cooperation with related educational
areas to be unimportant. The same is true for any other item of
relatively low priority.

N
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Group Comparisons

Tables 5, 6, and 7 and examination of the detailed group by
group data show substantial agreement among respondent groups
about the priorities of many vocational needs. Data in Tables 5,
6, 7 show that the consensus of state groups was in agreement
with the overall priority category assignment (high, medium, low)
of 34 needs (71 percent), and that the local groups agreed with
the overall priority category for 40 needs (83 percent).

Some notable differences between groups do exist, however.
With respect to the major priority category assignments, state
and local groups agreed exactly on only 28 needs (58 percent).
The largest of these disagreements on priority are shown in
Table 8. State-level respondents gave higher priority than
local groups to needs for data-based decision-making (needs 8,
7, 36, 10) and to coordination of guidance services with elements
of the employment community. Local-level respondents gave higher
priority than state groups to needs closer to the classroom:
teachers (needs 12, 13), special students (need 32), cooperation
among related educational areas (need 5), and financing (need 11).
Such differences in emphasis are consistent with the different
roles of those with state-level responsibility for general
management and those engaged in day-to-day delivery of educational
services.

Priorities Related to Legislative Emphases

Table 9 identifies six areas of major emphasis in the
Education Amendments of 1976 and shows the priorities assigned 1in
this study to needs most closely related to each emphasis.

Overall, it appears that educators in the field, before the
new legislation was completed or available, judged the needs of
vocational education much as did the writers of the legislation.
Two major exceptions are noted, however.

The major exception appears to be with respect to sex bias
and sex stereotyping. The present survey did not ask specifically
about sex bias; it enquired only about equal opportunity for all
students to enroll in all programs. This need (item 29) ranked
next to last among all 48 needs. However, it might be expected
to have much higher priority if sex bias and stereotyping were
considered an urgent problem. A study by Adams (1976) of
vocational education needs in large cities found a similar prior-
1ty for the same item and a low priority for sex bias and
stereotyping stated as a specific need.

The other notable difference between the results of this
study and the legislative emphasis is with respect to special

25
3




) Table 8
NEEDS ASSIGNED DIFFERENT PRIORITIES

BY STATE AND LOCAL GROUPS
PRIORITY
STATE LOCAL CONSENSUS NEED
1 135 4 8 More effective svaluation
3 2 8 7 Improved data for planning and evaluation
7 19 10 37 Comprshensive guidance services coordinated with
employment community
14 30 24 38 Improved fol'ow-up studies
19.5 s 29 10 Practicel cost-effectiveness procedures
4 8 1. 13 Preservics preparation for emerging competency needs
Yo 4 15 n Effective financing
32 n 2 ] Cooperation with related educational sreas
B n 20 265 32 Assistance for stude nts with special problems
» 245 Y ] 12 Adequats supply of qualified personnel




Table 9
PRIORITIES RELATED TO LEGISLATIVE EMPHASIS

PLANNING, EVALUATION, FOLLOW-UP, ACCOUNTABILITY:

2 Communication of benefits and content

s M ore effective evaluation

8 improved data for planning snd evaluation

12 Tools and techniques for program planning, manegement, evaluation
¥ | improved follow-up studies

COOPERATION WITH BUSINESS, INDUSTRY, AND LABOR:

1 Collaboration with smployment community
. 10 Coordinete comprehensive guidance services with employment community

GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING:

6 Comprehensive guidence, counssling, placement, follow-up for all
10 Coordinate comprehensive guidence services with employment community
MORE QUALIFIED TEACHERS:
] Adequsts supply of qualified personnel
14 Preservice preperstion for emerging competen'y nseds

SPECIAL NEEDS GROUPS

s Adults
" Hendicspped
) 18 Disadvantaged
»n Rueal
k ¥ Inner-city
39 Minority
42 Correctional inmates
43 Limited English-speaking sbility
48 Migrant

SEX BIAS AND SEX STEREOTYPING
47 Equal opportunity enroliment
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needs groups. Respondents in this study distinguished rather
sharply between those whose needs derive from essentially
uncontrollable physical conditions (adults, handicapped) and
those whose needs are related to social, cultural, and economic
conditions. The latter were assigned medium and low priorities,
but adults and the handicapped were among the highest priocrities.

