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1.0 OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY OF RESULTS

1.1 Introduction

The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act, signed into law 1in
October, 1984, was intended to amend and clarify federal vocational education
policy as defined by the Vocational Education Act of 1963. The Perkins Act
(PL 98-524) had two primary objectives: (1) to assure acczss to quality
vocational education programs for individuals who are inadequately served by
vocational education, and (2) to expand, improve and modernize vocational

education programs in the United States.

Titie IV, Section 403 of the Perkins Act required the U.S.
Depar:ment of Education to conduct independent studies and analyses of the
programs funded through this legislation. This assessment was to include
descriptions and evaluations of vocational education across the country,
including the vocational activities and services funded by the Perkins Act,
the changes in vocational education since the passage of the law, and the
coordination of vocational education with employment and Ctrainiog
activities., To carry out this mandate, the Department of Education
established the National Assessment of Vocational Education (NAVE) to gather

information abou:t current vocational educational practices.

This study of the state and local response to the Perkins Act,
conducted by Abt Associates, is one of several major studies commissioned by
NAVE. The study involved qualitative case studies of state and local
practices as well as a national survey of local vocational providers. Results
will be used by NAVE as it prepares its report to Congress. In addition,
study reports will be provided to Congress as 1t deliberates cthe

reauthorization of the Perkins Act.

This report presents findings from a national survey of secondary
and postsecondary institutions offering vocational education. A companion
volume* ccntains the results of case studies conducted in nine state and

twenty—-seven communities.

“*Millsap, M.A., Wood, C., Jastrzab, J., and Marden, C. (1989).
State and Local Response to the Perkins Act: Case Study Analysis. Cambridge,
MA: Abt Associates Inc.




In this chapter, we describe the development and conduct of the
surveys as well as the selection of the nationally representative sample of
local vocational providers. The last section of the chapter presents a

summary of major findings.

1.2 Purpose of the Survey

Since there had been no systematic collection >f information from
local vocational providers sinc: the passage of the Perkins Act, NAVE
contracted with Abt Associates to conduct a national survey cf vocational
education practices at the secondary and postsecondary levels. The purpose of
the survey was to collect syst.omatic, descriptive information from local
providers about the use of Perkirs' funds and about general changes 1in

vocational education.

Two surveys were developed, ome for the secondary level and another
for the postsecondary levei. The two questionnaires contain many common
questions to enable a ccmparison between vocational educational programs and
services at the two education levels. However, each survey also has unique
questions <~hat address issues specific to secondary and postsecondary

education.

Five general topics for survey questcions were identified by the

National Assessment of Vocational Education as key to their information needs:
+ General information about vocational providers;

« Activities undertaken with Purkins' Title ITA and TIB
funding;

+ Difficulties associated with specific requirements of
the legislation;

« Changes in vocational education over the last five
years; and

+ VYocarional education and the Job Training Partnership
Act (JTPA).
General information about vrcational providers was important in order to
describe the sample of respondents as well as to discuss the context of
vocational education at the local level. Questions focused on the number of

students, size of vocational budget, and goals of wvocational education in

[ ]
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districts and institvtions. In addition, on the secondary survey, informatiocn

was obtained ahout high schocl graduation requirements.

The Perkins Act directed states tn apportion the Basic State Grants
(Title II monies) from the federal government in the following way: 537% to the
Vocational Education Opportunities Program (Title IIA) to fund programs for
special populations; and 43% to the Vocational Education Improvement,
Innovation and Expansion Program (Title IIB) to expand or develop high quality
education programs. The special populations targeted for Title IIA funds
included: handicapped students; disadvantaged students, encompassing
academically disadvantaged, economically disadvantaged and limited-English-
proficient students; adults in need of training or retraining; single
parents/homemakers; and individuals participating in programs designed to
promote sex equity in vocationai education. The major purpose of the surveys
was to describe the amount of Title IIA and IIB funds spent and the ways in
which districts and institutions used these federal wvocational education

dollars.

The Perkins Act mandated that the federal dollars for handicapped
and disadvantaged students could be used only for the additional or excess
costs of supplemental services or programs for these students. In addition,
the law required that the Title IIA funds for disadvantaged, handicapped and
adults as well as the Title IIB funds for program improvement must be matched
either by state or local funds. In order to look at the impact of these
restrictions on local vocaticnal providers, the survey included several
questions asking whether the excess cost and matching requirements affected a
district's or institution's ability to access and utilize these federal

vocational dollars.

To address Congress' request to collec: information about the status
of vocational education across the country, a series of survey questions
focused on changes in vocational education in three areas: (1) student
encollments, (2) wvocational course offerings, and (3) course content,
supplemental services and other program activities. Since public educaticn 1in
general has undergone widespread changes over the last five years as a result
of the education reform movement, these questions asked about changes between

the 1982-83 and 1986-87 school years.
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The last section of each survey focused on funding from the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA). Questions addressed the amount of funds
received by districts and institutions and whether expenditures were related
to vocational education. This information was collected in order to explore
the extent of coordination between vocational education and JTPA programs, as
wvell as tu calculate the relationship between JTPA funding and funding from

the Perkins Act.

1.3 Survey Procedures

This section discusses briefly the development and pretest of the
questionnaires as well as the sample selection procedures. In addition, the
rimeframe of the survey mail-out is described, along with the efforts

undertaken to maximize the response rate.

Survey Development

Several groups of individuals were consulted during the development
of the two survey instruments, and their comments and suggestions were
incorporated into successive revisions of the questionnaires. In addition to
staff from the Netional Assessment of Vocational Education, members of the
study's Advisory Pinel, representing state direccors of vocational education
as well as researchers in vocational education, reviewed both
questionnaires. The surveys also were sent to a number of state directors, to
state administrators involved in collecting vocational data from local
education agencies, ard to nationally known researchers in vocational

education.

The secondary survey was field-tested in seven sites across four
states. These pretest sites included districts with comprehenrive high
schools offering vocational education as well as secondary area vocational
schools, and represented large, wurban schools and smaller suburban
districrs. The postsecondary survey was field-tested at ifour sites 1n two
states, and included community colleges as well as postsecondary area

vocational schools.

The final version of the secondary surv ; was reviewed and approved
by the Committee on Education Information Systems (CEIS) within the Council of

Chief State School Officers. Both the secondary and postsecondary
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questionnaires were approved by the federal Office of Management and Budget

(OMB) .

Sample Design

In order order to fully describe vocational education practices at
the secondary and postsecondary level, we were interested in obtaining survey
data from three types of local providers: school districts, area vocational
schools ap4 postsecondary institutions offering vocational education, We did

not include for-profit or proprietary schools that offer vocational training.

The potential respondents for the secondary survey included public
school districts or local education agercies (LEAs) that provide vocational
education in grades 9-12 as well as area vocational schools (AVS) that are
administered separately from school districts. School districts may offer
vocational education at comprehensive high schools (i.e., offer a full range
of academic and vocational courses) and/or at vocational high schools in the
distriet (i.e., primarily offer vocational education). In contrast, area
vocational schools (AVS) offer vocational education to students from a number
of "sending" school districts. In this study, the AVS targeted were those
administered separately from school districts, usually by a separate director

or superintendent and often by their own Board of Education.

Ar the postsecondary level, we wer= interested in community
colleges, postsecondary area vocational schools, technical institutes, and
four-year colleges or universities of fering prebaccalaureate vocational
programs. Since we excluded colleges and universities that do not offer
prabaccalaureate vocational programs, it is important to keep in mind that as
we talk about results from the postsecondary survey, we are not describing ail

‘possible types of postsecondary institutions.

In order to obctain national estimates, initial samples of 1500
secondary providers and 500 postsecondary providers were selected in a
stratified two-stage cluster design. In the first stage, eighteen states were
selected from among all states in the country. The second stage of sampling

involved selecting districts and institutions from within these states.

The eighteen states were selected on the basis of total vocational

enrollments as reported by the National Center for Education Statistics. The



seven larges: states in terms of enrollment were selected with certainty. The
remaining non-certainty states were selected through probability proportional
to size sampling based on four stratification variables: census region, total
per pupil expenditures, percent of students in postsecondary education and
changes over the last five years in core course requirements for high school
graduation. These variables were selected to yield a nationally representa-
tive sample on key issues of importan-e to vocational education. Because the
number of strata exceeded the sample size of non-certainty states, the method

of controlled selection was used to allocate the sample to the strata.

Once the eighteen states were selected, individual districts and
postsecondary insctitutions were selected based on vocational enrollments
obtained from state education offices. Using Chese enrollment data, cases
were selected through probability proportional to gize sampling so that a
greater number of large districts and institutions wculd be included in the
sample. Since the number of AVS in the 18 sample states was small, we
selected all of the AVS in order to be able to obtain reliable data for chis

group of secondary providers.

The secondary sample totaled 1502, including 1121 school districts

and 381 asrea vocational schools. The postsecondary sample included 502

institutions.

Survey Mail=-out and Follow-up

The secondary and postsecondary surveys were mailed to respondents
during the first week of April, 1988. Two weeks later a postcard was sent CLO
all respondents. Thies served as a notification that a survey had been mailed,
so that if it had not “een received another could be sent, and as a reminder
to complete the questionnaire. As 2a result of telephone calls from respon-

dents, approximately 150 surveys were sent out in a second mailing.

One month after initial mail-out, telephone calls were made to those
in the sample from whom we had not received a completed survey. After these

calls, a third mailing of approximately 200 surveys went out.

During June of 1988, Abt staff contacted the remaining non-
respondents by telephcne in order to ask a subset of key questions. At least

two attempts w-re made to contact each nonrespondent, so that this process

<)
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would not introduce bias into the original sampling plan. The questions asked
over the telephone pertained to the uses of Perkins' funds and general

descriptive information.

1.4 Response Rate and Potential Response Bias

Atter the original sample was salected, we discovered that a small
number of respondents should not have been included in the sampling frame.
These included districts restricted to special education, schools that were
part of a larger district or institution (e.g., one campus of a multi~-campus
community college), or districts that offered no vocational education. These
cases were determinei to be ineligible and deleted from our total sample of
re;pondants. With these deletions, the secondary sample included 1106
districts and 359 AVS; the postsecondary sample was composed of 497

institutions.

Completed mail surveys were received from 714 school districts,
resulting in a response rate of 64.6%. Information was obtained from another
134 districts through telephone interviews, raising the response rate to
76.7%7. Mail surveys were received from 241 AVS (67.3%), with another 41 added
through telephone interviews. Thus, the response rate for secondary AVS was
78.7%.

Postsecondary surveys were received from 342 institutions through
the mail, resulting in a 68.8% response rate. After the telephone interviews,
we had postsecondary information from 437 institutions, yielding a response

rate of 87.9%.

In order to augment descriptive information available about school
districts, we obtained census information aoout all districts in the sample.
These data are utilized in the analyses presented later in this report.
However, this information also offers the chance to compare the districts that
responded to the secondary survey with those that did not respond, in order to

explore potential response bias.

Exhibit 1.1 presents this comparison between district respondents

and nonrespondents. Overall, there are few differences of great magnitude.

The average percentage of children below the tederal poverty level

is nearly identical among nonrespondents {13%) and respondents (14%).
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Exshibit 1.1

Characteristics of Survey Respondents and Nonrespondents

in 8chool Districts

Nonrespondent s Respondents
t Statistic of
Digstrict Characteristic Mean Median Mean Median Group Differences
Percentage of children below
poverty level 13.4 11.0 14.1 12.0 ~-1.07
Percentage of white students 86.6 95.0 81.0 91.0 4, 1 1%%%
Percentage of black students 7.5 1.0 8.8 2.0 -1.36
Percentage of Hispanic students 4.1 1.0 1.6 2.0 =5.00% %+
Number of schools 12.9 5.0 18.0 7.0 -2.01%
Number of students 1,926.9 2,315.0 11,779.8 3,806.0 -1.90
Number of teachers 434,9 146 .5 557.9 226.0 -1.68
Total n: 265 837

*p < .05
**% p < ,00l
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Districts that did not respond to the survey tended to have a higher
percentage of white students than respondents, although the difference is
small in magnitude (87% versus 81%). Nonresponding districts also tended to
have fewer Hispanic students, although again the differences, while
statistically diiferent, are not that large (4% versus 8%). In addition,
nonresponding districts have fewer schcols (13) than respending districts
(18).

In addition to the differences displayed in Exhibit 1.1, the
urbanicity of respondents differed froam that of nonrespondents. Specifically,
60X of nonrespondents are from rural areas, while only 48% of responding
districts are in rural areas. In addition, 13Z of responding districts are in
urban areas, compared with 727 of nonrespondents. The proportion of suburban
districts is nearly equivalent among respondents (39%) and nonrespondeats
» (342).

Taken together, these data suggest that districts responding tc the

survey vere more likely to be larger districts from urban areas with slightly

- more minority students. These also are the districts most likely to have
received large Perkins' allocations. Thus, it seems likely that the districts

that did nct ccmplete the questionnaire did not spend Perkins' funds, and thus

did not take the time to fill out the survey.

Since it appears that districts most l.kely to get Perkins' funds
were also most likely to fill out the questionnaire, it seems reasonable to
conclude that the nonresponses do not affect our ability ro describe the use
of Perkins' funds. However, we may overestimate the proportion of districts

receiving these federal dollars.

1.5 Creating National Estimates

Fach of the districts, AVS and postsecondary institutions responding
to the survey was assigned a sampling weight so that survey results could be
weighted to reflect national estimates. These weights were based on the
probability of the selection of the state from the first stage of sampling and
of the district or institution from the second stage of sampling. Once the
final sample of completed surveys was received, the weights weve ad)justed for

nonresponse within states.




All of the analyses presented in this report are based on these case

weights, which result in the following weighted sample sizes:

School districts 11,552
Secndary AVS 88l
Posts- - 1dary institutions 1,857

These weighted sample sizes yield the national estimates for all survey

results.

One problem with weighted data is that such large sample sizes tend
to inflate the significance levels of statistcical tests. Thus, a standardized
weight was creetad for each case by dividing rhe individual case weight by the
average weight for the group (i.e., district, AVS, postsecordary). In this
way, the :zverage scandardized weight is 1.00 and the sample sizes in
statistical analyses reflect the actual sample size. All statistical tests
use this standardized weight. However, in the presentation of results, the
unveighted sample size and the weighted sample size associated with the

nat.onal estimates are presentced.

1.6 . Symmary of Results

In this section, we summarize the key findings from the secon.ary

and postsecondary surveys.

Description of Districts and Institutions Offering Vocational Education

+ The majority of school dirtricts (81Z) nationvide cffer
vocational education in a single comprehensive high
school; 7771 of districts do not have a vocational high
school within the district. When the aumber of
vocational and comprehensive high schools are combined,
the results indicate that 641 of districts have ome high
school and 212 have two high schools offering vocational
educacion.

+ MNationally, 61% of districts offer the option of
attending an area or regional school outside of the
district for vocational programs. A higher proportion
of districts in suburban areas (741) provide access to
an AVS than districts in urban (59%) or rural areas
(421).



Tae majority of secondary area vocational schools (862)
primarily provide vocational and related instruction;
only 131 provide a full range of academic and vocational
courses. In most states, area vocational schools at the
secondary level are not full-time educatiopal experi-
ences; students attend their district comprehensive high
school for academic courses snd travel to che AVS for
part of a day, alternative weeks or some other combina-
tion of classes.

