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Abstract

Forty public occupational education institutions were randomly surveyed
to ascertain admission standards and practices that were currently in use
in Florida. Additionally, a predetermined set of 19 admissicﬁ:criteria,
including the standards identified in the initial survey, were rated by
or advocacy groups in Florida to determine their degree of equity. An
ANOVA procedure indicated significant differences (p£.05) between the total
populations' ratings on the 19 criteria. Group differences did not occur
on a MANOVA test. Admission practices with the highest and lowest degree

of equity were identified through a rank ordering process.



The Florida Public Occupational Education Admission

Standards and Practices Study*

In recent years educational theorists, practitione and critics have
been motivated by federal legislation and resulting litigation to give a
high priority to discrimination issues in the educational arena. Concerns
have been continually expressed regarding the equity of admissions to
public occupational education programs throughout the Uniteé States.
The Panel of Consultants on Vocational Tducation (1962) citéﬁ a
severe lack of nondirective guidance, occupuirional information, and relevant
programming for individuals with special needs. In commenting on the lack
of vocational special needs programs the Panel indicated that there was
overwhelming evidence that the problems which make up the complex are old,
‘tfaditicna1 problems and that occupational education has been largely for
selected students. Obviously the Panel was calling for a change 'n establish-
ed procedures of selecting vocational education students.
Concerns about the availability of vocational édﬁgation programs for all

Df the United States' citizenry were recently reiterated by the American

*The project herein was conducted for the Florida State Advisory Council on
Vocational and Technical Education pursuant to a grant administered by the
Florida Department of Education and the Division of Employment and Training.
Contractors undertaking such projects ~re encouraged to express freely their
prnfe5510na1 judgments in the conduct of the project. Points of view or
opinions stated do not, therefore, necessarily reprecent the official posi-

1 or policy of the Ficrida Department of Fducati the Florida State
svisory Council, ariﬁhe Division of F: .ining.
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addressed the issue of equity. Resolution number one declared the purpose
of vocational education and established equal access and equality of
opportunity as the second and third priorities for the forthcoming
federal vocational education legislation. The fourth resolution dealt
with informing the public about vocational education and clearly described
the AVA's valid concern about equality of access:
Be it Resolved, that the AVA support and work toward providing equal
access to all vocational education programs; and Be it Further
Resolved, that the AVA propose to Congress that one priority for
federal vocational education funds be that of assisting local and

state education agencies and institutions to better provide those

completion of vocational education by special populations.

("Resolutions '80," 1981, p. 12)

A continuum of legislation, implemented through the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare and the Department of Labor, culminated
in the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) Fipg] Guidelines on admission practices
utilized by public institutions de?iveg%}g occupational education. These
regulations, which were published on March 21, 1979, represent a capstone
to the momentum created by the human rights movement of the 1960's.
Their primafy purpose was to rapidly éhange vocational ouidance practices
ﬁ which have evolved since the early 1900"s (Kapes & Greenwood, 1979).
The guidelines were éEfived from and provide supplementary guidaﬂcento
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-352), Title IX oF‘the

Education Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-318), and Section 504 of the Rehabili-

tation Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-112).
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and denial of services in vocatioral education programs on the basis of
race, color, national origin, sex, and handicap. Subsequently, institutions
offering public occupational educaticn programs must be concerned with the
utilization of geographic boundaries, admissions limited to a fixed number
of students from each sending school or institution in a service area or
any selection criteria that have the effect of disproportionately excluding
persons in special populations.

The OCR regulations stated that academic performance, record of
dizsciplinary infractions, counselors' approval, teachers' recommendations,
interest inventories, high school diplomas, standardized tests and prerequisite
courses should only be used if they do not disproportionately exclude stude:ts.
This regulation can only be di$a11@wed if such criteria have been validated as
essential to participation in a given program and alternative equally valid
critékia that do not have such disproportionate adverse effects are
unavailable. Furthermore, national érigin minority students with Timited
English Tanguage skills and handicapped students may not be denied access
to vocational programs because of the need for related services or auxiliary
aids.

The purpose of this investigation was two-fold: Phase une . eviewed
admission standards, criteria and practices used in the de’ivery of public
occupational education programs. Phase two ascertained the degree of aquity

of admission standards relevant to public occupational education programs.