Areas of Need

Correlations among the 48 needs were submitted to factor
analysis as described earlier. Standard criteria indicated the
presence of six or seven important factors in the solution. After
comparing five-factor, six-factor, and seven-factcr solutions,
with both orthogonal and oblique rotations, the six-factor
orthogonal (varimax) solution was identified as the most inter-
pretable structure. However, little difference was found between
orthogonal and oblique solutions. The six factors thus identified
explain 81 percent of the estimated common variance ard 44 percent
of total variance. The final, orthogonally-rotated, factor
matrix shown in the Appendi displays the six factor loadings and
the communality for each need.

Each factor may be thought of as a fundamental consideration
entering into many specific priority decisions and about which
individual raters tend to assign priorities consistently, relative
to each other. Thus, for example, rater A might tend to assign
higher priority than rater B to all needs involving data-based
decision-making. As a result, needs involving data-based decision-
making would be correlated and define a cluster or area of needs
whose priority ratings depend in part upon the same underlying
factor. The following brief descriptions of the factors, each
labeled to indicate the apparent character of the underlying con-
si1deration, also refer to tne factor matrix in the Appendix.

Factor 1l: Education for Groups with Special Needs. This
factor is defined by seven of the nine speclal needs groups
1dentified in the survey instrument. In acdition, the need (38)
fcr educational diagnestic and prescriptive systems and for
training to work witli special groups have appreciable loadings.
This factor seems to concern the educational needs, as
distinguished from guidance and special assistance needs, of
groups whose spec1a1 needs derive from or are defined by cultural,
social, and economic conditions. The single clear exception to
this interpretation among the needs with important lopadings on
this factor is the handicapped group (46) whose needs presumably
arise from physical disabilities. It has one of the lower
loadings and is the only need on this factor whose priority
(rank 11) was among the highest *hird of all needs. All other
needs on this factor were assigned priorities in the lowest
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third except for the disadvantaged (47, medium priority rank 18)
which seems ambiguous as to origins.

Factor 2: Comprehensive Guidance and Special Assistance.
whereas factor 1 emphasized educational needs and groups of
learners, factor 2 is defined by a variety of needs for compre-
hensive, noninstructional, individualized assistance. The
emphasis seems to be upon meeting the needs of individual
students in organized ways, however specialized the need might
be. The three needs (numbers 34, 37, 20) from this factor
assigned high priorities (ranks 6, 10, 16 respectively) call for
externally coordinated, comprehensive guidance, counseling,
placement, and follow-up services and improved counselor
education: a reasonable summary descr.ption of the factor. The
other needs defining this factor appear to be specific aspects
of the general need. They were assigned middle and lower level
priorities. Apparently, the need in *“his area is greater for
the comprehensive program than for individual portions.

Factor 3: Data-Based Decision-Making. The needs defining
this factor describe a concern for 1mproved information, too's,
techniques, and methods for a variety of planning, management,
end evaluation decisions. The three needs (numbers 7, 8, 9) with
lighest loadings on this factor and, also, need number 37, all
were ranked among the highest priority third of all needs. The
relatively large prcortion of high priority needs from this
factor, which is so closely related to accountability, is
conslstent with the "external" emphasis observed earlier in the
list of highest priority needs overall.