Porty percent ot postsecondary institutions offering
vocational education are designed for atudents to
transfer to four-yesr colleges; nearly 501 of post-
secondary institutions seek an equal balance between
transfer programs and occupational education prograams.

Vocatiooal Programs Offered

The wost prevalent vocational programs offered in school
districts are (a) home economics/consumer and homemaking
(952 of districts) and (b) business and office education
(83X of districts).

All of the AVS surveyed offer programs in trades and
industry. In addition, 911 offer programs in business
and office, 82X offer programs in health and 731 provide
technical training.

Business and office and health are the two most preva-
lent vocational oro4 rams at postsecondary institutions,
offered by approximately 90Z of institutions.

Coals of Vocational Education

In general, school districts indicatey that the primary
goals of secondary vncational education were to expose
students to various occupational areas and to impart
general skills necessary for further education or
training. In cootrast, secondary AVS and postsecondary
institutions rated preparing students for specific
occupations as the most important goal of their voca-
tional program.

Student Enrollment Patternsa

fnm average, total enrollments in school districts have
decreased 1.61 over the past five years. In secondary
AVS znd postsecondary institutions offering vocational
education, total enrasllmencs have increased
approximately 6Z, on average. However, while a few
institutions have seen large increases in enrollments,

Il
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sore than half of the AVS and postsecondary inszitutions
bave experienced a decline in overall student
enrollment.

High School Graduation Reguirenents

Fifty—one percent of districts have raised math require-
ments for graduation by ome course Or more between 1982-
83 and 1986—87; 42Z of districts increased their science
requirements by one course over the past five years.

The percentage of ~istricts requiriung vocational educa-
tion courses for graduation cose from 181 in 1982-83 to
341 in 1986-87; in addition, 76% of districts count
vocational courses with academic content towvards high
school graduation requirements.

Proportion of Districts and Institutions Spending Perkins' Funds

A greater proportion of secondary AVS than school
districts spent Perkins' funds in 1986-87. More than
801 of secondary AVS spent Perkins' funds for handi-
capped and disadvantaged students, as compared with
approximately 502 of school districts. Half of the AVS
spent Perkins' funds for program improvesment, while only
26% of districts spent these federal dollars.

At the postsecondary level, community colleges were more
likely to spend Perkins' funds than postsecondary AVS,
technical iastitutes or four—year colleges offering
vocational programs. Approximately 70Z of community
colleges spent Perkins' handicapped, iisadvantaged or
program improvement funds, compared wicth about half of
other types of postsecondary institutions.

An equal proportion of secondary and postsecondary
providers spent Perkins' funds for handicapped and
disadvantaged students. As would be expected, more
postsecondary institutions spent Perkins' funds for
adults and single parents/homemakers. However, the
proportion of postsecondary institucions spending
Perkins' funds for sex equity and program improvement
also is greater than the proportion of school districts

and secondary AVS spending these Perkins' funds.

Postsecondary institutions that did nmot spend Perkins'
funds were more likely than secondary providers to
indicate that they did not know about the program. In
contrast, the majority of school districts that did not
ceceive funding indicated that they did not apply
because the likely awards were too small.
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Amount of

School districts that did not spend Perkins' funds
generally have smaller enrollments than districts
spending these federal dollars.

School districts spending Perkins' funds were more
likely to be in urban araas than in rural or suburban
areas. Mearly all urban districts (94%) spent handi-
capped and disadvantaged funds, compared with 541 of
suburban and approximately 45% of rural districts.
Fifty-six percent of urban districts spent Perkins'
program improvement money, compared with 292 of suburban
and 232 of rural districts.

Districts spending Perkins' funds had a higher propor-
tion of nonwhites than districts without these federal
vocational funds. However, the percentage of students
below the poverty level was not related to spending
Perkins' funds. :

Parkins' Funds Spent

The total amount of Perkins' Title IXIA and IIB funds
spent by Cthe average secondary AVS ($151,463) was
significantl» larger than the total expenditure by the
average schooi district ($42,460). Half of all school
districts spent less than $38,000 in total Perkins' funds
during 1986-1987, while the median total expenditure at
AVS was just over $91,000. However, because therc are
more school districts than AVS rationally, districts
accounted for 711 and AVS 297 of the total Perkins'
spending by secondary providers.

At the postsecondary level, the Perkins' expenditure by
commnity colleges averaged $155,181; at other types of
postsecondary institutions, total Perkins' expenditures
averaged $185,468. Total Perkins' expenditures were
nearly evenly divided between community colleges and
other types of postsecondary institutions, although
community colleges have nearly 1.5 times more students.

An estimated total of $645.7 million dollars in Perkins'
funds was spent by districts and institutions in
1986-87. Of that amount, 627 was spent by secondary
providers and 38% by postsecondary inatitutions.

On average, AVS spent significantly more per student in
total Pe-kins' dollars ($143) than either school
districts ($43) or postsecondary institutions ($128).
The median per student value also was higner for AVS
($87) than for postsecondary institutions (§72) or
districts ($20). These figures are based on "head
counts”" of total student enrollment ir school districts
and AVS, and FTE enrollments at postsecondary institu-
tions.

13

o b



How Districts and Institutions Spent Perkins' Funds in 1986-87

School districts and postsecondary institutions were
most likely to spend Perkins' handicapped funds on
guidance, assessment or counseling; paraprofessionals or
sides in the regular vocational classroom; and equip~
ment. PFor example, more than half of all districts and
postsecondary institutions spent a portion of their
bandicapped funds on guidance, assessmant or counseling,
averaging 241 of their handicapped expenditures.

Secondary AVS were most likely to spend bhandicapped
funds on direct instructional costs such as teachers or
classroom aides. Sixty—-two percent of AVS spent an
average o° 362 of Perkins' handicapped monics to pay for
paraprofessionals or aides in the. regular vocational
classroom. Handicapped funds were used by 371 of AVS to
pay teachers' salaries for sepsrate vocational classes,
averaging 191 of their Perkins' expeaditures for handi-
capped students.

On average across providers, a larger proportion of
bandicapped funds was used to support the special needs
of handicapped students in regular or msinstreamed voca-
tional classes than for separate classes.

School districts were most likely to spend Perkins'
funds for disadvantaged students on guidance, assessment
or counseling; equipment; or paraprofessionsls/aides in
regular vocational classes. More than half of all
districts spent sowe Perkins' disadvantaged money on
guidance, assesssent or counseling, averaging 22%Z of
their total disadvantaged expenditures during 1986-87.
Approximately 30% of districts spent disadvantaged funds
on equipment or classroom aides, averaging about 152 of
their disadvantaged expenditures.

On average, AVS vere most likely to spend disadvantaged
funds on direct instruction. Sixty-one percent of AVS
spent disadvantaged ‘unds on paraprofessionals or aides
for regular vocati :l classes, averaging 331 of their
total disadvantagec expenditures in 1986~87. Approxi-
mately one third of AVS used disadvantaged funds for
teachers' salaries, averaging 182 of spending, and basic
skills instruction, averaging 13%Z of spending.

rostsecondary institutions were must likely to wuse
Perkins' disadvantaged funds on aides in the regular
vocational classroom; basic skills inscructicn; and
guidance, assessment Or counseling services. Sixty
percent of postsecondary institutions spent an average
of 20 of Perkins' disadvantaged funds on guidance,

-



o assessment and counseling. Approximately 401 of
institutions spent disadvantaged funds on basic skills
instruction in nonvocational classes or aides in
vocational classes, each accounting for approximately
20% of their disadvantaged funds.

e In districts and AVS, Perkins' funde for limited-

Baglish-proficient (LEP) students wes. spent primarily

' on classrcom aides and guidance, assessment or counsel-
ing services.

e Across the three types of providers, th= most prevalent
uses of Perkins' adult funds were for teachers in
separate classes; guidance, assessment or counseling
services} and equipment.

» Across providers, the largest proportion of Perkins'
funds for single parents/homemakers (25-30%1) was used
for guidance, assessment or counseling services. In
addition, approximately 15X of Perkins' single
parenc/nomemaker funds paid for teachers in separate
vocational classes.

e The two most prevalent uses of Perkins' funds for sex
equity were to recruit students to nontraditional fields
- and to provade counseling and career development
activities. More than half of all districts, AVS and
postsacondary institutions receiving sex equity funds
used these federal dollars for these activities,
accounting for approximately 20X of spending.

, + The majority of program improvement funds was spent on
- equipment in  1986-87. Approximately 80-85Z of
vocational providers spent a portion of their program
improvement funds on equipment. School disrricts spent
an average of 63X of program improvement funds on
equipment, with half of districts spending more than 751
of their Title IIB funds in this one category. At
secondary AVS, an average of 621 of program improvement
funds wvas spent on equipment, with half of all schools
spending more than 807 on equipment. Postsecondary
institutions spent on average of 54% of Title IIB funds
Jn equipment, with 60% of institutions spending all of
their Title IIB money in this one category.

Supplemental Services for Handicapped and Disadvantaged Secondary Students

e Approximately balf of all districts and AVS provis -
counseling and assessment services to all handicappea
and disadvantaged students. Another 20Z of responden:s
provided assessment and counseling services to most
handicapped and disadvantaged students.

2%
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Changes in Student Enrollments in Vocational Education 1982-83 to 1986-87

Other types of supplemental services, such as modified
curriculum or remedial basic skills instruction, were
generally not offered to all handicapped and disadvan—-
taged student..

School districts receiving Perkins' handicapped funds
wvere more likely to provide high-cost supplemental
services such as modified facilities and equipment for
handicapped s:udents than were districts without these
federal funds.

Although the oumber of AVS chat did not spend bhandi-
capped or disadvantaged funds was small, these
institutions werc less likely to provide assessment and
counseling services than AVS with these funds.

The size of the district or AVS was not related to the
likelihood of providing supplemental services to a
greater proportion of students.

The enrollment of handicapped students in vocational
education has increased in 57% of secondary AVS, while
it remained unchanged in 63% of school districts and 632
of postsecondary institutions.

The majority of AVS (61I) and postsecondary institutions

(62%) reported an increase of more than 10X in the.

nusber of disadvantaged students enrolled in vicetional
education. Moreover, 52Z of AVS and 621 of postsecond-
ary institutions where totsl student enrollments had
declined reported an increase in che nusber of
disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education.

Nearly 46X of AVS and 34% of postsecondary institutions
reported decreases in overall vocational enrollments of
sove than 10Z. In contrast, 40 of school districts
reported no or minisuam enrollment shifts.

Postsecondary institutions with increases in vocational
enroliment were most likely to attribute this upswing to
increased student interest in vocational educatiom or .o
increased recruitment of students.

Postsecondary institutions with decreases in vocational
enrollment were most likely to cite decreases in the
number of students coming directly from high school and
overall decreases in institution enrollmerts as factors
in these declines.

Secondary AVS and school districts were most likely to
cite increased graduation requirements as factors
reiated to declines in vocational enrollments.

16
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When asked about changes in specific program areas,
respondents indicated that student enrollments were most
likely to have decreased in agriculture; home economics/
consumer and homemaking; and trades and industry
programs.

Changes in Vocational Courses 1982-83 to 1986-87

In general, the number of vocational course: ‘ffered in
school districts has rsmained unchanged ove. the last
five years. In particular, more than 70Z of diutricts
reported no change in the number of courses or teaching
personnel in health or in marketing and distribution
programs. Approximately 58% of districts reporied no
change in course offerings in agriculture, home
economics/consumer and homemaking, technical, or trades
and industry programs.

Courses offerings were most likely to have been expanded
ever the last five years in technical programs and
business and office education, particularly at AVS and
postsecondary institutions. FPifty-four percent of
secondary AVS, 49% of postsecondary institutioss and 321
of school districts reported expanding course offerings
in business and office programs. In technical programs,
S0Z of postsecondary inst’tutions, 35Z of secondary AVS
and 281 of districts expanded course offerings over the
last five years.

Courses in agriculture and trades and industry were most
likely to have been reduced over the last five years,
particularly at AVS and postsecondary institutions.
Twenty-seven percent of secondary AVS, 31 of post-
secondary institutions and 21ZI of school districts
reported reducing course offerings in agriculture
programs. In trades ind industry, 23T of postsecondary
institutions, 22% of secondary AVS and 262 of districts
reduced course offerings ovar the last five years.

Where course offerings were expanded, greater student
interest was oune r:ison for this expansion cited by a
ma jority of respondents across program areas.

A desire to meet increased labor market demands was
cited as an important reason for expanding programs in
marketing and distribution, technical ctraining, and
:rades and industry by each type of vocational provider.

Additional federal funding from the Perkins Act was
cited by approximately 20-302 of respondents as related
to expanding vocational course offerings in specific
program areas. For example, 23% of school districtu
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indicated that an increase in these federal funds was an
important factor in expanding technical programs. Among
postsecondary institutions expanding prograes, 372 cited
Perkins' funds as a reason for expanding course
offerings in trades and industry, 321 in home economics
and 27% in business and office programs.

Decreased student interest and declining vocational
enrollments were the two reasons cited most often as
related to reducing vocational course offerings.

Responses to advances in technology was the most
frequent type of change in course content rapurted by
districts (62%2), AvS (80Z), and postsecondary
institutions (84%).°

Remedial basic skills instruction and supplemental
services for handicapped or disadvantaged students have
been added or expanded over the last five years by 60~
707 of AVS and postsecondary institutions. Among school
districts, while 40-50Z creported expanding these
services, approximstely 40X indicated that these
services had remsined unchanged over the last five
years, suggesting that remedial basic skills instruction
and supplemental services were already in place in many
districts.

Vocational Educatioo and the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

Only 25% of school districts received JTPA funds in
1986-87, compared with 651 of asecondary AVS and 602 of
postsecondary institutions.

The majority (62%) of school districts receiving JTPA
funds were avarded Title IIB wonies for summer youth, as
compared with only 36% of AVS and postsecondary institu-
tions.

A large. percentage of postsecondary institutions than
secondary providers rece ved JTPA funds for dislocated
workers (Title III) and 8% coordination graats.

9n average, the total JTPA avard toO districts
($110,016), AVS ($95,014) and postsecondary institutions
($222,105) was not statistically different, since there
was a wide range of funds received. However, the median
awvard to postsecondary institutions ($58,528) was also
higher than the median among districts ($20,000) and AVS
(544,154).
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Among providers receiving funds from both Perkins' and
JTPA, the average JTPA award to districts and
postsecondary institutions was three times greater than
that from Perkins; the two scurces of funds were nearly
equivalent at AVS.

Performanca-based contracts were accepted by approxi-
mately 60Z of AVS and postsecondary institutions, but
only 41% of school districts. The most common reason
cited by each type of provider why these funds were not
accepted is that the size of the award was not worth the
cisk if performance standards were not met.
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- 2.0 DESCRIPTION OF DISTRICTS AND INSTITUTIONS CFFERINC VOCATIONAL

EDUCATION
2.1 Introduction

The secondary and postsecondary surveys each 1ncluded general
descriptive questions about school districts and institutions offering voca-
tional education. In this section, we describe five characteristics of
districts and institutions: (1) school and district size; (2) mission and
activities; (3) vocational programs offered; (4) primary goals of vocational
education; and (5) high school graduation requirements. In later chapters,
these descriptor variables will be incorporated into the analyses of the

expenditures of Perkins' funds and the nature of vocational program offerings.