Phas~ 1. Populations surveyed in 2 o A% .. 1 as phase two of
this investigation are prééented in Tabl i :ndomly selected sample




surveyed in phase one included two area vocational techmical education
centers (AVTC's), two community coileges (CC), and four programs administered

by prime sponsors of the Comprehensive Employment and Trajining Act (CETA)

Insert Table 1 about here

A

in each of Florida's five regional areas. Thirty-seven of forty (85%)
institutions or occupational service delivery systems responded to a

structured, open-ended questionnaire.

hase . l_ The Subjects surveyed in phase two 0f the investigation
initiall; 1nc1uged 440 randomiy selected individuals associated

with QCCHﬁEtAQﬁa7 education or advocacy groups in Florida. Attrition due

to nondeiiverable (address unknown or incorrect address) opinionnaires

resulted in an adjusted sample size of 377 with a usable return of 173

or 45.89%. Persons surveyed essentially represented: (1) AVTC administrators,

counselors and instructors; (2) community college administrators, counselors

and instructors of non-degree occupational education programs; (3) CETA

program administrators and instructors; (4) advisory counc®i members for

occupational education programs; and, (5) advocacy group members. Advocacy

aroups selected for this study included organizations concerned with blacks,
women, handicapped, and u. anta, . individuals.

Instrumentation

Phase I. A one-page questionnaire was specifically designed to aid in
the collection of data on phase one of the ctudy. Items on the questionnaire
requested each institutinn or cocu ti al service de1ivery system to identify
a contact person and tc -ubmit a 1isting of both generic and program specific

admi. _ion standards which they were currently utilizing. Information



submitted by respondents to this questionnaire was synthesized and compiled
into & single inclusive list. This compiiation included eleven primary

admissicn standards or practices which are presented in Table 2.

Insert Table 2 about here

“hase II. An opinionnaire was developed for phase two of this
investigation which would elicit individuals' reactions, percestions or
attitudes toward admission standards and practices which were being or
couid be utilized by public occupational education programs. Subsequently,

a three part research instrument entitied the Public Occupational Education
Admission Equity Opinionnaire (POEAEQ) was produced. Part A was developed
to collect demographic data. Information resulting from this section
categorized respondents' institutional or group affiliation (A1) as well as
their professional title or role category {A2). Parts B and C were respectively
designed to ascertain the degree of equity associated with 19 admission
standards and practices used in initial institutional or program area
admission (Part B) and for admission of students who have been placed on
waiting lists for oversubscribed programs (Part ().

.l on the [ _AEC ..ble ”) evolved from data collected in
on Table 3), as well as through selected f° dings identified in a compri . .isive
covinw of relate iitérature! (7 wne 19 identical standards listed in

Parts B and C of .ie opinionnaire, 11 items were derived from phase one and €

Insert Tabie 3 about here

were synthesized through the review of the literature.



A 5-point Likert-type rating scale was utilized with each of the 19
items on Part B (initial or program area admission) and Part C (admitt=d
_ students who are on waiting 1ists) to determine the degree of equity
associated with them. A rating of 5 represented the highest degree of
. equity and a rating of 1 represented the lTowest degree of equity.

t ase I. A one-page questionnaire was developed for phase one which was
mailed a1@n§ with a transmittal letter to AVTC, community college and CETA
program administrators. 3 degree of confusion was encountered in the
acquisition of information from CETA program administrators ﬁhich required
follow-up telephone conversations and 3 second mailing. Ultimately 11
admission standards or practices were compiled through the synthesis of
information which resulted from the questionnaire.

Responses were categorically tallied on the basis of whether tho *" o

service delivery systems utilized the 11 identified admission stanc and
practirnc ° i institutional or specific program area imittance.

ion, responses were combined and tallied on the basis of beth
institutional and program area standards add:-! together. Frequercies or
percentages were calculated which represented the number of times a specific
standard was identified in compariéan to the tctal number of standards

which were being used by a service delivery system. The total number of

times each admission standard or practice was icentified and the fr-quency of

its occurrence are listed in Table 2.

Phase II. The Public Occupational “ducation Admission Equity

of

~fl



Persons surveyed were §ategariéa11y grouped by institution or affiliation
(A1) and title or role category (A2). Groups in Al included AVTC's,
community co?1égésg CETA programs, advisory councils and advocacy groups.
Administrators, counselors and instructors were included in AZ2.

Data gathered from the returned opirionnaires was transferred to optical
scan sheets, which were then used to punch computer cards for data file entry,
Statistical analyses utilized in this shase of the investigation involved
descriptive statistics, analysis of variance (ANOVA) on repeated measures,
one-way multivariate aﬂa1y$fs of variance (MANOVA), a Kendall rank order
correlational procedure, and a specially designed program which sorted and
Tisted items by groups as well as the total population on the basis of
frequencies and means.

Mans and standard deviations were obtained for all items on Parts 8
and C of the POEAEQ for the total population and each group by institution
or affiliation (A1) and title or category (A2). This data is included in
its entirety for the total population on Table 3. However, only the range of
means, which represents the high and low items, have been included for the
groups in Al and A2 on Table 4,

Insert Table 4 about here

Analysis of variance on repeated measures was applied to the data for
the total population to determine if there were significant differences
(p€.05) in the degree of equity ratings for the 19 standards or practices
used for initial or program area admission (Part B) and for admitted stucents
who are on WEitiﬁg lists (Part C). This analysis was conducted separately
for the total population by institution or affiliation (A1) and title or role

category (A2). Results of the ANOVA procedure for Parts B and C are



presented in Table 5.