Factor 4: Personnel Development. This factor is defined I,
a group of needs which concern a variety of professional pers nuel
development, activity, and management goals. Highest loadings
(and highest priorities) are attached to the ubiquitous needs for
adequate numbers of qualified personnel prepared to meet emerging
competency needs and for in-service opportunity for renewal and
expansion of their competencies. The needs (numbers 14, 13) for
in-service and preservice personnel development were the cnly two
in the highest priority third of all needs (ranks 9 and 14
respectively). All others were assigned middle priority (needs
12, 17, 28) or low priority (needs 15, 16, 39). This division of
priorities among personnel needs also seems consistent with the
"external"” emphasis seen in highest priority needs; the statements
of in-service and preservice development needs emphasize renewal
and expansion of competencies and preparation to meet emerging
demands. Other needs on this factor seem more system oriented,
b2ing concerned largely with personnel management matters. It
is interesting that raters held consistent priority opinions,
relative to each other, about such diverse matters as preservice
preparation, teachers in supporting activities, and methods for




personnel evaluation. Apparently, individuals tend to have rather
general opinions about the need for improvement in personnel
matters.

Factor 5: Design and Content of Instruction. The needs
loading on this factor collectively describe a general concern
for the instructional program: its content, efficiency, relevance
to work requirements, and flexibility in response to the needs
of individuals and in response to new 1deas. Highest priority

needs from this factor were those affecting students most directly:

relevant curriculum content (numbers 23, 22, 24) individualized
education (number 25), and flexible programs (number 27). The
only three needs from this factor ranked in the lowest priority
group overall (numbers 26, 1, 21) seem less directly involved 1in
the processes of learning and teaching.

Factor 6: Community Interaction and Post-Completion Activity.

The needs defining this factor are distinguished by their common
external and after-standard-schooling orientation. Four needs
(number 40, 37, 4, 34) of the seven with major loadings on this
factor are among the 10 highest priority needs of all 48--another
outcome which is consistent with the emphasis noted in the full
list of highest priority needs.
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Conclusions

Several general conclusions appear justified by the findings
of this study.

l. There was substantial agreement among respondent groups
with respect to the priorities of most of the needs
studied. Highest priority was assigned to improvements
1n collaboration with key segments of the employment
community, in communication of the benefits ard content
of vocational education, and in the relevance of
vocational curricula to current job opportunities and
practices.

2. Needs assigned high priorities by consensus of all groups
nave a striking "external” orientation. sany of them
concern interaction with and response to the community
at large and to the changing context of vocational
education.

3. The major differences among groups concerning priorities
were between those groups responsible for state-level
management and those delivering local educational
services. The differences in emphasis are consistent with
the different working roles of the groups.

4. There was agreement in the field with many of the major
emphases (priorities) which later appeared in the
Education Amendments of 1976. However, respondents to
this survey appear to have assigned lower priority to
problems of equal enrollment opportunity, including sex
stereotyping, than does the legislation. Respondents
also assigned priorities differentially to special needs
groups, giving highest priority to adults and the
handicapped and much lower priorities to other groups.

5. Six fundamental considerations (factors) appear to
underlie the many specific priority decisions rendered
by these respondents. Two of these factors were
defined by a larger than usual proportion of high
priority needs: data-based decision-making, and
community interaction.
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Survey No

NATIONAL SURVEY
OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION NEEDS

PART 1. PRIORITY NEEULS:

INSTRUCTIONS: Inside this booklet are 40 statements of vocational education needs These statements were
developed from several thousand problems and goals nominated by vocational educators and from several hundred
published recommendations of advisory groups, government sources, professional associations, and research and

evaluauon efforts

Piease, first read quickly through the list of needs Then, rate the prionty of each need for the vocational education
Indicate your rating by circling the appropriate number beside each need

programs with which you are concerned
Be sure to rate all needs in the hist

EXAMPLE
Prionty of Need
Lower Medium Higher
Deveiop methods by which new 1deas can be incorporsvad more 1 2 3 @ 5

rapudly n vocational education.

Try to assign some needs to each level of priority Even though you may feel almost all are important, 1L 1s Necessery
to distinguish between higher and lower priority needs.