2.2 Size of Districts and Institutions

Student Enrollment

The number of students enrolled is a primary indicator of the size
of an educational institution. This variable is of concern to the present
study for s number of reasons. First, since the handicapped and disadvantaged
funds arz distributed by formula under the Perkins Act, it is important to be
- able to look at the amount of funds spent and the category of expenditures in
relation to district or school size. For example, some smaller districts may
receive minimal federal funds that preclude certain types of expenditures
(e.g., purchase of vocational equipment or staff salaries), Second, the types
of vocational programs and services offered may vary by size cf district, with
smaller districts offering a narrower range of programs. Third, increases or
decreases in overall student enrollment may affect vocational programs, as

districts respond to changing reeds and limited resources.

On the secondary survey, we asked respondents for the total number
of students enrolled in grades 9-12 during the 1986-87 and 1982-83 school
years. This earlier school year was 3elected as a point just prior to the

publication of A Nation at Risk, which precipitated widespread educational

reforms. With this information, we are able to calculate changes in student

anrollment over the past five years.
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Survey questions focused on total student enrollments as che most
reliable and readily available indicator of school size. Questions about
enrollments in vocational programs and enrollment of handicapped and disad-
vantaged students were not included; previous efforts to collect this
information at the national level resulted in great difficulty obtaining
comparable data. For example, school districts vary on whether they maintain
duplicated or unduplicated student counts and whether they count students
taking vocational courses or only students enrolled in a vocational program
(i.e., a sequenced course of study). _Instead of actusl counts, we asked
respondents for the percentage change in handicapped, disadvantaged and
vocational enrollments over the last five years (presented in Chapter 6 of

this reporc).

In school districts, total student enrollment figures include
students taxing both vocational and nonvocational courses. In area vocational
schools, this figure reflects the size of the vocational enterprise. For
schools and districts whose high schools include only grades 10-12, an option
was provided for reporting enrollment in only these three grade levels; for
comparability, these figures were adjusted in the analysis to escimate enroll-

ment in grades 9-12.

The postsecondary survey inquired about the total number of students
enrolled (i.e., 8 "head count") during the 1986-87 and 1982-83 academic years.
In addition, we asked for the total full-time equivalenr (FTE) postsecondary

enrollment during those two years.

Summary stat stics of the student enrollment data are presented in
Exhibit 2.1. The average size of school districts in 1986-87 was 939 students
in grades 9 through 12, with a range from 22 to more than 158,000 students. A
tocal of 10.5 million students were enrolled in school districts that offer
vocational programs. However, half of districts nationwide have less than 365

students at tne secondary level.

5econdary area vocational schools are slightly larger chan
districrs, on average, with a mean of 1766 and median of 939 scudents.
However, the range ot school size is smaller (20 to 62,543 students) as is che
total number of students attending (1.3 million). It is important to realize
that these AVS enrollment figures are "head counts", that is, the total number

of students attending. Since most AVS offer educational programs on a part-
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Exhibit 2.1

National Estimates of Student Enrollment Figures During 1986-87
in School Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools and
Postsecondary Institutions Offering Vocational Education

Student Enrollment 1986-87

Lavel and Type of Standard
) Institution Mean Deviation Median Range Total
Secondary
School districts, 939 3,547 364 22-158,563 10,466,384

grades 9-12%

- Ares vocational 1,766 3,317 939 20-62,543 1,312,305
schools, "Hgnd count”
grades 9-12

Total 990 3,538 388 20-158,563 11,778,689
Postszcondary
Community colleges
FTES 4,093 10,011 1,853 185-93,467 3,709,392
"Head count'd 7,112 9,810 3,519 120-105,000 6,505,834

Area vocational schools,
four~year colleges and
universities, technical

institutes
FTE® p 2,881 5,780 573 60~51.979 2,239,925
"Head ~7unt' 4,042 5,509 2,000 131-54,630 3,300,227
Total
FTE 3,533 8,348 1,213 60-93,467 5,949,318

"Head count" 5,664 8,214 2,950 120-105,000 9,806,062

dWeighted n=11,152; unweighted n= 802
bweighted n=  743; unweighted n= 235
‘Weighted n= 906; unweighted n= 295
dweighted n= 915; unweighted n= 299
®Weighted n= 778; unweighted n= 104
fWeighted na 8173 unweighted n= 107




day or alternate week basis, these estimates are higher than full-rime=

equivalent (FTE) enrollments would be Ior these institutions.

When the enrollment figures for districts and AVS are combined, the
results indicate that an estimated 11.8 million secondary students were
enrolled in schools or districts offering vocational education during 1986-
87. This figure is slightly lower than the 12.5 million students enrolled
during that same year as reported by the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) im The Condition of Education, 1988. We would not expect

these figures to be identical for two reasons: (1) students attending
district high schools for academic courses and AVS for part-time vocatiornal
programs would be double~counted in our total and (2) some districts included
in the NC3S counts do not offer veocational education. Nevertheless, the fact
that the two figures are so close increases the validity of our national

estimates.

The postsecondary enrollments in Exhibit 2.l are separated out for
community colleges and other types of vocational providers. On the post-
secondary survey, respondeénts were asked to describe their institution.
Responses indicated that 52% of postsecondary institutions offering vocational
programs are community colleges. Slightly more Lhan one third of postsecon-
dary institutions with vocational programs are public vocational-technical
instictutes or area vocational schools. A small proportion (62Z) of institu-
tions are four-year colleges or universities offering associate degrees or
certificates. Because of the snall number in this lacter category, their
enrollment figures are combined with postsecondary AVS and technical insti-

tutes in Exhibit 2.l.

The average enrollment during 1986-87 in community colleges offering
vocational training was 4093 FTE students and 7112 students based on a "head
count." The median FTE enrollment --as 1853, with a range from 185 to 93,467
students. A total of 3.7 million FTE students were enrolled in community

colleges, with the total head count at 6.5 million.

Postsecondary institutions other than community colleges tend to be
smaller, with an average FTE enrollment of 2881 students ana an average head-
count of 4042. The median FTE for these insrcitutions was only 573 students,
while the median head count was 2000 studencs. These smaller enrollments

possibly reflect the fact that postsecondary area vocational schools,
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rechnical institutes and colleges generally would encompass a single
institution, while enrollments at community colleges often include students at

multiple sites or campuses.

When all categories of postsecondary institutions are combined, the
average FTE enrollment during 1986~-87 was just over 3500 students. The
aversge head count among all postsecondary institutions offering vocational
programs was 5664 students. The total FTE student figures for postsecondary
institutions was 5.9 million students, and the total head count 9.8 million
students. This estimated total head count is close to the 9.6 million enroll-
ment figure for public institutions of higher education during the 1986

academic year reported Oy NCE: in The ondition of Education: Postsecondary

Education.

In Exhibit 2.2, histograms of student enrollments in districts, AVS
and postsecondary institutions are displayed. These categorizations of
enrollment figures revesl s differant distribution of enrollments in school
districts as compared with secondary area vocational schools and postsecondary
institutions. More than one quarter of school districts report enrolling
between 100 and 300 students. These results suggest that they are generally
more small than large school districts nationwide. In contrast, approximately
one quarter of secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions report 1,000-2,500

students.

Unfortunately, NCES does nct present enrollment figures by size
category. Thus, we have no readily available <comparison for these

distributions.

Change in Enrollments 1982-83 to 1986~87

Changes in student enrollments are of great conc2rn to educators.
Increased enrollments have put a burden on some school districts, while
decreases have nacessitated closing schools or reducing programs. In order to
investigate this issue vis-a-vis changes in vocational programs and course
offerings, we calculated the percentage increase or decrease 1in student

enrollments between the 1986-87 school year and the 1982-83 school year.1

lchange was calculated by: [(enrollment 1986-87) - (enrollment
1982-83)] / (enrollment 1982-83).
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Exhibit 2.2
National Estimates Of Distribution Of Student Enroliment Figures

For 1986-87 In School Districts, Secondary Area Vocational
Schools And Postsecondary Institutions Offering Vocational Education

more than 25,000

School 10,000 - 24,999
‘Districts, 5,000 - 9,999
grades 9-12 2,500 - 4,999
1,000 - 2,499
Waeighted ne11,152 750 - 999
Unweighted n=802 500 - 749
300 - 499

100 - 299 28%

less than 100

— Iy

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

more than 25,000 less than 1%

Seconaary Area .
Vocational Schools, 5000 - 9,90 .
grades 9-12 2,500 - 4,999
Waeighted n=743 1,000 - 2,499 27,
Unweighted n=235 750 - 999
500 - 749 o
300 - 499
100 - 299 12% -
less than 100

e yF —

Oqo 5% 10°/o 15°/o 20°/o 25°/o 30°/o

more than 25,000

Postsecondary 10,000 - 24,999
Institutions, 5,000 - 9,999
FTE 2,500 - 4,999

1,000 - 2,499
750 - 999
500 - 749

25% -
Weighted n=1684 ’ )
Unweighted n=399

300 - 499
100 - 299 13%
less than 100 4%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
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Exhibit 2.2 summarizes Che national estimates of enrollment changes
in school districts, secondary area vocational schools and postsecondary
institutions. Since 1982-83, secondary enrollments in school districts have
decreased, on average, by 1.6Z. In contrast, enrollments in secondary area
vocational schools have increased an average of 6.5%, while postsecondary
enrollments have increased an average of 5.52. These national estimates of
mean enroliment changes in secondary area vocational schools and postsecondary
institutions are each significantly different from the national estimate of
mean change in enrollments in school districts, based on analysis of variance

and Scheffe test for differences between group means (p <.05).

In the 1988 edition of The Conditions of Education, the National

Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reported that public high school
enrollments began a downward trend in the early 1980s that has since stabil-
jzed. The exact percentage change in secondaéy enrollments between 1982 and
1986 from the NCES data is -0.5Z. This slight decrease in enrollments is of a
similar direction and magnitude as the figure of -1.62 calculated from our
survey data. However, presumably the NCES figure includes both districts and
drea vocational schools. The average change in enrollments across districts
and AVS from our survey data is -1.0%, which is-closer to the NCES figure. Of
course, combining AVS and district enrollments masks the average positive

shift in enrollments at AVS.

For postsecondary institutions, NCES reports that student enroll-
ments have increased 92 since 1980. However, between 1982 and 1985, their
estimates show a decrease of 2% across all postsecondary institutions. The
difference between this figure and our estimated increase of 6.5% could be due
to & number of factors. One, we asxed respondents for retrospectlve
enrollment information which tends to be less accurate than current
information., Two, our data relates only to institutions offering vocational
programs, while NCES does not separate enrollment data that way. Three, the
1986 NCES figures are estimates based on sample data, so their figures also

are subject to sampling error.

Although the average change in enrollments at AVS and postsecondary
institutions is positive, suggesting enrollment increases, the median values
are both negative, For example, at AVS, the median of -l1.4% indicates that at

least half of ail schools saw student enrollmants decline between 1986~37 .nd

[ =]
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Exhibit 2.3

National Estimates of Changes in Student Enrollments from
1982-83 to 1986-87 in School Districts, Secondary Area
Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Ipstitutions
Offering Vocational Education

Percentage Change in Enrollmecac?

Type of District/ Sctandard

Institution Mean® Deviation Median Range
School -1.62 14,62 =3.5% =-53.8% to +62.8%
disctricts,

grades 9-12¢

Secondary area +6.52 49.52 -1.42 -£2.0% co 327.3%
vocational

schools,

grades 9-12

Postsecondary +5.52 39.92 =-2.3% -69.9%Z to 220.0%
institutions, FTE®

2calculated by: (enrollment 1986-87 - enrollment 1982-83)/(enrollment 1982-83).

bAnllysis of variance among groups means: F (2,1062) = 7.78, p < .00l.

Scheffe test of differences between groups significant (p < .05) for (1) school
districts and area vocational schools and (2) school districts and postsecondary
insticutions.

CWeighted n=8,328; unweighted n=644

Weighted n= 531; unweighted n=190
®Weighted n=1,205; unweighted n=290
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1982-83, Similarly, at postsecondary institutions, the median value of change
is =2.32. In both settings, a few 2chools saw large enrollment increases, but

at least half of the institutions experienced enrollment declines.

When the analyses presented in Exhibit 2.3 are run with student
enrollment as a covariate, the results remain virtually the same. The
ad justed means are nearly identical to the unadjusted values and enrollment is
not a significant term in the equation. In esch vocational setting, student
enrollment is not significantly related to enrollment change; in fact, the
correlation between the two variables is on the magnitude of .05. In other
words, the average enrollment changes presented in Exhibit 2.3 are not a

result of phenomenal growth in a few small schools.

In order to move away from summary statistics, it is useful to plot
the distribution of enrollment changes in each sample. As displayed 1in
Exhibit 2.4, the majority of school districts (542) experienced no or minimal
enrollment changes. Although 22 saw moderate declines in secondary student
enrollments, few school distri:ts had increases or decreases of more than
20X. In comparison, se. ndary AVS and postsecondary institutions each were
more likely than school districts to have experienced increases ov decreases
of more than 20Z. Although the average change was in the positive direction,
the histograms presented ia Exhibit 2.4 suggest that AVS and postsecondary
institutions have experienced a good deal of upward and downward enrollment
shifcs. Indeed, 312 of AVS and 347 of postsecondary insticutions saw

decreases in student enrollment of more than 10% over the lasct five years.

Number of High Schools Offering Vocational Programs

The number of high schools offering vocational education programs 1is
another indicator of district size relevant to this study. Schcol districts
vere asked about (1) the number of comprehensive high schools, and (2) the
number of vocational high schools where vocational programs are available in
the district. Comprehensive high schools are defined as schools offering
academic and vocational courses to vecaticnal and nonvocational students: a
vocational high school focuses on vocational education anu may or may not
of fer academic courses. These questions focused solely on secondary schools
that are part of the district administration, and excluded area vocational

schools.
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Exhibit 2.4

Distribution of Changes in Student Enroliments from 1982-83 to 1986-87
In School Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools, and
Postsecondary Institutions Offering Vocational Education

Enroliment Change® Percant of Disiricts/inatitutions

> than 20% increase

School 11-20% increase
Districts

+- 10% change 54%
Weighted n=8328

Unweighted n=644 11-20% decrease 22%

> than 20% decrease 6%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

> than 20% increase

Vocational Schools -
+/- 10% change 47 %
Weighted n=531 ’ °

Unweighted n=190 11-20% ase

> than 20% decrease

. e

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

> than 20% increase

11 .
Postsecondary 1-20% increase

Institutions

+- 10% change 45%

Waeighted n=1205

Unweighted n=290 11-20%decrease 17%

» than 20% decrease 17%

Jru—— A

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 6C%

a
Calculated by: [(enrollment 1986-87) - (enroliment 1982-83)] / enroliment 1982-83.
Difference among groups is statistically significant ()€ = 47.76, 8df, p<.0001).
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Exhibit 2.5 arrays the number of vocational and comprehensive high
schools offering vocational programs in districrs. The results reveal cthat
812 of districts nationwide offer vocational education in a single comprehen-
sive high school. The majority of districts (77%) do not have vocational high
schools within the district. When the number of vocational and comprehensive
high schools are combined, we find that 642 of districts have one high school
and 21X have two high schools offering vocational programs.