Insert Table 5 about here

A MANOVA procedure was used to analyze the data to determine if there
were group differences at the .05 level on the degree of equity ratings.
This analysis, prrcedure was applied éeparate?y for the groups in Al and AZ.
Groups in A2 (title or role category) did not differ significantly in their
equity ratings on the standards in Parts B or C of the opinionnaire.

The degree of relationship between initial or program area admission
(Part B) and admission from a waiting Tist (Part C) was ascertained hy
applying a Kendall rank order correlational procedure to the responses from
the total population. The correlation between the rank order of the means
was .9267.

The finul analysis sorted and separately listed the 19 standards in
Parts B and C of the opinionnaire for ezch group in Al and A2 as well as for
the total population on the basis of frequencies and means. The degree of
equity a2ssociated with individual items was determined by therfrequency of
ratings in the (4 and 5) or (1 and 2) categories on the 5-point Likert-type
scale. These categories of r@tings were selected since they ref1ectéd a
relatively high degree or low degree of equity. Items identified with thres

asterisks on Table 3 represent 20% of the standards in Parts B and C which

For example, item number 7 (A lottery selection system F@} atl
admissions ) was rated in the lower 20% or the low degree of equity category
{((ratings of 1 or 2) by all nine categorical groups. In other words, this

item was cansistent1§ rated 1 or 2 by the total population, AVTC's, CETA

*"‘"‘
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programs, community colleges, advisory councils, advocacy groups, admin-
istrato s, counselors and instructors.

Results and Discussion

The two certral purposes stated in the introduction provided the
iméetus for analysis and reporting of results. These two major objectives,
in sum, related to determining: (1) admission standards,criteria and
practices used in the delivery of pgb1ic occupational education programs
and (2) the degree of equity associated witl admission standards relevant
to public occupational education programs. An increased understanding of
this latter objective was acauired by determining if there were difforencec
in the total populaticns' degree of equity ratings on the 19 admission
standards included on the Public Occupational Education Admission Equity
Opinionnaire (POEAEO) and if the groups within the total nopulation
differed in their degree of equity ratings.

Phase I

Findings of the statewide survey identified 11 admission standards or
practice: which were being used by AVTC's, community colleges and CETA
programs. As indicated in Table 2, five admission standards listed most
frequently included: Ability thﬁeet minimal physical perF@rmance levels
or standards necessary to an occupational license or emplovment, individual
interviews by counselors and/or instructors, préviausﬂavera]1 grade point
average, standardized échievement test scores, and minimum age requirements
necessary to quaiify for an occupational license or employment.

Phase II

Overajl_differénﬁesrin degree of equity ratings. Significant differences

occurred in the degree of equity ratings for the total population on the 19
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admission standards (Table 5) which were included on Part B (initial
institutiona1 or program area admission) and Part C (admitted students
whose naﬁes have been placed on waiting 1ists) of the POEAEOQ. Howgveéj
interaction between groups in Al (institution or aFfiTiatiDé) and the
items was identified on both Part B and Part C. Therefore, the méin
effects or significant differences are not necessarily equa11y true for

all groups.

~ Group differences in dggreefgfﬂequity;fgtiggs, Differeqcés between
groups by title or role category (A2) did not occur or Parts E\Sr C of
the Public Occupational Education Admiscion Equity'Dbiniannaire;f_ﬁuwever;
groups in Al (institution or affiTiatiQn) differed significantly on their
equity ratings for the 19 standards on Parts B and C. VRESQECtiVéTy,
administrators, counselors and instructors expressed differences in their
degree of equity ratings on items 6, 7, 10, ‘13, 18 and 19 and community

colleges, AVTC's, CETA programs, advisory councils and aévécacy_groups did

'~ﬂDt,ténd t@;agtgeiigr;hgjr degree of equity ratings on items 10, 14, 17, 18

and 19,

Admission standards with the highest degree of equity. Four items

were consistentiy rated as havingga high degree of equity on Parts B and C
of the POEAEQ. A fifth ftem was tied for the fourth position, whi;h
represented the upper 20% on Part C.
3. Individual interviews by counselors and/or instructors.

0. The first students to apply.will be the first students adnitted. .

17. Abi1ityvta meet minimal physical performance levels or standards
netessary to an occupational license or employment.

18; Minimum age requirements necessary éé qualify for an occupational
license or employment. |
Rated High on Part C only:

1. Standardized aptitude test scores.

]
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Admission sténdatgs with the Towest degree of equity. Four items

were most frequently rated as having a lTow degree of equity-on Parts B and C
of the opinionnaire. Two additional items were tied for the fourth
position representing the lower 20% on Part B.

5. Existing geographic boundaries énd/or sending. school boundaries.

6. Admission of an equal number of students from all sending schools.

7. A 16ttery selection system for all admissions.
9. Admission of a proportional number of students based on the size

of each sending_schaoT‘s student population.