A need is an nmportant difference between “whatis” and “what ought to be.” When rating the priority of a need,
consuder both the magnitude of the difference and the importance of reducing the difference for the vocational edu-
cation programs with which you are concemed. Give higher ratings to needs which you personally feel (1) urgently
require resolution, or (2) affect many aspects of programs, larger numbers of learners, more than one level of educa-
tion, several educational settings, or (3) atfect the quality of programs, or {4) are durable and persistent

Remember rate the prionty of each need for the vocational education programs with which you are

concerned

THE CENTER FOR VOCATIONAL EGUCATION

The s Siow jnmers ty 1900 Kowwy famt  Cotvmmmss Ona 41210
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10

1

12

13

17

18

19

27

Incorporate new dess more repidly 11 vocationsl education

. lraplement proven innovations when outside funds no |0Nger ere available

Better communicate the benefits and content of vocationsl sducetion to perents,
students, empioyers, and genersl educston

Incresse colisboration wath key segments of the employment community
(e.g-, business, industry, orgsnized labor, government)

. Incresss cooperation with related educational aress (a.g., industrial erts, career

education, pre-vocationsl education, scademic subjects)

increese cooperstion smong the various levels snd departmaents ot vocationasl
sducstion.

Provide improved data for pisnning and evelusting vocetional Programs

Evsluawm vocations! education more sffectively (a g, impact, goal schievemat,
student outcomes, needs, cost-benefit)

Provide toois and techniques for improved planning, management, snd evelustion
of vocationsl education programs

Develop practical procedures for measuring the relative cost-effectiveness of
program siternatives

Finsnce vocetional education p:ograms using jocsl, state, and federsl sources
effectively

Prepare an sdequate supply of qualified vocetionsl personnel for sach lesdersh:g
role

Ensure thet preservice preperetion of vocational personnel meets present snd
oMerginNg competency needs

improve opportunities for inservice vocaticiial nersonnel 1o renew and expand
theyr competencies

improve the methods for gvsluet:on of vocetionsl personnet

. Develop organizationsl and - effing petterns which optimize the effectiveness

of personnel and resource:,

Incresas the particszebon of vocationsl teachers In supPOrting activities
le.g., currculum development, community reletions, job placement,
follow-up, preressionsl development)

Provide personnel to vocetional program from specislized arees (e g , job
placement, specisl educetion, remedial basic skills, teaching aids, psychology,
social work, nursing, staff devel ooment).

Identity and improve the specsl skills needed by vocetional personnel 1o work
with specisl groups {e g , disadvantsged, bilingusl, incercerated, handcspped,
mmnor:* res)

improvi counselor sducation programs

impr- re the effectiveness with which on-site agents (e g , curriculum
coordmns ors, supervisors teschers) bring about the adoption of vehid
nnovetions

Ensure the relevance of vocational curricula to current job opportunities and
practices through effective methods for 1dentifying, selecting, and updating
content

Develop currn-uie which prepare students for clusters of up-to-date occupetions

Prowde opportunites for all vocetionsl students to scqQuire the basic skills
{e.g., reading, com:municetion, math) required for coursework and jobs

Individuslize tesching and leerning (e g , teaching techniques, managemaent
practices, end curriculum) (& maet the neads of different kinds of leerners

Ensure efficrent lesrning of vocational curricule through sysizmatic methods
(e g . sequencing, slioceting time 10 end evaluating effects of nsi-uction)

Incresse the flexitelity of vocational programs (e g, flexible scheduling
siternative instrucronal strategies, performance based ceruficatton open
entry and ex:t)

LOWER

PHIORITY OF NEED

MEDIUM HIGHER
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5

Remember, rate the prionty of each need for the vocational education programs with which you are