Access to Area Vocational Schools

In addition to questions about vocational programs within the
district, the secondary survey asked whether the district sends any students
to an area or regional vocational school. The results indicace that 61% of
districts provide access tO an area or regional school cutside of the district
for vocational programs. A total of 6.3 millisn students are estimated to be
enrolled in districts that provide sccess to an area vocational school; while
3.7 million students attend districts that do not send students te an AVS
(Exhibit 2.6).

Since the existence of a regional vocational delivery system is a
state-level policy, #e would not expect districts that send students to an AVS
to vary systematically from districts without access to an AVS. Indeed, as
Exhibit 2.6 indicates, the average student enrollment among districts cthat
send students to an AVS (931 students) is not significantly different than the
average enrollment (902 students) of districts that do not offer students this

option.

These results do not change when we restrict the analyses to those
districts without a vocational high school. In other words, districts that
have no vocational high schools and send students to area vocational schools
are roughly equivalent in size to cthose districts without vocational high

schools that do not send students to an AVS.

While district size doesn't make a difference, the urbanicity of the
district is related to sending students to an area vocational school. Again,
the analysis was restricted to those districts that did not report a voca-
=ional high school within the district. Districts in suburban areas are much
more likely to send students to an AVS than districts in urban or suburban

areas. Specifically, 74Z of suburban districts send students o an AVS,
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National Sstimates of Number and Type of High Schools Offering
Vocational Programs in School Districts

more than 10} less than 1%

6-10 ] less than 1%

Vocational

High

Schools

more than 10

Comprehensive 6-10
High Schools with
Vocational 3-5
Programs 2

Total Number of
High Schools with
Vocational Programs

a
Weighted n=8746; Unweighicd n=657

Exhibit 2.5

Parcent ot Districts®

77%

81%

3-5
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Exhibit 2.6

Mational Estimates of Student Enrollments Classified by
Whether the District Sends Students to an Area Vocational School (AVS)

Student Enrollment Grades 9-12

District ' Standard
Characceristic Mean® Deviation Median Range Total
Sends students® 931 3,158 425 46~158,563 6,282,756
to AVS
Does not send 902 4,070 200 22-138,989 3,705,973

studencs to AVS®

4p;i fferences between means not statistically significanc: F (1, 795) = .01, p = ,91,
byeighted n = 6744; unweighted n = 433
Cicighted n = 41085 unweighted n = 330




compared with 59% of urban districts and 42% of rural districts. These
differences are statistically significant (x2 = 33.4., 2df, p<.00l, measure of
association = .26). The results have the grearest educational significonce
for students in rural areas, since urban districts are more likely t< have a

vocational high school within the district.

Number of Faculty at Postsecondary Institutions

The postsecondary survey asked for the total number of faculty at
each institution as well as the number of vocational faculty, both part-time
and full-time. These resvits, summarized in Exhibit 2.7, indicate that half
of the postsecondary institutions offering vocational programs have 50 or
fewer tocal full~time faculty and 25 or less full-time vocational faculty.
Howaver, the range in the number of faculty per institution is rather vwide,
from 3 to 950 total full-time faculty and from zero to 655 full-time faculty
in vocational programs. On average, institutions report 91 full-time faculty

overall, and 16 full-time vocational faculty.

2.3 Vocational Programs and Activities

Postsecondary Institutions

Mission. Respondents were asked to describe the primary mission of
their institution as: (a) primarily designed for students to transfer to
four-year colleges; (b) primarily designed for students to complete occupa-
tional education programs; or (c) an equal balance between transfer programs
and occupational education programs. When the results are weighted to produce
national estimates, we find that few postsecondary institutions view their
mission primarily as preparing students for transfer to four-year colleges.
Inscead, nearly 40Z of postsecondary institutions offering vocacional
education are designed for < .udents to complete o>ccupational education
programs. Nearly 507 seek an equal balance between transfer programs and

occupational education programs.

Recruitment and Outreach Activities. The majority of postsecondary

institutions (87%) indicated that they provide targeted recruitment or out-
reach activities for vocational education programs. Exhibit 2.8 presents the
national estimates of the proportion of institurions that recruit different

types of students. The most common recruitment activities focus on high

34



Exhibit 2.7

National Estimates of Total Number of Faculty and
Vocational Faculty in Postsecondary Institutions During 1986-87

Number of Faculty
Type of Standard
Faculty Mean Deviation Median Range
Total at Institution?
Full-time 91 109 46 3-950
Part-time 117 165 65 0-1873
» Vocational Facultyb
Full=-time 36 39 25 0=-655
= Part-time 59 78 29 0-500
4yeighted n=1197;

unweighted n=283

eighted n=1228; unweighted n=279
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Exhibit 2.8

National Estimates of Groups Actively Recruited for Vocational
Programs by Postsecondary Institutions

High school graduales

80%
B N A S TR
Disadvaniaged

73%
Displaced workers 72%
Single parent/homemakers I 68%
Handicapped ; LR 5o
' High school dropouts
Wellare recipients . _ 47%
Limited-English-proficient I o,
Senior citizens -- 33%
College graduales 1Q% ) ) )
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 650% 60% 70% 80% 90%
45

3 weighted n=1236; Unweighted n=310
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school seniors (882 of institutions) and high schoo. graduates (80%).
Approximately 70% of institutions recruit disadvantaged students, displaced or
dislocated workers and single parents/homemakers. About half of cthe
institutions report recruiting handicapped students, high school dropouts and
welfare recipients. Senior citizens and limited~English-proficient students

are recruited by approximately one third of postsecondary institutions.

Programs Run Cooperatively with Other Agencies. Nearly three

quarters of postsecondary institutions run vocational programs in cooperation
with other agencies. Exhibit 2.9 summarizes the national estimates of the
number of students involved in various types of collaborative programs. These
figures are "head counts" rather than FTE, and many programs might be quite

short=-term.

The most prevalent type of program involves Private Industry
Councils (PICs) or others connected with the Job Training Partnership Act,

witn 232 of institutions reporting students involved. Across all insti-

- tutions, there is an average of 121 sctudents a year involved in programs with

PICs, with a range from zero to nearly 8,000 students. However, the median is

only 48 students.

More than 60X of all postsecondary institutions involve students in
customized training programs with employers. On average, about 300 students a
year are involved in customized training, with a range across all institutions
from zero to 10,000 students. Again, the median is small, at only 41 students

per year.

Approximately ' . of all institutions also run vocational programs
in collaboration with vocational rehabilitation agencies, although the maximum
number of studencs involved is small compared with other programs. Approxi-
mately 20-252 of postsecondary instituticns run programs in conjunction with
welfare agencies, state empioyment services, community-based organizations and
other human service agencies. However, the average number of students

involved per year is less than 50,



Exhibit 2.9

National Estimates of Students Involved in Vocational

Programs Run by Postsecondary Institutions in
Cooperation with Other Agencies During 1986-87

Number of Students

Percant of

Institutions
Type of Standard with Students
Agency Mean Deviation Median Range Participating?
Private Industry 121 444 48 0-7875 83%
Council
Employees (cus- 301 767 41  0-10,000 63%
tomized training)
Vocational 29 74 2 0~-466 512
rehabilitation
School districts 45 121 0 0-1750 342
Welfare agency 29 100 0 0-760 27%
State employ- 13 55 0 0-529 267
ment services
Community=based 43 392 0 0-6000 21%
organization
Other human i3 241 0 0-6000 19%
service agency
Unions 32 145 0 0~-1500 16%
Economic develop=- 19 77 0 0-928 15%
ment or commerce
agencies
Public housing 3 30 0 0-825 9%
authority
Other employ- 3 20 0 0-180 2%

ment services

3yeighted n=910; unweighted n=237
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Area Vocational Schools

Secondary area vocational schools (AVS) were asked about the mix of
academic and vocational course offerings. (This question was not asked of
school districts.) The weighted results indicate that most area vocational
schools (862) primarily provide vocational and related instruction. Only a
small portion of AVS (13Z) provide a full range of academic and ‘-ocational
courses. These findings, along with anecdotal evidence from conversations
with survey respondents, suggest that in most states, area vocational schools
at the secondary level are not full-time educational experiences. Students
attend their district comprehensive high school for academic courses and
travel to the AVS for part of a day, alternative weeks or some other

combination of clas. as.

The indication that most secondary AVS are not full-day programs
will be important to keep in mind in later sections of this report when the
use of Perkins' funds and the delivery of supplemental services are
explored. Programi that are not full-day may be less likely to provide the
full range of educational and support services. Indeed, several survey
respondents from part-day area vocational schools expressed concern that the
survey results might underestimate the types of activities and services

available to students who divide their time between comprehensive high schools
ardi AVS.

2.4 Vocational Programs Offered

Respondents to the secondary and postsecondary surveys were asked o
describe the changes in vocational course offerings over the past f{ive years
in seven program areas: agriculture; business and office; distribution and
marketing; health; occupational home economics/consumer and homemaking;

technical; and trades and industry. Response options included:
* program expanded;
* program reduced;
* no change;

» program not offered in last five years.
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By combining the first three categories, we can learn about the prevalence of
different types of vocational programs offered at secondary and postsecondary
institutions. This information is presented in Exhibit 2.10; information

about changes in course offerings is presented in Chapter 7 of this report.

School Districts

The most prevalent vocational programs offered in school districts
are (a) home economics/consumer and homemaking (95% of districts) and (b)
business and office (837 of districts). A majority also offer programs in
agriculture (66%) as well as trades and industry (60Z2). Approximately 40% of
districts offer programs in health; distribution and marketing; and technical

training.

Secondary AVS

All of the AVS surveyed offer programs in trades and industry. In
addition, 917 offer programs in business and office, 82% offer programs in
health and 73% provide technical training. Slightly fewer AVS offer programs
in agriculture (60%); distribution and marketing (67%); or home economics/

consumer and homemsking (662).

Postsecondary Institutions

Business and office education as well as health programs are offered
by approxima~ely 902 of postsecondary institutions with vocational programs.
In addition, 85% provide technical training; 792 have programs in trades and
industry; and 677 offer programs in distribution and marketing. Fewer
postsecondary institutions cffer programs in agriculture (45%) or home

economics/consume: and homemaking (42%).

Differences fmong Districts and Institutions

C.,urses in home econouwics, including consumer and homemaking as well
as occupa.ional home economics, are more likely to be coffered in school
districts (95%) rather than AVS (%6X) or postsecondary instictucions (42%). In
contrast, programs in health are offered in a greater proportion of AVS (82%)
and postsecondary institutions (89%) than school districts (402). Similarly,

technical programs are more likely in AVS (73%) or postsecondiry institutions

4Li)
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Exhibit 2,10

National Estimates of Yocational Course Offerings In
School Districts, Secondary Arss Vocational Schools (AVS)
and Postsecondary institytions

Percent Ottering Program x2 Statistic of
’ Group Differences

Program Area Districts® avsP Postsecondaryc (Measure of Association)
Agriculture 66.2 60.2 44.6 Ja (o (_19)
Business and of fice 83.4 90.8 90.4 10.614%  (,11)
Distribution and marketing 39.6 66.7 66.9 68.91822 ( 27)
Hualth 39.9 81.5 89.4 217,4008% (_4B)
Home economics? 95.0 66.2 42,1 253.38%4¢ (,52)
Tecunical 38.4 13.0 85.2 17574080 (_44)
Traces and industry 59.7 100.0 | 19.0 116.7198% (,36)

%weighted n = 6196; unweighted n = 563
bHeigntea n = 58); unweighted n = 206
CWeighted n = 1208; uaweighted n - 296
dInclude& consumer and homemaking as well as occupationsl home economics

" g < 0
s&ep <,001
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(85%) than in districts (38%). Fach of these differences is statistically
significant (p <.001l), with a strong correlation (measure of association)

between type of provider and program offering.

Vocational programs in agriculture are more frequently offered at
the secondary level than the postsecondary level. More than 60X of districts
and AVS report programs in agriculture, as compared with 45% of postsecondary
institutions. This is the only case where secondary AVS and districts look
similar. In other program areas, AVS are more likely to offer programs in

comparable prevalence to postsecondary institutions.

2.5 Goals of Vocational Education

The Perkins Act, in amending and clarifying the federal vocational
education policy, had two primary objectives: (1) to assure access to quality
vocafional education programs for individuals who are inadequately served by
vocational education, and (2) to expand, improve and modernize vocational
education programs in the United States. To address the firs: objective, the
federal legislation stipulated that 572 of the Basic Stare Grants must be
allocated to vocational programs for special population groups, includiﬁg
handicapped, disadvantaged, and limited-English-proficient students. To meet
the second goal, the law directed that the remainder of the Basic State Grants
fund the Vocational Education Improvement, Innovation and Expansion Program to
develop or expand high quality programs that will prepare American students

for an increasingly technological work force.

T> look at the extent to which the goals of loca’ education agencies
(LEAs) match federal goals and to investigate the relationship between local
goals and vocational programs, survey respondents were asked to rate the top
three goals for voecational education in their district or institution. The
goals listed on the recondary survey included:

e promote access to vocational education for disadvantaged
and handicapped students;

+ prepare students for specific occupations;
« impart general employability skills;

+ é&nhance students' awareness of wvarious occupational
areas;



» prepare students for further education or training;
* ensure that students master basic skills;

e prevent students from dropping our of school; and

e stimulate economic development.

The postsecondary survey listed seven of the same goals for
vocational education as the secondary survey. However, the goal of preventing
students from dropping out of school was not included on the postsecondary
survey because it was considered to be less relevant at this education
level. In addition, two goal: were added:

o prepare students to transfer to further education in
four-year institutions; and

e weet the needs of specific employers or unions (e.g.,

customized training).

Exhibit 2.11 presents the national estimates of vocational education
goals rated by school districts, secondary AVS and pc tsecondary insti-
tutions. In addition to percentages, Exhibit 2.11 shows (1) the chi-square
test statistic of differences among the three samples, and (2) the measure of
associativn for each comparison, an indication of the strength of the rela-
tionship similar to a correlation coefficient. We begin by describing the
primary goals of each type of vocational provider, followed by a discussion of

differences among them.

School Districts

Imparting general employability skills and preparing students for
further education are the two goals of vocational education most often rz :d
first by school districts. Approximately 27% of districts rated each of these
goals as primary, with between 41 are 44 rating each either as a second or
third goal of vocational education in the district. Thus, approximately 70%
of districts viewed these goals as among the top three objectives of their

secondary vocational program.