Rated Tow on Part B only:

12. Admission preference given to low enrollment pregram areas.

.19, Standardized personality test scores.

* Results of phase one of this study identified 11  admission
standards that were being used to determine which students would be allowed
to entér pubifc occupational education programs. These criteria were
included on the research instrument which was used in phase two-of this
investigation.

After phase two was completed, it became evident that one of the items
which was identified as having a high degree of eédity was not included in
the 11  standards that were being used to select students. Item 10
(The first studenté'taaapp]y will be the first students admitted.)
was not identified by any of the programs surveyed in phase one as a current
admission practice. It is interesting that item 10 was a ﬁistaﬂt third to
items 3 (Individual interviews 5} counselors and/or instructors) and 17
(Ability to meet minimal physical performance levels or standards necessary
to an occupational license or employment.) on bct% Parts B and C of the

‘opinionnaire. Community colleges, advisory councils, and advocacy groups
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did not rate item 10 as having a high degree of equity on either Part B
or Part C and CETA programs did not give this iten a higg rating on Part C
(admitted students who are on waiting lists).

The conceptual foundation underiying the first come first served
criteria is bésed upon the princip?é\of intent and serves as a courtesy
.in most social systems. For exampie, the concept of seniority in the work
environment and the timeliness of interest are basic to the legal structure
D% this country as well as an everyday consideration afforded to all
individuals. This same concept did not, however, receive the highest
equity rating.

One of the four factors which had a low degree of equity as a result
of the analyses on phase two wa: identified as currently being in practice
on phase one. This item was number 5 (Existing geographic boundaries.).
Community colleges was the only group which did not rate item 5 as having
a low degree of equity on either Part B or Part C of the opinionnaire.

This finding correlated well with the reported use of existing geographic
b@ﬁndaries énd/or sending school boundaries by community colleges in
phase one. Community colieges classified as AVTC's have apparently
developed their admission;standards and practices around prEExistihg
ggegraphic ornsending school boundaries. o

Item 12 (Admission preference given to low enrollment program areas.)
was detérmined to have a low degree of quity on Part B of the opinionnaire,
although it was also identified as being currently in practice on phase
one of the %nvestigatiiang The appééfance'bf this itam in the’iow degree
of equity category is not surprising since students should not be pfaced
in Tow enrollment programs simply because of a need to increése program partic-

ipants.



This practice was reported by one AVTC during thé first phase of this
study. As evidenced by the ratings of instructors, counselors, community
colleges, and advocacy groups this practice-is low in its degree of
equity and obviously is a procedure that should not occur mereiy'£é‘
generate additional iuilétime equivalents (FTE's) for funding pﬁrpgsesi

Influences to the Selection Process

Data included in Table 3 indicates that individual interviews by
counselors and/or instructars'(item 3) as well a;§§tudents' abilities to
-meat minimal physical performance 1evels_or standards necessary to an
occupational license or employment (ftem 17) are the selection préctﬁges
with the highest dégree of equity. Consensus of all groups denotes that
instructors and/or counselors should be involved in making admission
decisions based on the outcome of individual intérviews!'

Further review of the data s&ééests thaf different reasons may exist
for this preference by fhe various §?oups:within“the total population.
Respondents from advocacy groups and CETA‘programs associated'a ré]étive1y
high degree of equity with itém 15 (admission preference). It could be
~.surmised that this reflects a desire to show special consideration for
women, minority group members, and handicapped or disadvantaged students
,during'the interview‘processgr7ﬁldrrﬁ |

Ratings by %nstructors and caunse]arérééeméd ﬁé réveaTra préferencé
for the individual .interview as a follow-up activity taistaﬂdardized test‘
results. These two. groups associated a high degree of‘equity with the use
of results on standardized work samples and performance tests (item 16).

A potential hazzard may exist, however, in this practice if instructofs

or counselors are not professionally trained to interpret test results.

14
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Rgspondents FEpresen{ing instructors and community colleges gave
item 13 (Degree of proficien:yﬁin the English language.) a relatively
highjdeéree of equity rating. It may be speculated that inétru:tnrs,
who are not bi]inguaT,’wou1d‘havé!anxiety aﬁd difficulty in conducting
an interview with prospective students who are not fluent in the English
language. |

Data included in Table 3 indicates that a lottery system for all
| édmissicns (item 7) is the least desirable admission practice. It wés
unamimous among all groups that this practice should be ciassified in
the grouping of items with the lTowest degree of eﬁuity,

- When the Tow degree of equity associated with the lottery system is
Eont;astediwith the high degree of equity of individual interviews it
beéomas apparent that program ieaders are not willing to allow pure chance
to be the sole influence on determining which students might be admitted
to their programs. Additi@na]’féctars impacting ah th%é issue are program
funding patterns, agcountabi1ity'and program evaiuatioh_’ As these-
administrati?e concerns are applied to individual program areas in an
operating edycationé{ delivery systém, the importance of graduating well-
trained students becomes criticai;in maintain%ng a qua1ity'image and—pfégram
vitajity- Consequént1y, program evaiuatieﬁ is primaﬁi1y‘caﬁce;hed with
"'jbbl"Evajuat%on’systéms are not sensitive,enQQgh;tQ_qeteéﬁ;pgsi;igg develop-
'mentai changes of individual students. Nor do funding sources appear to
encourage the measurement of individuals' developmental grow%h patternsi'
This dilemma seems to iﬁf1uence the decision-making process that instructors,
céunseicrs, and administrators exercise when selecting students.