concerned




PRIORITY OF NEED

LOWER MEDIUM HIGHER
18 improve the curriculum materals Used by vocetions! students and sducators 1 2 3 4 -]
29 Enroll ssudents into 8ll vocstional Programs on an squal 0PPOr tuNIty base 1 2 3 4 5
30 Expand opportunities tor ail students to explore and practice job skills n 1 2 3 4 5
both community and schooi settings
31  Oevelop alternstive mathods for assisting students in trantition from school 1 2 3 4 5
10 work {8 g., job sesking skills , coping wnth work entry and adjustment,
work habits, uttitudes)
32  Assist students weth special problems {0.g , negative atuitudes, sbeenteessm, 1 2 3 4 5
dropout powntial, financial need)
33  Develop ways 10 reduce 8and cops wath disruptive or dengerous 8Ctivities 1 2 3 4 5
{e.g.. dolinquency, vendslism, dicspline problems).
34 Provide comprehensive vocstionsl Quidence, counseling, placement, and 1 2 3 4 5
foliow-up services to atl who need them
35 Place vocations! students in occupations releted to therr educetion through 1 2 3 4 5
coordineted sfforts et all levels (classroom, school, district, steta, fe ral)
36 improve end expand follow-up studies of former students and their smployers. 1 2 3 4 5
37 Coordinate comprehensive gudance, counseling, placement, and follow-up 1 2 3 4 5
1OTVICES with Dusiness, INCUSTrY, 10rvICe S0eNncCies, snd ManPOower mformation
systems
38 Develop o system for relisbie entification of occupstionally Uisadventaged 1 2 3 4 5
persons snd * « prescription of stfective educetionsl progran s for them
39 Expand post-secondary vocations scucation through appied studies snd 1 2 3 4 5
developmaent of meterials, progran s, snd methods
40 Improve end expand vocationsl educatiu to meet the needs of indwidusls
who sre  (Please, rete the priority for each group seperately )
edults 1 2 3 4 5
b Inner-city residents 1 2 3 4 5
c n parsely popuisted run.) areas 1 2 3 4 5
d minonity group members 1 2 3 4 5
o hmited in English-apesking ability 1 2 3 4 ]
f in correctionsl istitutions 1 2 3 4 5
g handicspped 1 2 3 4 5
h  dissdvantaged 1 2 3 4 ‘
1 magrent 1 2 3 4 5

ONCE YOU HAVE COMPLETED THE RATINGS: PLEASE, 50 BACK AND CIRCLE THE ITEM NUMBERS l
OF THE 5STATEMENTS WHICH, IN YOUR OPINION, MOST URGENTLY NEED ATTENTION

EXAMPLE improve the training of . !

ADD BELOW ANY NEEDS NOT STATED IN THE PREVIOUS LIST WHICH YOU FEEL SHOULD HAVE )
VERY HIGH PRIORITY J

GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE

ERIC

.2




|
|
PART il. PROMISING IDEAS ‘

INSTRUCTIONS:  Vix ational edut ation must not only deat with piesent pnionty needs. but also must change,
adiust, and invent new wdys to meet the sequirements of the tuture  Liste § below giv sume ideds winth have teen
thed i some places and dre suggested @ Profmising wdys 1o ineet such new reguirements

For each idea, please circle the letter which best describes your agreement with this statement: “This ides deserves
prompt attention to benefit vocational education” {study, or development, or evaluation, or dissemination}

» - 4 23
> ® 'g
3 I g 53
&3 < 2 6 56
1 COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY Apply computer technolagy 10 vocational SA A N D SO
education i ways which ensure timely, individualized responsiveness even
when serving many learners (e g , current occupPational INfOrManon banks
accessibie by students computer assisted instruction and guidance, computer
managed instrucon placement and tollow up systems)
2 COMMUNITY TALENT Use individual taient from the communmity directly SA A N D sD
in all educational funcrions (e g instruction, guidance. poicy development.
Planni vg, evaluatior research placement. follow-up)
3 WORKSITE LEARNING Use com munity work places rether than school SA A N D SD
buiid ngs as the sites for reguiar, planned, guided, and cred-ted Iearning of
vocational capabeities
4 LIFELONG ENTITLEMENT Provide cach individual with 8 usetul amount SA A N D SD
of entitiement to education beyond iegal attendance requirements, which
- n be used at individuals’ options throughout life 10 meet therr needs
5 PERFORMANCE LEARNING Set the 18.11ung Objectives and achevement SA A N D SD
measuces of all vocational curriculp in terms of sssential pertormance caps
bitities, revise instruction, administretion, credentishing, staft development,
and all gther supPOrting tunctions as necessary 10 serve the purposss of
fearnu.y, 8v.d demonstrating pariormance capabsirties
6 EXTERNAL EDUCATION Altow credit and provide credentials 10 anyone SA A N D SD