Nearly half of all districts indicated that enhancing students'
awareness of various occupational areas was one of the top three goals of
their wvocational program. This goal was rated first by 19%7 of districcs,

while 297 rated 1t as the second or cthird goal,



! Exhibit 2.1}

National Estimates of Goals of Vocatlonal Education in School
Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS) and
Postsecondary instifutions

Rated 2+ Primary Goal Rated as Second or Third Goal Not One of Top Three Goals x? Statistic
Goal ot 4 5 5 | 5 4 | 5 (Measure of
Vocational Education Districts® AvsP Postsec.© Districts AVS Postsec. Districts AVS Postsec. Assoclation)
Access for disadvan- 4.7 o 2.3 18.8 n.o 22.1 76.5 69.0 75.0 23,53 (10)
taged and handicapped
Prepare tor specitic 12.9 69.4 12,0 26.3 15.3 19.8 60.8 15.3 8.2 434.03%*" (_44)
occupations
impart general employ- 27.7 12.6 9.3 41.4 39.8 34.3 . 30.9 47.6 56.3 82.15%2 (_19)
ability skills
Enhance awareness of 19.1 3.3 3.7 29.3 16.6 3.7 5.5 80,1 91.8 182,500 (_28)
various occupational
FoS Areas
‘:‘
Prepare students for 26.17 5.6 0.5 44.3 50.3 15.0 29.0 4.1 84.5 312,772 (37)
turther educafion
e Prepare students tor < n/a n/a 1.4 n/a n/a 7.1 n/a n/a 91.5 n/a
transter to other
Training
Ensure that students 6.5 8.6 4.4 21.6 21.5 29.9 1.9 69.9 65.7 V1.67% (.07)
master basic skills
Stimulate econumic 0.2 O 1.7 i.0 i3.0 2i.7 8.3 87.0 76.5 V27 75%68 (24
development
s event students from 1.4 0 n/a 15,2 10.6 n/a 83.4 89.4 n/a 5.73 (.03)
* dropping out of school
Mcuet the needs of
specitic employers n/a n/a 0.1 n/a n/a 30.3 n/a n/a 69.7 n/a ~
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Approximately 40% of districts viewed preparing students for
spacific occupations as among their top three goals. However, only 13% rated
this specific training as their first priority. This goal was not related to
having a vocational high school within the district, since 28Z of districts
with vocational lisy“ schools and 25% of districts without a vocational high

school rated it as a goal for the district.

Promoting access to vocationsl education for handicapped and
disadvantaged studeats was rated as a primary goal by only 52 of districts.
Another 1927 rated it as the second or third goal of their vocational

program,

Less than 7% of districts rated ensuring that students master basic
skills as a primary goal of vocational education, while 22Z rated it as second
or third. Similarly, few districts indicated that preventing students from
dropping out of school was a goal of their vocational program, with 1% rating
it first and 157 rating it second or third. Less than 22 of districts
indicated that stimulating economic development was one of the top three

objectives for vocational education.

Secondary Area Vocational Schools

Preparing students for specific occupations was rated as the primary .
goal of vocational education by 69 of area vocational .. hools. Another 15%

indicated that is was the second or third goal of their institution.

More than half of the secondary AVS indicated that imparting general
employability skills and preparing students for further training were goals of
their institutions. However, they were more likely to rate each of these
goals as second or third than first. For example, 6% of AVS rated preparing

students for further education first, while 50%Z rated it second or third.

Among AVS, 302 of the respondents indicated that ensuring students
master basic skills was one of the top three gcals of the institution, with 92
racing it a3 the most important goal. This goal is related to the types of
courses offered at the AVS. Of the small proportion of AVS offering a full
range of academic courses, 68Z rated basic skills as one of their top three

goals. In contrast, only 277 of AVS that primarily provide vocational-related

-
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instruction view basic skills as one of their top goals. This 1is a

statistically significant relationship (x? = 13.79, 3df, p-.003).2

Fewer than 20% of AVS indicated that enhancing students’' awareness
of various occupational areas was one of the top three goals of their

institution.

None of the AVS surveyed viewed access to vocational education for
disadvantaged and handicapped students as a primary goal. However, 312 rated

this access as a second or third goal of the institution.

Approximately 102 of AVS rated economic development and preventing
students from dropping out of school as the second or third goal of the

institution. None of the AVS rated either of these goals as primary.

Postsecondary Institutions

A clear majori:y (72%) of postsecondary institutions indicated that
preparing students for specific occupations was the primary goal of their
vocational program. No other goal was rated first by more than 10Z of
postsecondary institutions.

Approximately one third of postsecondary institutions indicated that
emparting general employability skills was the second or third most important
goal of their institution. Only 92 rated this as most important. Similarly,
302 of institutions rated ensuring students master basic skills as second or

third, with only 9% racing it number one.

Less than 37 of postsecondary institutions felt that access to
vocational education for handicapped and disadvantaged students, economic
development or meeting the needs of specific employees was a prime goal.
However, 22-307 rated each of these activities as a second or third goal of

vocatirnal education in their institution.

In general, postsecondary institutions do not view preparing
students for further education or training as an important objective. Only
10-15% of institutions rated either of these goals as among the top three.

Similarly, less than 8% of institutions indicated that enhancing students’

2Tais is the only statistically significant relationship between
goals and the mix of academic and vocational courses af AvVS.



avareness of various occupational areas was a top goal of their vocational

program.

Differences and Similarities Among Goals

In examining the goals of districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary
institutions, several findings stand out. First are the differences between
the goals of school districts and those of AVS and postsecondary
institutions. Looking across all goals, a pattern emerges that suggests
school districts view the primary goal of secondary vocational education to be
exposing students to various occupational areas and imparting general skills
necessary for emplcyment or further training. For example, approximately 20-
302 of school districts rate each of the following three goals as their top
priority: imparting general employability skills, enhancing awareness of
various occupational areas, and preparing students for further education. In
contrast, the majority of postsecondary institutions do not rate any of these
goals as among their top three. Among AVS, 807 do not consider enhancing
avareness of various occupational areas as a top gonl, although 40-50% rate
employability skills and preparation for further training as a second or third

goal of their vocational programs.

Rather than providing general skills and awareness, the survey
results suggest that secondary AVS and poscseéondary institutions view
preparing students for specific occupations as the most important goal of
their vocational program. Approximately 702 of both AVS and postsecondary
institutions rate this as their first goal, with 15-20% rating it as a second
or third goal. In contrast, only 132 of school districts rated it as number

one.

The second conclusion to be drawn from the ratings of vocational
goals is that all three types of providers view their mission to be directly
tied to vocational <training or occupational preparedness, rather than to
providing alternative high school programs or teaching basic skills. For
example, only 192-15% of school districts and secondary AVS considered
preventing students from dropping out of schecol as one of their top three
goals. Although educators sometimes view vocational programs as a way to
engage disenfranchised students and keep them 1in school, it does not appear

that vocational educators see this as a primary goal.
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The third finding of note is the difference between federal and
local goals for vocational education. For example, the large majority of
school districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions do not consider
providing access to vocational education for disadvantaged and handicapped
students as one of the primary goals of vocational education. Although the
federal dollars these LEAs receive are weighted towards serving these special
populations, less than 52 of school districts and postsecondary institutions
and none of the AVS rated this as their most important goal. However, nearly
one third of AVS rated access for handicapped and disadvantaged as their

second or third most important goal.

In addition, although in the preface to the Parkins Act Congress
expressed concern about U.S. productivity and preparation of the labor fcrce,
few respondents consider economic development as a primary goal of vocational
education. Here there is a significant difference between postsecondary
institutions and seconda:y LEAs. Virtually none of the school districts and
approximately 10%Z of secondary AVS rated economic development as one of the
top three goals for vocationsl education. In comparison, nearly one quarter
of postsecondary institutions indicated that economic development was one of

the goals of their vocational program.

2.6 High School Graduation Requirements

More stringent graduation requirements are one of the more vigible
results of the education reform movement. Vocational educators have been
concerned that increases in the number of core courses required for graduation
limits the number of vocational courses that students have time to take. In
order to look at the relationship between graduation requirements and
vocational education, we asked respondents to the secondary survey about the
number of Carnegie units or one-year courses required for graduation in the

1982-83 school year and the 1986-87 school year.

In this section we pcesent the number of credits that discricts
require in the four core clurses: English, math, science and social
studies. In addition, we creport: (a) the changes in these graduation
requirements over the five years from 1982-83 to 1986-87; (b) the number of
credits in vocational education required for graduation; and (c¢) whether

vocational courses with academic content count toward graduaticn require-
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ments. Each of these analyses is restricted to school districts and exclude
secondary area vocational schools. Since most area vocational schools provide
primarily vocational instruction, most do not set graduation requirements;

students must meet the requirements of their sending district.

Core Course Requirements

Exhibit 2.12 presents the distribution of graduation requirements
for English, math, science and social studies in school districts during 1982-
83 and 1986-87.

In 1982-83, 772 of districts required four or more years of English
for high school graduation. By 1986-87, this percentage increased to 882, and

no districts required fewer than two English courses.

In math and science, there has been a shift away from requiring a
single course for graduation toward requiring two nr three courses. For
example, 347 of districts nationally required 1l-1.5 math courses in 1982-83,
587 required 2-2.5 and only 6% required 3-3.5. By 1986-87, only 32 required
just one course, 681 required 2-2.5 and 237 required 3-3.5 courses. Simi-
larly, while 442 of districts required l-1.5 science courses for graduation in
1982-83 and 507 required 2-2.5 courses, 72% of districts required 2-2.5
courses in 1986-87 and only 11T required just one science course. In
additiun, 6% of districts required students to take a combined total of five
math and science courses, either by taking three math and two science or vice

versa.

In social studies, a greater proportion of districts required 3-3.5
courses for graduation in 1986~-87 than was the case five years earlier. In
1982-83, 552 of districts required 2~2.5 courses and 292 required 3-3.5; by
1986-87, 392 required 2-2.5 courses and 481 required 3-3.5 courses for

graduation.

These district-level graduation requirements estimated from the
survey data are similar to or slightly more stringent than the state-manda:ed
graduation requirements as of April 1987 reported by the Education Commission

of the States (ECS) in their Clearinghouse Notes. Based on our survey data,

we estimate that 887 of discricts required four or more years of English in

1986-87, while the ELS survey of the fifty states and the District of Columbia
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Exhibit 2.12

Mational Estimates of Core Course Requirements
in School Districts During 1982-833 and 1986-87

Number of - Percent of Districts?
Subject Area Courses Required 1982-83 1986-87
English None 0.1 0.0
0.5 0.0 0.0
1-1.5 0.01 0.0
2-2.5 1.0 0.3
3-3.5 22.3 11.5
4.0 76.6 87.6
4+ 0.4 0.6
Mach ) None 0.5 0.1
0.5 0.2 C.04
1-1.5 33.9 2.9
2-2.5 58.1 67.5
3-3.5 5.8 22.6
4.0 1.2 l.4
Math-Science comb.” 0.3 5.6
Science None 0.6 0.1
0.5 0.2 0.03
1-1.5 44.1 1l.4
2-2.5 50.3 72.3
3-3.5 4,4 10.1
4.0 0.0 0.2
Math-Science comb.? 0.3 5.8
Social studies None 0.04 0.0
0.5 0.01 0.0
i=1.5 12.6 3.9
2-2.5 %4.9 39.0
3-3.5 29.4 47.8
4.0 3.1 8.8
b+ 0.0 0.1

8yeighted n = 8078; unweighted n = 718
Requirement for a combined total of math and science courses. Most often,
students have option to take 2 or 3 math and 2 or 3 science for a rtczal of 5.
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tndicated that 75% of the states mandated four years of English., Similarly,
ECS report that 207 of the states required at least three years of math and 6%
required at least three years of science, compared with our estimates of 24%
and 107 respectively. For social studies, our survey data indicate that an
estimated 577 of districts required at least three years of social studies,
compared with 512 of the states in the ECS report. Since districts have the
option to set more stringent requirements than states mandate, the national
estimates of the graduation requirements in 1986-87 from the vocational survey

seem quite in line with scate~level requirements reported by ECS.

Changes in Core Course Rejuirements

Exhibit - 2.13 displays the magnitude of change in core course
requirements, calculated as the difference between a district's 1986-87 and
1982-83 graduation requiraments. Districts that allow a combination of math
and science credits and those reporting data for only one of the twc years
were excluded from this snalysis.

Since :he mnsjority of districts required four years of English in
1982-83, this subject area saw the least amount of change, wicth 87% of
districts instituting no change and 11% increasing requirements by one
course. In contrast, sraduation requirements in math rose an average of one-
half course across all districts, and 51% of districts raised their math

requirements by one course or more.

There were moderate changes in graduation requirements in science
and social studies. Approximately 40 of districts increased their science
requirements for graduation by one or more courses; 31X of districts raised

social studies requirements by one or more courses.

Vocational Requirements for Graduation

A small prop:rtion of districts require vocational courses for high
school graduation. In 1982-83, 82X of districts had no such requirement, and
142 required »nly one vocational course. The remaining 4% of districts

required from two to six vocational courses.

The percentage of districts requiring any vocational courses rose

from 182 .n 1982-83 to 34% in 1986-87. Approximately 24% of disrtricrs
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Exhibit 2.13

National Estimates of Changes in District Graduation
Requirements froms 1982-83 to 1986-87

Change in Numbe:= of Percent Average
Subject Area Courses Required of Districts® Change
English Decrease < 1 0.1 0.13
No change 86.6
Increase: 0.5 2.1
1-1.5 11.0
2-2.5 0.2
3+ 0.1
Math Decrease < 1 2.4 0.51
No change 45,8
Increase: 0.5 1.4
1-1.5 48.3
2-2.5 1.8
3+ 0.4
Science Decrease < 1 2.3 0.42
No change 55.5
Increase: 0.5 0.8
1-1.5 39.5
2-2.5 2.0
3+ 0.0
Social studies Decresse: <1 1.3 n.37
No change 59.9
Increase: 0.5 8.3
1-1.5 27.2
2-2.5 3.2
3+ 0.1

Ayeighted n = 7611; unweighted n = 574
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required one vocational course for graduation in 1986-87, and 10Z required

from two to six vocational courses.

While most districts do not have a vocational education requirement
per se, the majority of districts count vocational courses with academic
content as core courses towards graduation. Based on the survey responses, we

estimate that 76Z% of all districts nationally have this option.

2.7 Sumsary and Conclusions

In this section, we highlight the major findings about the nature
and focus of vocational education in districts, secondsry AVS and postsecon-
dary institutions. In addition, we summarize the descriptive information
about two key issues in vocational education: student enrollment patterns and
changes in high school graduation requirements between 1982-83 and 1986-87.

e The msjority of school diciricts (81%) nationwide offer

vocational education in a single comprehensive high
school; 772 of districts do not have a vocational high
school within the district.

Comprehensive high schools are defined as schools offering academic
and vocational courses to vocational and nonvocational students. A vocational
high school focuses on vocational educatinn and may or may not teach academic
courses. When the number of vocational and comprehensive high schools are
combined, the results indicate that 647 of districts have one high school and
21Z have two high schools offering vocational education.

e MNationally, 61 of districts send students to an area or

regional school outside of the district for vocational
programs. A higher proportion of districts in suburban
areas send students to AVS than districts in urban or
rural areas.

While 74% of districts in suburban areas send students Co an AVS,
only 597 of urban districts and 422 of rural districts report that this option
18 available for students. This analysis focused solely on districts that do
not have a vocational high school within the district. Since urban districts
are more likely to have a vocational high school within the district, these
results suggest that students 1n rural districts are less likely to have

access to either a vocational high school or an area ~vocational school at the

secondary level.



e The msjority of secondary area vocational schools (862)
primarily provide vocational and related instruction;
only 13T provide a full range of academic and vocational
courses. :

Thece findings, along with anecdotal evidence from conversations
with survey respondents, suggest that in most states, area vocational schools
at the secondary level are not full-time educational experiences. Students
attend their district comprehensive high school for academic courses and
travel to the AVS for part of a day, alternative weeks or some other combina-

tion of classes.

e FKorty percent of postsecondary institutions offering
vocational education are designed for students to
transfer to four-year colleges; nearly 50Z of post-

" secondary institutions seek an equal balance between
transfer programs and occupational education programs.