Rgiatignshjp;of,the‘AdmissiogﬁSﬁanﬂards in Phases I and II of this

Investigation to the Office of Civil Rights Guidelines

e
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'gdmissiqﬁ,stgndgrds currently in practice., Composite findings of

phase one of this study identified several admission standards that may be

in potential conflict with the OCR regulations. Of the five admission
standards {2,3,4,10 and 11) which weﬁe»reported-as most frequently used,
previous vverall grade point average (2), individual ihterviéws by counselors
and/or instructors (3), and standardi=ed achieveﬁeﬂt test %cares (4) appear
to present the greatest potential corflict. Therefore, these thfee admission
standards may require further review and validation by institutions deliver-
ing public occupational eéucation programs.

Dccup§;i9n31 programs usiﬁg standardized tests and overall grade point
averages FQ; admissian must accent the respunsibiiitcy for providing factual
data to Substantiate the validity of this praztice as it relates to ne
occupat1ona] success ¢i persons employed in the zreas of studént interest.
Criteria 1nc1uded in the individual interview and a»t?mate decision-making
process need to be critica1?y examined since the OCR regulations banned
Enebu]ous adm13519Ps oriteria uh1 *h may d1gprapart1onate1y exc]ude spec1a]
““interest groups.

The Office ar (1vil Rights did not Spétiffﬁajjy address the use of
‘minimal physical per‘orvance levels or :tandards (10) and minimum age
requirements (17) as ihov relat: e aimicsion practices. Minimal physical
performance standards could pesaillv dysprerostionately exclude women or
handicapped individuais from ELEm TR oA ainupelional  program.  However, if
the=e standarhs were derijve. r)Du 2 valid job Lnalys15 and if no other val.d
Er1ter1a that di< ws) have a d1;prcpart1onate adverse effect were ava11ab1e,
it would be proper ta continue using such practices. Standards of minimal
physical performance anpear to be exrel?ent adm1ss1an standards if they
accurately FEpTESEﬂt the Qccupat1on for which the programs enrn119es are

being trained and if percise me suréments have been made for compar1son

4
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Minimum age and ghysical régquirements have statutory and regﬁﬁatOﬁy
Foundati@ns. Adjustments to these practices may require legislative or
agency‘action at the state or federal levels. »
Additionally, respondents réprgseniing AVTC's and ccmmuni£;§ca11egés
indicated that they were using standardized aptitude test scores.(1),
existing geographic boundaries and/or sending school boundaries (5),
and recomméndatjans by others (6) as admission standards. These practices
should also be carefully examined by local institutions and appropriate
state agencies to insure that they do not dispropartianaté?y exclude

Factors with a high degree of eqﬁ%;;. Respondents to the POEAEQ rated

individual interviews by counselors and/or instructors (3), the first
students to apply will be the first students admitted (10), ability to meet
minimal physical performance levels or standards necessary to an oc-upational
Tice%se or emp?oyment (i?), andvminimum age requiremeht§ necessary to '
qualify for‘én DécﬁpaiiénaT Ticense or employment (18) as the most equiéab]e,
admission standards.

"~ As previousTj men%i@ned, item 10 was the only one of these standards
which was not identified in phase one éf this investigation. The relationship
D; items 3, 17, énd 18 to the Officefof Civil Rights gu{deiines was presented
in tﬁe last séction ofithis report. ERegarding;%tem;lc (The first students, to
apply will be the first students adﬁitted,); if appeé;s that the Och_reguiatians
endorse this admission "standard as a highly objective criterion which could
only exclude a dispr@portianate number of 2 speciai interest population on
a chance basiég This précticeamay therefore be one of the most equitable -
" methods for pfacessing studéntsgseek;;g initial admission and for admittingv

students on waiting lists for oversubscribed programs.
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Degree of equity ratings placed item 10 in a distant third position
to items 3 and 17. Consequently, it may be speculated that the respondents
to this survey intended to allow students into ﬁrcgrams on é first come
first served basis only after they had the initial opportunity to accept
or reject them based on the application of the criteria in factors 3 and 17.
- The criteria used in the individual interview are ﬁerhaps the most critical
elements with which the pffice of Civil Rights would be concerned.v d