upon Proper demonstration by test of vocetional capabrlities, without regerd
to how the capabelites were acquired (» 2 military, on the job, private school,
ndvidual study correspondence)

to blenefit vocational education

Add below any promising ideas not stated i1n the previous, st which you feel should receive prompt attention

1 The utie ot my present position 1s

PART i1l BACKGROUND

2 | have Seen in this role for _years

3 1 have beers naociate daaoth cooatonat ednic atione 1 Vvood

14

Q
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ORTHOGONALLY ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX

Factor
Need 1 2 3 4
1 177 .059 .155 .061
2 .287 .045 .062 .175
3 .061 .272 .075 .285
& .080 .203 -.025 .052
S .181 .272 -,077 .152
6 . 209 .213 .027 . 265
? .182 .023 .689 .016
8 .133 -.010 .680 - .065
9 .108 .062 .635 .301
10 .112 .146 .585 .050
11 112 .126 -. 147 <259
12 .041 .055 .090 540
13 .091 .082 .031 .540
14 .015 .062 .099 .389
13 .067 .029 442 . 405
16 .081 .280 .266 .388
17 .03%9 .255 .030 .503
18 .168 .523 .070 .232
19 L3464 401 ,210 .148
20 . 141 .344 . 142 .143
21 . 145 . 241 .158 .180
22 -.101 .202 .26 .107
23 .087 .176 .027 .0l8
24 .163 .280 -.117 .173
2. .060 .08% . 040 .133
26 .122 -.0.8 .174 .287
27 .178 .194 .097 .051
28 .059 -.009] .C4? .389
29 .293 .463 .029 .034
30 .022 .481 -.051 -.021
31 .086 517 .154 -.015
32 .258 .506 .065 .095
33 .272 410 -.061 .269
k73 .098 479 .230 -.007
3 .018 <343 109 .191
36 .040 .199 . 467 .050
» .121 .374 .367 -.057
38 .352 .422 .205 .061
k) .068 .072 .029 .320
40 .103 -.050 .074 .220
41 577 .071 .024 .165
42 .168 .082 .058 117
43 e 762 .198 .123 .035
&4 .762 . 231 A7 -.033
43 549 173 .088 .016
46 514 .192 .133 -.062
'Y .619 .189 <143 .043
&8 . 741 .071 ,063 173
Variance 4.019 3.519 2.800 2.576
Porcent
QO nce 23,383 19.308 16,291 14.986

E119

5 6
.418 .035
.151 .011
.062 .285
111 424
.039 .010
.087 .009
.126 154
.116 .029
.191 .073
.052 -.070
.217 .290
.134 .204
.042 .015
124 172
.192 .0264
.160 -.066
.107 112
044 .004

-.013 -.020
.060 .132
.389 .041
.362 .155
.505 -.056
.360 .146
.597 .101
.555 .086
620 .013
.370 .223
.196 .103
.159 .160
.165 .152
.126 .052
.120 -.077
.087 .400
.066 .288

-.082 . 404

-.043 487
183 165
.280 .302
.ra7 .533
.116 .002
.023 .407
.079 .105

-.008 .029
117 .143
.176 .194
.178 224
.033 .120

2.456 2.019

14.287  11.745

45

Communalities

.239
142
.250
.243
137
.168
.548
.4%9
470
.387
245
.364
.309
.406
402
.336
.346
.362
L3
.200
.290

233
.298
.300
.397
446
.258
.351
.351
.286
<349
.355
.339
.459
.255
432
.531
.409
.282
.359
.380
.218
654
.668
.373
.391
.523
.604

17.188

100.600