¢ Nearly three quarters of postsecondary institutions run
vocational programs in cooperation with other agencies.
These collaborations tend to involve Private Industry
Councils (PIC) or others connected with the Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA), or employers for customized
training.

Eighty-three percent of postsecondary institutions reported
collaborative programs with PICs. However, across institutions, there was an
average of 121 students a year involved in these programs, with a median of
only 48 students. Similarly, while more than 602 of institutions 1involve
students in customized training programs, about 300 students a year are
involved, on average, with a median of 41 students. Thus, these collaborative

programs tend to be small.

e The most prevalent vocational programs offered in school
districts are (a) home economics/consumer and homemaking
and (b) business and office education.

More than 807 of districts offer business and office, while 95%
offer home economics/consumer and homemaking education. A majority of
districts also offer programs in agriculture (66Z) and trades and industry
(60Z). Approximately 402 of districts offer programs in health; distribution
and marketing; or technical training.

e All of the AVS surveyed offer programs in trades and

industry. In addition, 91 offer programs in business

and office, 82Z offer programs in health and 737 provide
technical training.

o
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Fewer AVS offer programs in agriculture (602); distribution and
marketing (67%); or home economics/consumer and homemaking (66%).

e PBusiness and office and health are the two most preva-

lent wvocational programs at postsecondary institutions,
offered by approximately 90T of institutions.

In addition, 857 of institutions offer technical programs; 79% have
programs in trades and industry; and 67% offer distributive and marketing
education. Fewer postsecondary institutions offer programs in agriculture
(452) or home economics/consumer and homemaking (422).

e In general, school districts indicated that the primary

goals of secondary vocational education were to expose
students to various occupational areas and to impart
genera( skills necessary for further education or
training. In contrast, secondary AVS and postsecondary
institutions rated preparing students for speciric
occupations as the most important goal of their voca-
tional program.

Approximately 27%7 of school districts indicated that imparting
general employability skills was the primary gcal of vocational education,
with another 412 rating this as a second or third goal. Similarly, 27% of
districts rated preparing students for further education as first, and 4421

rated it as the second or third goal of their vocational program.

In contrast, preparing students for specific occupations was rated
as the primary goal of vocational education by 697 of AVS and 72% of post-
secondary institutions.

e On average, total enrollments 1in school districts have

decreased 1.62 over the past five years. In secondary
AVS and postsecondary institutions offering vocational
education, enrollments have increased approximately 62,
on average. However, while a few institutions have seen
large increases in enrollments, more than half of the
AVS and postsecondary institutions have experienced a
decline in overall student enrollment.

The majority of school districts (54%) experienced enrollment
changes of less than 10X, as compared with 47% of secondary AVS and 457 of
postsecondary institutions. Instead, 312 of AVS and 347 of postsecondary
institutions reported decreases of more than 10T in overall students enroll-

mencts over the last five years. For school districts and postsecondary



institutions, these enrollment patterns describe "overall" student enrollment,
not just vocational enrollments. At AVS, of course, "overall” enrollment is
synonymous with vocational enrollment.

e On average across school districts, math and science

requirements for high school graduaticn have increased
by approximately one half of a full-year course or
Carnegie unit over the past five years.

In math and science, there has been a shift away from requiring a
single course for graduation toward requiring two or three courses. While
only 7% of districts required three or more math courses for graduation in
1982-83, by 1986-87 this proportion had risen to 242. In addicion, 51Z of
districts raised their math requirement by one course or more between 1982-83
and 1986-87. In science, 88% of districts required at least two courses in
1986-87, compared with only 55% of districts in 1982-83. Approximately 40Z of
districts increased their science requirements by one course over Cthe past
five years.

*+ The percentage of districts requiring vocational educa-

tion courses for graduation rose from 182 in 1982-83 to
347 in 1986-87.

Fourteen percent of districts required only one vocational course
for graduation in 1982-83, and 4% required from two to six courses. In 1986~
87, 24% of districts required one vocational course for graduation, and 10%
required from two to six courses. While most districts do not have a
vocational education requirement per se, 76X of districts count vocational

courses with academic content towards graduation requirements.
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3.0 AMOUNT OF PERKINS' DOLLARS SPENT IN 1986-87
3.1 Introduction

The Perkins Act directed states to apportion their basic vocational
education grants from the federal government in the following way: 57X to the
Vocational Education Opportunities Program to fund programs for special
populations (Ticle IIA funds); and 43%7 to the Vocational Education Improve=
ment, Innovation and Expansion Program to expand or develop high quality
education programs (Title IIB funds). The major focus of the secondary and
postsecondary surveys uas on describing the size of the Perkins' allocations
received and the way in which districts and institutions spent these federal

vocational education dollars.

This chapter describes the amount of Perkins' funds spent by
different types of vocational providers and the proportion of.districts and
institutions receiving Perkins' funds. The next chapter discusses the use of
Perkins' funds and categorizes these expenditures into various instructional
and service categories. In both chapters, our focus is on the amount of
Perkins' funds spent during che 1986-87 school year. Since states have 27
months in which to spend each year's federal allocation, we asked for all
dollars spent in a l2-month period regardless of the federal fiscal year. In
addition, states vary in their rulings on the ability for local districts and
institutions to carry funds over from one fiscal year to the next. Thus, in
order to describe the use of federal vocational funds within a single school
year and to provide a constant timeframe for all respondents, survey questions

were phrased in terms of actual expenditures during the 1986-87 school year.

In order to interpret the survey results, it 1s important to first
lay out the directions stipulated by the Perkins Act for the distribution and
use of these federal funds. Thus, before the data are presented, we will

describe briefly some of the key features of the 1984 law.

The Title IIA set-asides continued the objectives mandated by the
1976 Amendments to the Vocational Education Act for vocational programs for
handicapped and disadvantaged students. Disadvantaged students 1include
economically and academically disndvantaged, as well as students with limited
English proficiency. However, in a departure from previous legislation, the

Perkins Act stipulated that funds for handicapped and disz-Zvantaged students



must be distributed by 4 federally-specified formula based on the relative
number of handicapped and disadvantaged students enrolled in vocaticnal
programs and the number of economically disadvantaged students enrolled 'n the
district or institution. Districts with a high proportion of handicapped or
disadvantaged students shouid receive a substantial share of set-aside

dollars.

Further, the Perkins Act mandated that the federal dollars for
handicapped and disadvantaged students could be used only for the additional
or excess costs of supplemental sarvices or programs for these students. This
stipulation necessitates that local vocational providers be able to identify

either the costs of programs for handicapped and disadvantaged students that

exceed the per pupil costs of non-handicapped and non-disadvantaged students.

or the specific additional services provided to handicapped and disadvantaged

students.

In addition to providing funds targeted for handicapped and disad-
vantaged students, the Perkins Act defined four new target groups as special
populations for federal vocational funds: adults in need of training and
retraining; single parents or homemakers; participants in programs designed to
eliminate sex bias and stereotyping in vocational education; and incarcerated
individuals. Since the funds for incarcerated individuals comprise only one
percent of Title II, ths Basic State Grants, and flow to different types of

institutions, we did not inquire about these funds on the survey.

The Perkins' funds for handicapped and disadvantaged students and
for adults wust be matched either by state or local funds. Thus, in order for
districts and institutions to access federal dollars for vocational education,
matching funds must be available. It is a state policy decision as to whether

these matching funds come from stace monies or from local sources.

Definitions of each of the special populations, taken from the
Department of Education's regulations concerning the Perkins legislation, were
printed on each survey. On the secondary survey, questions about services and
programs for disadvantaged students were included as separate items for
academically disadvantaged, economically disadvantaged and limited-English-
proficient (LEP) students. Separate questions about cthe subgroups of
disadvantaged students were not asked on the postsecondary survey. The

definitions on the secondary survey were as follows:
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"Handicapped' refers to both physical and mental
handicapping conditions. Handicapped students include
students who are mentally retarded, hard of hearing,
deaf, speech or language impaired, visually handicapped,
seriously emotionally disturb:d, orthopedically
impaired, other health impaired desf~blind, multi-
handicapped, or persons wit: specific learning
disabilities; and who require special services and
assistance in order to aenable them to succeed in
vocational education programs.

"Academically disadvantaged" refers to a student who
scores at or below the 25th percentile on a standardized
achievement or J4ptitude test, whose secondary school
grades are below 2.0 on a 4.0 scale, or who fails to
attain minimal academic competencies; and who requires
special services and assistance to enable them to
succeed in vocational education programs. It does not
include students with learning disabilicies.

“Economically disadvantaged” refers to an individual
identified as low income by an indicator such as:
annual family income at or below the poverty level
established by the Office of Management and Budget,
eligibility for free or reduced-price school lunch, or
eligibility for Aid to Families with Dependent Children
or other public assistance program; and who requires
special services and assistance to enable them to
succeed in vocational educa. on programs.

"Limited Euxlish proficiency" rvefers to individuals
whose native language 1s a language other than English;
or who come from an environment where a language other
than English is dominant; or who come from an environ-
ment where a language other than English has had a
significant impact on ctheir level of English
proficiency; and who have sufficient difficulcy
speaking, reading, writing or understanding the English
language to deny these students the opportunity to learn
successfully in vocational education classes where the
language of instruction is English.

"Single parent” refers to an individual who is unmarried
or legally separated from a spouse and has a minor child
or children for whom the parent has either custody or
joint custody. '"Homemaker' refers to an individual who
is an adult and has worked as an adult primarily without
remuneration to care for the home and family, and for
that reason has diminished marketable skills.




e "Adults" include individuals who have graduated from or

left high school and who need additional vocational
education for entry into the labor force; unemployed
individuals who require training to obtain employment or
increase their employability; or employed individuals
who require retraining to retain their jobs or training
to upgrade their skills to qualify for higher paid or
mora dependable employment.

o "Sex equity" refers to programs, services and activities
designed to eliminate sex bias and steveotyping of
career options and educational programs.
Similar definitions appear on the postsecondary survey, with some
modifications specific to that population (e.g., eligibility for Pell Grants

as cne criterion of economically disadvantaged).

In addition to questions about Title IIA funds for ssecial
populations, the surveys asked about Title IIB funds for program
inprovement. The Perkins Act includes a list of twenty-four categories for
the potential use of Title IIB funds. These include the introduction or
expansion of innovative programs; renovation of facilities; the purchase of
new or updated equipment; curriculum development; and other services such as
day care, stipends, and job placement. These funds also are subject to

matching requirements.

3.2 Districts and Institutions Spending Perkins' Funds During 1986-87

In this section, we look at the proportion of districts and
institutions spending Perkins' funds. Here the emphasis is on spending as a
dichotomous variable: what proportion of districts and institutions spent any
Perkins' funds during 1986-87. The amount of money spent will be presented in
Section 3.3. In this section, we also compare the types of discricts and
institutions spending Perkins' funds with those that did not spend these
federal vocational dollars. Five descriptor variables are explored in rela-
tion to spending: (1) student enrollment; (2) urbanicity; (3) percentage of
children below the poverty level; (4) percent of postsecondary students
receiving Pell Grants; and (5) percent of population that is nonwhite. In
addition, the reasons why vocational providers did not receive Perkins' funds

are reported,
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Proportion of Districts and Secondary AVS with Eligible Students

Since this study was the first nacional survey of vocational educa-
tion in nearly a decade, a key question of interest was: 'Who is spending
federal funds for vocational education?". In addition, since Perkins' funds
for disadvantaged and handicapped students now are distributed by a federally-
spe-ified formula, it was of interest to look at what types of districts are

not spending federal funds.

On the secondary survey, sections about funds for handicapped,
disadvantaged and limited-English-proficient students began with questions
asking whether students of each type were enrolled in vocational programs in
the district or AVS. The primary purpose of these questions was to guide
respondents through the survey and allow those with no eligible students to
skip sections of the questionnaire. However, these questions also provide
information about the proportion of LEAs with students eligible for Perkins'

allocations.

Exhibit 3.1 displays the weighted percentage of school districts and
secondary ares vocational schools reporting handicapped, disadvantaged, and
limited-English-proficient (LEP) students in vocational programs. The results
indicate that all of the AVS serve academically or economically disadvantaged
students and nearyy all (972) report handicapped students in vocational

programs. However, only 26% of AVS have LEP students enrolled.

Among school districts, 93%7 report academically or economically
disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education. Handicapped students
are enrolled in vocational education in 84% of districts, but only 197 of

districts report LEP students in vocational programs.

A comparison of the proportion of districts and AVS with handicapped
and disadvantaged students in vocational education indicates cthat a higher
proportion of AVS chan districts serve students from these cwo special
populations in vocational education. These result should have implications
both for the amount of Perkins' funds allocated to AVS as well as programmacic
impact on the educational and support needs of students in the area vocaticnal
schools. However, the differences, although statistically significant, are
not large. The majority of school districts also have handicapped and
academically or economically disadvantaged students enrolled 1n vocational

education.
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National Estimates of Parcentage of School Districts

Exhibit 3.1

and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS) with

Handicapped, Disadvanfaged and Lialted-English-Proficient Students

Enrolled in Vocational Education During 1986-87

x2 statistic of

Handicapped

1 of 1 of Group Ditferences
Type >t Student Districts® (Weighted n) Avsb (Weighted n) (Measure of Association)
84.3 (9,670) 97.4 (838) 31,7500 (.17)
Academically or economically
disadvantaged 93.1 (10,685) 100.0 (861) 18,608 % (.13)
Limited-English-proticient 18.6 (2,136) 26,3 (227) 7,124 (.08)

® Unweighted total n = 841

® unweighted total n = 277

" pc.0l
s p(.oo‘
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Proportion of Districts and Secondary AVS Spending Funds

Exhibit 3.2 presents the proportion of distrizts and secondary AVS
spending Perkins' funds during 198€-87. The percentages shown are basea on
all districts and institutions responding, not just those with eligible

students.

Approximately half of all school districts reported spending
Perkins' funds for haniicapped and disadvantaged students during 1986-~87.
*itle IIB funds for pvogram improvement were spent by 26% of cistricts. A
small proportion of school districts spent funds for LEP students (72 of
districts), adults (32), single parents/homemakers (5%), or sex equity (72).
Ovarall, 63% of districts spent Perkins' funds in at least one category of IIA

or I1B monies.

More than 80 of AVS reported spending Perkins' funds for
handicapped and disadvantaged studants during 1986-87. Approximately half of
the secondary AVS spent program improvement funds, and about 30% spent funds
for adults, single parents/homemakers, or sex equity. Title IIA funds for LEP
students were spent by 162 of the AVS. Oversll, 912 of AVS spent Perkins'

funds in at least one category of IIA or IIB monies.