Fagtargﬁwithﬁéﬁjgﬁfdegree of equity. Respondents to this opinionnaire

indicated that existing geographic boundaries and/or sending school bounda-
ries (5), admission of an:equa1 number of students from all sending schools
(6), a lottery selection system for all admissions (7), admission of a
proportional number of students based Dntthe size of eacﬁ sending school's
student papuiatian_(g); admission p%efereﬁce giver to low enrollment program
areas (12) {(irurt B only), and Standardizéé perégnaTity test scores (19)

(Part B only) were the least equitabie'admiséian standards. This low degree

-of equity associated with items 5, 6 and ~ 2ems to indicate that the.

rgspondenté agree with the spirit of the sectiong’%g the O0ffice of Civil
Rights guid=lines on geographic and sending schoéﬁibaindariesg However,
these'feélings had not apparently affected the adinission standards that
~were being practiced by seberaTlAVTC‘s and community’cq1129es that reported
| using existing geographic boundaries énﬁ/or sending school bcundaries at
the time phase one of this investigation was ccndu;ted. o

i Thé low degree of equity associated with a TDttery selection system:
for all admiéSiéns (7), is soméwhat difficult to ihterpret. Bised on an
understanding qfrthe OCR guide1ines by ‘the investigators of thisfsfudy

it seems iikeiy}that this admission practicevwcuid be considered as an

Y
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objective criterion, which would not systematically exclude a disproportion-
ate number of any special interest group. A well-documented lottery
selection system would seem to be an equitable method of handling initial
program entry and entry from a waiting 1ist for oversubscribed programs,
if the applicants had been previously screened using objective criteria
J:priqr to a published cut-off date. It may be speculated that the respondents
to this survey were not confident in this approéch due to its limited
application to school admission practices and its total by chance imp1icatian5;

Summary and Recommendations

This two-phrase investigation was undertaken in an attempt to develop |
a profile of admission standards and practices which were currently being
utilized by public occupational education programs in Florida. Secondly,
the study was conducted to enhance the state-afgthé-art encompas. i ng
admission proced: ~es by iu.ntifying the degree of equity associated with
19 admission sta£dérds as perceived by iﬁdividya1s who had a relationship
wﬁth occupational educatibn or advocacy graupé. The }esearch design
incorporated ANDVA on repeated measures and a rank ordering procedure to
determine if there was a difference in the degree of eéuity assaciatéd
with the 19 items and tg ascertain which adm%ssion practices were the
most and least equitable. A one-way MANOVA procedure was applied to
compare gr@upé'\degrEE of equity ratings. .

Results Dn‘phESE one of this study identified 15 admission standards
. or practices which were being used to admit students to pu61ic occupational
- educafion{pnggrams. Five of these 11 standards were singled out due to
their frequeng}jaf'utilizatiun. Phase two of the investigation served to
identify four admiggingfpractiﬁés which were consistently rated as having

the greatest degreé of eaui;y and four with the least degree of .equity.



20
Based upon the findings of this study, the following recommendations

. are warranted:

F=] — : R
1. That surveys of oversubscribed programs be conducted in order
to assess whether or not current admission standards and policies exist and

to determine .whether or not the admission préctices are in compliance with
the fo{ce of Civil Rights Final Guide1inés.

2. That public documents be develaped and disseminated nationally
and statewide which expand upon the critical elements of the D%Fice of Civil
Rights Final Guidelines.

3. That trainirg programs for vocational counselors, édministratcr%s
and instructors be developed ard. offered aé necesséry to aid in ‘e
impiementaticn of the OCR . inal Guidelines as they apply to local admission
practices.

4. That a student selection model be developed for each oversubscribed
vocational education programmatic area offered by community colleges and AQTC‘S
on a statewide basis. These models could then be utilized to develop
individualized local pregrammatic student selection plans and policies.

5.: That objective interview guideiineé be developed for use by
vocational instructors, ﬂcunseTofs aﬁdfédministﬁétgrs in institutional and
shecific proyrammatic areé admission practizeé.- These guidelines must be
validated in terms of their ability to predict which potential students will

'cr}w111'nct’bersuggeséfUT in the program ahd on the job.. |

6. That minimaT physical perfarmancei1eve1$ or standards for
entry into specific occupational training prggrams_be established. Theséi
standards must be yaTidated;as a-predigtive measure of satisfactory physical
abiTity_fcr'success in the ﬁroéﬁamiand ehp1ayment ﬁpqn program completion.

7. That a model set of guide1ing§ be established to enhance the
ability of occuﬁatioﬁa? education programs to formulate -and make public’
admission practices which are used for initial institutional admittanCE~and.'
admiss{on to oversubscribed_prngrams. j

ot fot
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)  Table 1

j Sampﬁe Surveyed in Phases I and II of the Investigation

T Phase I
- f,,é B j S ~ Total _ Total
Initial Number - “*Second Number Nurber Percent
Mailing Returned - Mailing Returned Returned Returned
AVTC Directors 10 - 8 NA NA 8 - 80.00%
Community College o
Administrators 10 - 9 NA NA 9 ~90.00%
CETA Program Directors 20 0 7 7 17 85.00%
TOTALS 40 27 7 7 34 85.00%
S — S— N 5 - — A— — —
Phase II-
. Category by Number Number of Returned **Number Included in ***Number of Percent of Usable

In5t1tut1on or Aff111at10n Surveyed; as Non-Deliverable , Adjusted Survey Usab1e Returns Returns
AVTC 140 7 133 Tis '88.72%
Community College 75 N . 64 ; 18 28.13%
Advisory Council 75 26 49 19 38.77%
Advacacy Graups 75 14 61 10 16.39%
TOTALS LR | 377 173 45.89%
;_ o * Preceded by folTow- up te1ephane ingquiries. **Ihis number was obtained by subtract1ng the number of persans 1n1t1alTy

ey]:R\!:surveyed from the number of. surveys returned by the Post Office as non-deliverable,.address unknown or 1ncorrect

e address.,

***There were 4 opinionnaires rEturﬂEu which were not complete.
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lable <

Frequency and Combined Frequency of Admission Standards in Use by Irstitutions ard

Program Areias Responding to Piase I of the Investigation

- ) T ) T Instituti~nal Program Area* Combined**
_ . o L N F N B N

10.

11.

Standardized aptitude test scores. 1 3.2% 4

Previous overall grade point average. ' 7 22.6% 5 8.9%

Individual interviews by counselors ana/or instructors. 2 6.5% 15 26.8%

Standardized achievement test scores. fa 25.8% 3 5.4%
Existing geographic boundaries and/or sending school 6
boundaries. .

- £ 8.9% 5 5.

Recommendations by others. - = 3
3.2

Standardized interest inventory test scores. |

Admission preference given tc low enrollment program areas.

™

3.6%

Ml

Degree of proficiency in the English language. o - -

Abi?ity to.meet minimal physical performance levels or .2 6.5% 16 28.6% 18 20

standards necessary to an occupational license or employment

Minimum &ge requirements necessary to qualify for an 3 9.6% 6 10.7% 9
occupational license or employment. o - L o o

7.1% 5 5.
13.
19,
19.4% - - 6 6.6

1 3.2% - - 1 1.9
2.

10.

7%
8%

6%

3%

7%

3%

TOTALS 31 100.0% 56 100.0% 87

100, 0%

*These admission standards -are additional to those required for in-titutional admission. Although specific to
range of different program areas, these data have been pooled for use in this report.

**Répresents the summed total of institutional and program area responses. .

iy

3

£



Items incluced on Part B (Initial Admission or Program A 2a Admission) and Part C (Admitted Students who are on Wai
on the Public Occupational Education Admission Equity Opinionnaire (POEAED), Means (X)
y of the Degree of

Table 3

for the Total Populations' Ratings on Each Item, and a Summar

24

7 ) ting Listg)
ant 5tandard Deviations

Equity Associated with the Items
Parts B and ( . Part B _Part C_ PartB Part C ]
item . P ~ Total Total High Degree Low Degree High Degree Low Dearee
umber Ttem Description ?g§uiatiaﬁ ?99g1ati§n of Equity of Equity of Equity of Equity
X SO+ x)  50*¥ )
*]. Standardized aptitude test scores. 3.17 1.11 3.31 1.14 1 4w
*2. Previous overall grade point average. 3.11 1.22 3.21 1.24 3 3
*3. Individual interviews by counselers 3,98 .96 3.98 .99 gree g =
and/or instructors,
*4, Standardized achievement test scores. 3.07 1.06 3.11 1.08 1 1
*5. Existing geographic boundaries and/er 2.11 1.25 2.15 1.20 Brws Brvs
sending school boundaries. |
£. Admission of an equal number of 2.11 127 2.02 1.2 Pk 6=~
students from a1l sending schools.
7. A lottery selection system for all 1.55 .97 1.57 .98 grex gwws
admissions. :
- . _ _ _ -
*B. Recommendations by others. 2.77 1.25 2.78 1.2% 2 1
8. Admission of a proportional number of 2.43 1,327 2.39 1.32 LA Guws
students based on the size of each
sending school's student population
1D. The first students to apply will be  3.03 “1.48 3,17 1.49 . S5wes 1 Eree 1
the first students admitted. '
*11. . Standardized interest inventory 2.94 -1.10 2.9z 1.77 1
test scores.
*12. Admission preference given to low 2.43 1.03 2.48 1.18 b 3
enrolIment program areas.
*13. Degree of proficiency in the 2.96 1.12 2.95 1.19 1 1 _
English Language. *
14. Standardized intelligence test scores. 2.59 1.10 2.53 1.12 1 2
15. Admission preference given to students 2,46 1,31 2.57 1.39 1 3 2 1
who are women, minority group members,
handicapped, or disadvantaged.
i . . . 1
16. Standardized work sample or 3.3 1.2 3.4 1.2 2 '
performance test scores. . gres
"17. Ability to meet minimal physical 3.79 198 3.70 1.25 Bee*
performance levels or standards
necessary to an occupational
Ticense or employment, fevs
*1B. Minimum age requirements necessary 3.54 1.24 3.54 1.24 Gaas '
to qualify for an occupational
license or employment. 4
R . _ _ % = i i
19. Standardized personality test 2.26 1.00 2.29 1.4 4 7
scores. 7 . e ———— — )
- Admissf@n standards and practices which were identified on Phase 1 of this investigation,
*+ Unbfased estimates of popuiation standard deviation. X
o e e el ebos } : U 4 and 5) or low degree
*w Represents the upper or lower 20% of the ftems which were rated vYor their high degree of equity ( lower 201 of the high