The results displayed in Exhibit 3.2 indicate that the percentages
»f AVS spending Perkins' funds for handicapped, disadvantaged and LEP students
are nearly double the percentages seen among school districts. The proportion
of AVS spending funds for program improvement is also twice that of school
districts. In addition, a significantly higher percentage c¢f AVS than
districts spent Perkins' funds for adulcts, single parents and sex equity.
Combining spending across Title IIA and IIB funds, significantly more AVS
(912} chan discricts (63%Z) reported expenditures in at least one funding

category.

To explore whether the differences in the percentage of secondary
LEAs with eligible students affects the results reported in Exhibit 3.2, the
comparison between school districts and AVS spending handicapped and LEP funds
also was compuced only for those respondents with eligible students, The
differences in the proportion of districts and AVS spending funds are still

statistically significant, For example, the weighted proportion of school
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Exhibit 3.2

Natlona: Estimates of Percentage of School Districts and
Secondary Ares Vocational Schools (AVS) Spending
Perkins® Fuads During 1986-87

School Districts® Secondary AVSP
x2 statistic ot

4 3 Group Ditterences
Category of Perkins' Funds Spending (Weighted n) Spending (Weighted n) (Measure ot Association)
Handicapped : 48.5 (5,562) 82.2 (707) 94 .89080 (.29)
Disadvantaged 50.2 (5,759) 62.6 (M2) 89,3580 (,28)
Limited-Engltish-proticient 7.0 (719%9) 16.4 (142) 21,04 (,14)
Adult 3.4 (382) 29.3 (245) 151,010 (.38)
Single parent/homemaker 5.4 (615) 3t.3 (268) 130.83*  (.35)
Sex equity 1.2 (826) 29 .4 (256) 90 .81 00 (.29)
Program improvement 26.1 (2,970) 51.0 (443) 58.19v8s  (,23)
Any Perkins' tunds 62.5 (6,735) 90.8 (711) 75.66%0* (.27)

aUnm‘:ighted totat n tor handicapped, disadvantaged and LEP = B4), adults = 826, single parent = B835; sex equity = B40;
program improvement = 834; any Perkins' funds = 808

DUnueighted total n tor handicapped and disadvantaged, LEP and sex equityr= 217; aduits = 2712; single parent = 21H;
. 3 [ ]
program impsovement = 274; any Perkiny' funds - 275 i




districts with handicapped students spending these Title IIA funds 1is 57.5%
(5562/9670); the denominator, the number of eligible districts, is shown in
Exhibit 3.l. In contrast, 84.4%7 of AVS (707/838) with handicapped students
spent these Perkins' funds in 1986-87. This difference is statistically
significant (x? = 60.43, p < .000!, measure of association = ,25). For LEP
students, 62.51 of eligible AVS (142/227) compared with 37.4% of school
districts (799/2136) spent these funds (x?2 = 11.59, p < .001, measure of

asyociation = ,23).

Proportion of Postsecondary Institutions Spending Perkins' Funds

The proportion of postsecondary institutions spending each category
of Perkins' funds during 1986-87 is presented in Exhibit 3.3. Data are
presented separately for community colleges and other types of postsecondary
institutions (i.e., postsecondary area vocational schools, ctechnical

institute: and four-year colleges).

The results indicate that the majority of community colleges
offering vocational programs spent Perkins' handicapped (672), disadvantaged
(722) and program improvement funds (652). Nearly 60 of community colleges
reported expenditures of Perkins' funds for single parents/homemakers.
Perkins' funds for adults were spent by 44% of community colleges: sex equity
funds were spent by 391 of these postsecondary institutions. Overall, 857 of
community colleges spent money in at least one category of Title IIA or IIB

funds.

Approximately half of cthe other types of postsecondary inscitutions
reported spending Perkins' handicapped (49%), disadvantaged (54%) and program
improvement funds (51%), Approximately one third (34%) spent funds for single
parents/homemakers, while fewer spert funds for adults (30%Z) and sex equity
(21Z). Overall, 74% of these institutions reported expenditures in at least

one category of Title IIA or IIB funds.

As the results in Exhibit 3.3 indicate, in each category of Perkins'
funds community colleges were more likely to have spent money than were other
types of postsecondary institutions offering vocational programs. This
relationship is strongest for single parent/homemaker funds, where 58% of
community colleges spent these federal dollars as compared with 34% of other

types of postsecondary institutions.
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Exhibit 3.3

National Estisates of Percentage of Postsecondary Inst'tutions
Spending Perkins® Funds During 1986-87

Community Colleges" Other Postsecondar_yb
x2 statistic ot

3 3 Group Ditferences
Category ot Perkins' Funds Spending (Weighted n) Spending (Welighted n) (Mea=ure of Assoclation)
Handicapped 67.4 (645) 9.1 (431) 14,1388 (,19)
Disadvantaged 71.8 (679) 54.0 (466) 13, 73u0 (.18)
Aduit 44,3 (409) 29.5 (248) 9.02%" (.15)
Single parent/homemaker 58.2 (550) I4.4 (294) 2318 ( 24)
Sex equity 39.1 (364) 21,2 (185) 15,3408 ( 20)
Program improvemsnt 65.3 (626) 5.4 (442) 1,96 (.14)
Any Perkins' funds 84.8 (801) 13.9 (640) 7,158 (.14)
'Unueightad total n for handicappe + 313; disadvantaged = 310; adutt = 304; singie parent = 3i2; sex equily - 308;

program improvement = 316, any Perk. ' tungs = 308

blncludes area or regional vocational schools, technical inc*itutes and four-year colleges; Unweighted total n tor

handicapped 3nd sex equity = 114; disadvantayed = 113; adull .24 program improvement = 11}; single parent = 112; any
Perkins' tunds = 112

s p <. . ,
vy <01 P




Comparing Proportions of Secondary and Postsecondary Providers Spending Funds

Since the Perkins Act did not stipulate how funds should be split
between secondary and postsecondary proviilers, it is of interest to look at
differences in the proportion spending Perkins' funds at these two education
lavels. Exhibit 3.4 shows the proportion of secondary providers (i.e.,
districts and secondary AVS combined) and postsecondary providers (i.e.,
community colleges and other types of postsecondary institutions combined)

spending Perkins' funds during 1986-87.

For handicapped furnds, a similar proportion of secondary (57Z) and
postseconda.y (592) respondents reported expenditures during 1986-37.
Similarly, there are not marked differences in the proportion of secondary and

postsecondary providers spending disadvantaged funds (58X versus 63Z).

As would be expected, a greater proportion of postseccndary
institutions than secondary LEAs spent Perkins' funds for adults (37% versus
10Z) and for single parents/homemakers (472 versus 12z). However, one caveat
to these findings is thact school districts and secondary AVS were instructed
on the survey to focus on Perkins' funds spent for secondary vocational
education. Thus, it is possible chat secondary LEAs could have spent adult
funds in postsecondary certificate or degree programs associated with adult or
community education. In addition, the federal legislation excluded pregnant
women from the single parent category, so that programs for pregnant teens, a
likely scenario at the secondary level, could not be recipients of these Ticle
ITA funds.

Postsecondary institutions were more likely than secondary LEAs to
spend Perkins' funds €0 promote sex equity and program improvement,
Approximately 30% of postsecondary institutions reported spending sex equity
funds in 1986-87, compared with only 132 of secondary respcndents. Nearly 60%
of postsecondary institutions spent program .mprovement funds, compared with

32X of secondary providers.

Reasons Why Districts and Institutions Did Not Receive Perkins' Funds

If a district or institution was not awarded Perkins' money in a

category of Title ITA or IIB funds, survey respondents were asked to indicate
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Exhibit 3.4

Comparing Percentage of Secondary and Postsecondary Providers
Spending Perkins' Funds During 1986-87

"y
Sacondarla Pos‘secondaryb
12 Statistic ot
¢ 4 Group Ditterences
Category of Perkins' Funds Spending (Weighted n) Spending Neighted n) (Measure of Assuciation)
Handicapped 56.8 (6269) 58.6 (1076) 0.36 (.02)
Disadvantaged 58,2 (6472) 63.3 (1144) 3.05 (.05)
Adul? 9.7 (627) 37.2 (657) 156.082481 (.33)
Single parent/homemaker 1.8 (882) 46.9 (843) 221,720 (.38)
Sex .:quity 12.7 (1082) SICON | (549) 65.30%0 (. 2)
Program improvement 32.3 (3413) 56.7 (10468) 89 1780 (. 24)
Any Perkins® tunds 69.8 (7506) 19.6 (1441) 14 154802 (10}
°Un-e|ghved total n tor  handicapped, disadventaged and LEP = 1118; adult = 1098; single parent - 110, uex equily
1117; program improvement = 1108; any Perkins' tunds = '083

bUnwelghted total & tor handicapped ond Progrem improvement = 427, disadvantaged = 423; edult = {5, wii,ie parent =

424; sex equity = 422; any Perkins' tunds & 420

e p o<, 001 . C5 j




the most important reason why these funds were not received. Response options
included gsneral reasons, such as not knowing about the availability of funds
in a particular category, as well as issues directly tied to the Perkins
legislation, such as matching funds and identifying excess costs. The
response rate to these questions is somewhat lower than to the earlier
questions about funding. Since the small numbers do not yield reliable
national estimates, these results should be interpreted with caution and

viewed as informative but not conclusive.

Exhibit 3.5 presents the reasons cited by districts, secondary AVS
and postsecondaéy institutions for not receiving Perkins' Title II funds.
Across all categories of funds, the majority of districts that did not receive
Perkins' fund indicated that they did not apply for these federal dollars
because the likely award was too small. In each funding category, between 50~
60Z of respondents from school districts 1indicated that this was the most
important reason why Perkins' funds were not received. In contrast,
approximately 20-30Z of secondary AVS and 15-30% of postsecondary institutions
indicated that they did not apply for funds because of the size of the
award. In all categories, rhere is a moderate relationship and statistically

significant difference among the percentage of providers choosing this reasor.

Postsecondary institutions were more likely than secondary LEAs to
indicate that they did not know about categories of Perkins' funds. For
example, more than half of the postsecondary respondents to this question
indicated that they did not know about Perkins' funds for handicapped and

disadvantaged students or about program improvement funds.

The requirement that federal dollars for handicapped and
disadvantaged funds be matched was cited as a difficulty in accessing funds by
only a small percentage of respondents. Approximately 10-20Z of respondentcs
indicated that they did not know what funds were available as matching
tunds. This proportion is fairly equivalent for handicapped, disadvantaged,
adult and program improvement funds. There also are no significant differ-
ences in the proportion of districts, AVS and postsecondary institutions

report.uyg difficulty matching funds.

Tv: exces: cost stipulation for Perkins' hand apped and
disadvantaged fund: was cited as a problem by more respondents from AVS than

from districts or postsecondary 1nstituClions. Approximately 177 of AVS
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Exhibit 3.5

National Estimates of Roasons Perkins' Funds Not Recelved by Schoot Districts,

Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS) snd Postsecondary institutions in 1586-87

x2 Statistic of
Group Differences

Category of School Secondary Postsacondary {Measure of
Perkins' Funds Reason Funds Not Received District AVS institution Assocliation)
Handicapped Did not know about program 7.0 1.9 50.2 66,2800 (.48)

Not eligitle for these funds 12.4 39.4 6.6 15,30 (.23
Application rejected 2.1 V.7 0.0 1.82 (.08)
Did not apply: award too small 62.8 2.0 15.1 51,5708 (.42)
Did not apply: unsure of match 8.7 17.2 16.9 4.1 (.12)
Did not apply: couid not 2,0 0.0 8.9 7.71# (.16)
identify eligible students
Did not apply;: could not match 12.8 A.f 8.6 1.89 (.08)
Did not apply: could not 3.1 17. 3 1.8 11,275 (.20)
identify excess costs
WE IGHTED TOTAL N: 2733 65 21
UNWE IGHTED TOTAL N: 11 18 b1
Disadvantasged Did not know about program 8.0 1.4 53.8 65,3600 (.49)
Not eligible for these funds 12.9 24.5 1.1 4.13 (.12)
Application ri. jected 2.9 0.0 2.0 0.80 (.05;
Did not apply: award 100 small 6.8 28,2 16.9 40,38 (.39)
Did not aply: unsure of match 10.9 20.3 18.5 .27 (.1)
Did not apply: could not 2.7 0.0 5.9 2.28 (.09)
identify eligible students
0id not apply: could not match 15.8 4.3 9.3 3.y (.t
Did not eppiy: could not 4,6 17.8 1.0 9,93 (.19)
identify excess costs
WEIGHTFD TOTAL N: 2524 10 250
UNWE IGHTED TOTAL N 115 19 N

{cont inued)
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Exhibit 3.5 (continued)

xZ2 statistic of
Group Diffarences

Category ot School Sacondary Postsecondary (Measure of
Perkins' Funds Reason Funds Not Received District AVS Institution Asscciation)
Adult Did not know about program 15.5 18.5 35.5 22.06% (.20}

Not eiigible for these funds 237 33.% 9.3 17.6984s (.18)
Application rejected 0.9 4.3 5.4 12,4088 (.15)
, Did not apply: award too smal | ' 53.6 36.4 23.5 3495800 (,25)
Did not apply: unsure of match 9.5 1.9 13.5 2.2 (.06)
Did not apply: proposail 19.0 20.8 28.17 4.94 (.09)
WEIGHTED TOTAL N: 5064 262 488
UNWE IGHTED TOTAL N 405 82 79
Single parent/ Did not know about program 17.2 3.1 28,1 20,3508 (.19)
homemaker Not eligible for these funds 22.4 28.8 10.9 9.02¢% (.13
Application rejected 0.6 9.1 11.6 31,5788 (.24)
Did not apply: award too small 56.5 33.3 27.2 33.8088s (.25)
Did not applv: proposal 12.9 21,2 23,7 0.63 (.03)
\ WEIGHYEL TOTAL N: 4957 280 384
P UNWE IGHTEL TOTAL N: 383 102 74
S/ x equity Did not know about program 15.8 9.1 21,5 6.03¢ (.10)
Not eligible for these funds 14.5 17.7 7.1 6.26° (.10)
Aplication rejected 1.5 6.8 7.2 11,7398 (.14
Did not apply: award too small . 62.4 48.5 30.1 IR VALL) (.27)
Did not apply: proposal 20.4 23.9 35.3 11.65%% (.14)
WE IGHTED TOTAL N: 4811 270 566
UNWE iGHTED TOTAL N: 358 91 107
Program improvement Did nnt know about program 20.9 30.6 51.4 22,1700 (.25)
Not eligible for these funds 13.6 22.5 8.0 5.17 (.'2)
Application rejected 2.1 6.3 0.7 4.26 .1
Did not apply: award 100 smalli 58.9 3.0 12.3 47.60080 (.36)
Did n7y apply: unsure of match 11.3 13.1 19.6 2.87 (.09)
Ez?i Dig not apply: proposal 18.5 15.3 6.2 5.25% (.12)
: WEIGHTED TOTAL M: 3301 180 245
UNWE tGHTED TOTAL N: 190 48 40
top <05 o 0
" op <. : fﬁ '
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indicated that this was an important reason why they did not apply for
Perkins' funds in these two categories. In contrast, less than 5% of school

districts or postsecondary institutions selected this response.

Twenty to thirty percent of the secondary AVS indicated that they
did not receive Perkins' ITA or IIB funds because they were not eligible for
these federal dollars. Based on comments written on the surveys, it appears
that in some cases federal dollars flow to the AVS through school districts.