EE

f nd 2). A rating of 9 indicates that a particular item was ud 7
e’ ulty it g ) or low degree of equity ratings (1 and 2) by each
. ETA programs, community colleges, advi
In instances where two or more

degree of equity ratings (4 and &

which included the total population, AVIC's, €
administrators, counselors, and instructors.
which normally represents the upper or lower

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

20% all items were included.

iy .
~ O

was included in the upper .or T £ Lhe
of the 9 categorical groupings,
sory -councils, advocacy groups,
{tems were tied for the fourth position



Table 4

Range of Means (M) for the Total Population and Groups
on the Items in Parts B and C of the Public
Occupational EducaticnrAdmission
Equity Opinionnaire
Part B - Initial Admission or Program Area Admission

“Total [nstitution or Affiliation (AT) — T T ’Tft]efﬁFﬁRéle'Cateéory'(AE) K

__Pooulation —AVIC _ CETAT CC ADVISORY — ADVOCACY ~ ~ ADMIN  COUNS INSTR

Low 1.55 1.5 1.44 1.78 1.33 1.64 .58 2.29 1.36
item (B7)  (87) (87) (87,819)  (87) (89) (B7) (87) (B7)

High 3.98  4.03 4.22 3.94 3.89 " .26 3.9] 4.07 . 4.22
item (83) (B3) . B3) (817,818) (B17) (B3) (B3) (B17) (B3)

Part C - Admitted Students Who Are on Waiting Lists

Total ~_Institution or-Affiliation Title or Role Category

Population —  AVIC  — CETA “CCT T ADVISORY — ADVOCACY — ROMIN — COUNS——— INSTR

Low 1.57  1.57 - .].33 1.72 1.41 . 1.42 1.72 2.00 1.31
Item (C7) (C7) (C7) (C6) (7) (C7) (c7) (C6,C7) (C7)

High 3.98  3.98 3.78 4.06 3.94 4.17 3.94 4,00 4.03
Item (C3)  (C3) (C3) (c18) (C3) (c3) (€3) (C3) (c3)

74



Table &

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) on Repeated Measures A.;lied to the Responses of the
Total Population on the 19 Items in Part B (Initial or Program Area
Admissior) and Part C (Admitted Students Who ArsOn Waiting Lists) on
the Public Occupational Education Admission Equity Opiniomnaire

!nstitutlan or Affmm:m (A1) - Part a

Source af 5s E E féth} 7 Signﬁiﬂcaﬁ;e
Amon - 7 - } 7777 7
Sroups [ 24.11 6.03 1.50 .2
Ervor 163 656.17 4.03
Among . 7
Items 18 485.05 £6.95 22.40 .00
interaction 72 134.55 1.87 1.55 : .00
ghten® roup) 2934 3530.15 1.20

Title oir Role Eiieg@ry (A?) - Part B

) Source of s " me Significance
&rstss ‘ 2.8 670 1.6 16
Error 162 658.84 4.07
fen: 18 475.41 26.41 “21.88 .00
1 tteracétinn 72 110.30 1.53 1.27 .06
em* L _
roup) 2916 3520.07 1.21

Iﬂ;titutinn or Affilhtian (Al) - Part C

Source e s M £ ratfo Stgnificance
Groups q 29.21 7.30 1.37 .24
Error 163 866.29 3N
© Among , R
Itens 18 508.98 28.28 22.99 .00
I It.tgnct.tm 72 120.55 1.67 1.3 .02
JLem Group) 204 3606.06 1.23

Title or Role »Cétggnry (AE} Part C

hurce af ss Hs F ratio Significance
pnong. 4 16.55 an .76 .55
Error 162 879.18 5.43
Among
Itee ] ] 500.44 27.80 22.44 : .00
!I}tteeli;l EEt:gl'l‘p) 72 7 79:&;29 1.3 1.10 .26
rror 2016 s 1.24