In this way, a small percentage ~i AVS receive no federal dollars directly.

Student Enrollments in Districts and Institutions Sgending Funds

Exhibit 3.6 presents a comparison of the average student enrollments
in districts and institutions s ending versus not spending each category of
Perkins' funding in 1986-87. In school districts and secondary area
vocational schools, there is a consistent pattern across funding categories
that LEAs spending Perkins' funds have higher student enrollments than those
not spending these federal dollars. Among secondary AVS, these differences
are not large and only scatistically significant for. adult and sex equity
funds. However, among school discricts, TEAs spending handicapped,
disadvantaged or program improvement funds have approximately three times as
many'students as districts not spending these three categories of Perkins'

funds.

At the postsecondary level, the only meaningful relationship between
student enrollment and Perkins' funds is seen with program improvement
monies. Specifically, institutions spending Perkins' Title IIB funds, on

average, arc nearly three times larger than tkose not spending these funds.

Taken together, these results suggest that at the secondary level
Perkins' funds are going to Larger school districts and to area vocational
schools regaraless of size. This distriburion of funding is expectei for
handicapped and disadvantaged funds, which are distributed by formula re.ated
to size. However, it 1is also interesting chat larger districts and
postsecondary institutions are more likely to be recipients of program

improvement funds.
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Exhibit 3.6

National Estimates of Student Enrol lments in Districts and Institutions
Spending Parkins' Funds During 1986-87

Spent Funds Did kot Spend Funds
t-test
Type of District/ Category of Perkins' Average Average ot Group
. Institution funds (Welghted total n) Enroliment  (Unweighted n) Enroliment  (Unwaighted n) Ditterences
School Har dicapped (11,077) 1477 (569) 432 (226) 4,060
district Disadvantaged (11,077) 1385 1565) 487 (230) 3.60%ns
Limlted-English-proficlent (11,077) 365 (140) 741 (655) 2,20*
Adult (10,913) 6236 89) 160 (696) 1.68
Single parent (10,990) 4527 (119) 756 (670) 1.83
Sex equity (11,059) 4204 (156) 108 (638) 2.25%
Program improvement (11,018) 1948 (M) 5o (397) 2.8
o Secondary Handlcapped (728) 1886 1199) 1294 (33) 1.74
area Disadvantaged (728) 1853 (198) 1428 (34) 1,24
vocational Limited-English-proticient (728) 3786 (27) 1398 (205) 2.00
school Adult (714) 2784 (91) 12683 (137) 2.01%
Single parent (737) 2413 (73 144} (156) 1.53
Sex equity (720) 2748 (86) 1359 (145) 2,03
Program improvement (748) 2129 (1138) V370 (93 1.76
Postsecondary Handicapped (1663) 3023 (288) 4211 (102) -1.26
institutivo Disadvantaged (1647) 37517 (309) 3185 (8 Q.77
Adult (1595) 3550 (218) 2751 (160) 1.30
Single parent (1630) 4216 (245) 3000 (142) 1.34
Sex equity (1637) 4004 (184) 3378 (202) 0.75%
Program improvement (1660) 4794 (289) 1706 (102) J.63une
» p<.05
% pz .0l R
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Percentage of !rban, Suburban and Rurzl Districts Spending Perkins' Funds

Using census data, school districts were categorized as urban,
suburban or rural. The weighted national estimates indicate that 3.4% of
districts are in urban areas, 24.8%1 are in suburban areas and 71.8% are
classified as rural. This information was not available for AVS or
postsecondary institutions, which draw students from a wider, and often

undefined, area.

Exhibit 3.7 presents the proportion of urban, suburban and rural
districts spending Perkins' funds. Across all categories of funds, a higher
pcoportion of urban districts than districts in suburban or rural areas spent
Perkins' furds during 1986-87. Nearly all urban districts (94X) spent
handicapped and dissdvantaged funds, compared with 542 of suburban and
approximately 45% of rural districts. Half of the districts in urban areas
spent Perkins' funds for LEF students, when only 11Z of suburban districts and
3% of rural districts reported spending these funds. The majority of urban
districts (56%) also spent program improvement funds, compared with 292 of
suburban and 23% of rural districcs.

While not a majority, a higher percentage of urbaz districts spent
Perkins' funds for adults, single parents/homemakers and sex equity than did
districts in rural or suburban areas. For examnle, approximately 312 ¢: urban
districts spent Periins' funds for single parents/homemakers and sex equity,
while fewer than 10Z of suburban or rural diatricts reported spending these
funds. For adult moniei;. 16%Z of urban districts spent funds, compared with 5%
of suburban and 22 of rural districtis. Combining all categories of Title [IA
and IIB funds, nearly all urban districts (97%) spent money in at least one
funding category, compared with 662 of suburban districts and 60% of rural

districts.,

Percentage Below Poverty Level in Districts Spending Perkins' Funds

The percentage of children below the federal poverty level, taken
from census data, was computed for school districts responding to the
survey. The weighted estimates based on the sample data indicate that, on
average, 15.7% of children in schoosl districts nationally are below the
poverty level, with a median of 13X and a range from 22 to 62%. Using these

census data, the average percentage of poverty was compured tor school
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Exhibit 3.7

National Estimates of Percentage of Urbdan, Suburban and Rural Schoci Districts
Spending Perkins' Funds During 1986-87

. Percent Spending Funds
- x2 Statistic of
Category of Perkins' Urban Suburban Rural Group Ditterences

Funds (Weighted total n) (Unweighted n) (Unweighted n) (Unwe i ghted n) (Measure of Associartion)

.. ‘capped (11,414) 94,1 54.4 44.2 30.79%** (.19)
(104) (254) (241)

Disadvantaged (11,414) 94.1 54,1 6.9 25.63%¢ (.17)
(102) (248) (245)

Limited=-Engl ish-proficient 50.0 1.3 3.4 98 . 71%es (. 34)

(11,414) (49) (79 (22)

Adult (11,174) . 15.8 4.9 2.2 17.39%¢ (')
(3N (40) (29

i

Single parant (11,326} 31.2 6.5 3.5 40,230 (.22)
(41 (60) (3

Sex equity (11,395) n.7 9.3 5.2 31.22%*% (.19
(47) (7%) (46)

Program improvement (11,330) 55.8 29.2 23.3 16.32%*% ('Y
(79) (9 (58)

Any Parkins' tunds (10,709) 96.9 65.6 59.8 16,7108 ('
(1M (274) (292)

*Hs D<.0|

pes e 001

g1
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districts spending Perkins' funds and c-mpared with poverty rates in districts

that did not spend funds. These results are displayed in Exhibit J.8.

Although there are a few statistically significant differences in
the percentage of poverty between districts spending and not spending Perkins'
funds, the differences are small in magnitude. For example, the average
percencage of poverty in districts spending Perkins' funde for disadvantaged
students is 17%, compared with 157 among districts not spending these federal
dollars. Morvover, three of the four statistically significant differences
suggest that districts that did not spend Perkins' funds have higher poverty
rates than districts that did spend funds. Again, these differences are small
in magnitude, such as 161 poverty among districts not spending single parent

money versus 13X among districts spending these funde.

Overall, the percentage of poverty ;mong districts spending funds in
at least one category of Title IIA or IIB monies is nearly equivalent to the
poverty level in districts spending no Perkins' funds (l16.2% versus 15.5%).
Taken together, these results suggest that there is not a strong relationship
between the poverty level of the population within a school district, in and

of itself, and the likelihood of spending Perkins' funds.

Percentage of Nonwhites in Districts Spending Perkins' Funds

Census data were available on the percentage of the population that
is white -ithin school district boundaries. This information was converted
into the percentage of nonwhites in the population, by taking the reciprocal
of the percentage from the census data. The average percentage of nonwhites
in school districts nationally, estimated from our sample data, 1s 12.9%, with
the median of 4Z. This information was used to compare the average percentage
of nonwhites in districts spending Perkins' funds with that of districts not

spending these federal dollars. The results are displayed in Exhibit 3.9.

For each category of funds, districts spending Perkins' dollars have
a significancly higher proportion of nonwhites than districrs cthat did not
report Perkins' expenditures. In particular, districts spending LEP funds
are, on average, 297 nonwhite, compared with 11Z in districts not spending
these funds. The proportion of nonwhites in districts spending disadvantaged
funds is nearly twice that of dis -ic'. nor spending these funds (l7% varsus

9%). For adult, single parent ind sex equity funds, the proportion of
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Exhibit 3.8

National Estimaies of Percentage of Children Below the Poverty Level
in School Districts Spending Perkins' Funds °

Spent Funds Did Not Spend Funds
t-1est
Category of Perkins' Average § Below Average 3 Below ot Group
funds (Weighted tofal n) Poverty Level (Unwaighted n) Poverty Level (Unwelghted n) Difterences
Hondicapped (11,318) 16.0 (595) 15.5 1232) 0.07
Disadvantaged (11,319) 16.6 {5%1) 14.9 (236) 2,46
~4
~ timited-English-proticient (11,319) 16.2 (149) 15.7 (678) 0.3
Adult (11,080) 15.0 (9.4) 15.6 (118) -0, 35
Single parent (11,231) 12.9 (133) 16 0 (688) -2,79%*
Sex equity (11,300) 13,2 (166) 15.9 (660) ~2.,63%
Program improvemant (11,236) 14,4 (415) 16.2 (405) -2.49"
Any Perkins' funds (10,614) 16,2 (669) 15.5 (12%5) -0.92
* pe. 05
[X] p<, 0}
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National Fstimates ot Perceniage of Nonwh.tes in

Exhibit 3.9

Spanding Perkins' Funds

School Districts

Spent Funds

Did Not Spend Funds

t-test
Category ot Parkins' Average % Average § of G:Zup
tunds (Weighted total a) Nonwhite (Unweighted n) Nonwhite (Unweighted n) Ditterences
Mandicapped (11,414) 15.9 (599) 9.5 (233) 5.000
Disadvantaged (1V,413) 16.7 (595) 8.5 (230 6.54002
Limited-Engl ish-proticient (11,413) 28,17 (150) 11.4 (682) 5.92 =»
Adutt (31,175} 22.4 (94) 12,2 (723) 2.39¢
Single parent (11,325) 19.8 (134) 12.} (692) 2.38¢
Sex equity (11,39%) 20.0 (168) 12.0 (663) 2.62"
Program improvement (11,330) 17.0 (416) 11,0 (409) 3.870er
Any Perkins® tunds (10,708) 15.4 (673) 1.5 (126) 6,400

. p<.05
*t pc. O}
per <, 001

{

)




nonwhites among spending districts averaged approximately 20% compared with an
average of 11-12% nonwhite among districts not spending these funds. Overall,
districts spending funds in at least one category of Title IIA or IIB monies
have a significantly higher percentage of nonwhites than districts not

spending Perkins' funds (152 versus 82).

Percentage of Pell Grant Recipients in Fostsecondary Institutions Spending
Perkins' Funds

In order to calculate a poverty index for postsecondary institu-
tions, information was obtained about cthe number of Pell Grant recipients.
This figure was converted into a percehtage of the FTE student enrollment in
1986-87. The weighted percentage of students receiving Pell Grants among all
postsecondary institutions averaged 33.2%, with a median of 26.4%. However,
the average percentage of students in community colleges (31.1Z) was
significantly different (t = 2.58, p = .0l) than in other types of post-

secondary institutions (39.7%).

This difference might be due to the tendency for community colleges
to have no or low tuition, so that economically disadvantaged students are
less likely to need or receive financial assistance than in other, more
expensive institutions. Community colleges also may have more part-time
students than other types of postsecondary institutions. In addition,
students in community colleges might be able to secure other types of
financial assistance than students in technical institutes or four-year

colleges.

Due to the differential prevalence of Pell Crants in community
colleges, the relationship to Perkins' spending was computed separately tor
these and other types of postsecondary institutions. As Exhibict 3.10
illustrates, there are no statistically significant relationships between
spending Perkins' funds and percentage of students receiving Pell Grants in
community colleges. For disadvantaged funds, where the relationship should be
strongest, a slightly higher percentage of students received Pell Grants (36%)
in community colleges that did not spend Perkins' funds than in colleges
spending these federal dollars (30%Z). On average, a higher percentage of
cstudents received Pell Crants in the small number of community colleges that
did not spend any Title IIA or [IB funds than in those community colleges that
spent funds in at least one category (40% versus 30%).

ff}
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Exhibit 3,10

National Estimates of Percentage of Pell Grants

Awarded in Community Colleges and Other Postsecondary Institutions
soending Perkins' Funds

Type of Institution

Category of
Perkins' Funds
(Weighted tctal n)

Spent Funds

Did Not Spend Funds

%2 Pell Grants

(Unwaighted n)

£ Pell Grants

(Unweighted n)

t-Test ot

Group Differences

Community College

Postsecondary AVS,
technical

institute or

four-year college

Handicapped (85%9)
Disadvantaged (848)

Adult (830)

Single parent (850)

Sex equity (837)

Program improvement (850)
Any Perkins' tunds (851)

Handicapped (688)
Disadvantaged (6t2)

Adult (649)

Single parent (663)

Sex equity (682)

Program improvement (68%)
Any Perkins' funds

29.8
29.8
32.6
26.8
26.7
30.6
29.6

38.17
38.9
30.9
3.2
40.6
33.6
341

(216)
(224)
(160)
(189)
(141)
(217)
(25%)

(45)
(54)
(32)
(29)
(20)
(43)
(64)

31.0
37.5
34,2
32.5
40.2

40.6
a.,
43.4
4.3
39.6
46 .4
54.9

(54)
(44)
(102)
(80)
(12%)
(55)
(17

(38)
(28)
(47)
51)
(62)
(39
(19)

-1.08
-1.41
0.29
-1.92
~1.72
-0.47
-2.33"

-0.40
-0.46
-2.85%"
-2.98%"
0.14
-2.68%*
-3.4]80

p<.05
pe<.,0

SN




At other types of postsecondary institutions, there also are no
significant relationships between prevalence of Pell Grants and spending
Perkins' disadvantaged funds. Thirty-nine percent of students received Pell
Grants in institutions spending disadvanctaged funds, compared with 41% in
institutions not spending these federal dollars. However, there is a tendency
for institutions not spending Perkins' adult, single parent or program
improvement funds to have a higher percentage of students receiving Pell
Grants than institutions spending these funds. For program improvement funds,
the difference is an average of 4671 receiving Pell Grants among nonspending
institutions, compared with 347 among spending institutions. Overall, 53% of
students received Pell Grants in institutions that did not spend any Title IIA
or IIB funds, compared with 34Z of students receiving Pell Grants 1in

institutions spending funds in at least one category of these federal dollars.,

The lack of significant findings for community colleges and the
unexpected relationship at other types of postsecondary institutions suggests
that receiving Pell Crants may not be a good proxy for an index of poverty or
economic disadvantage. There may be some other confounding variable affecting .
the likelihood of students receiving Pell Grants in a particular type of

institution.

3.3 Amount of Perkins' Funds Spent by Districts and Institutions

Survey respondents were asked to record the amount of federal
Perkins' funds spent duriug the 1986-87 school year in each category of Title
IIA and IIB funds. In this section, we summarize these figures for school
districts, secondary area vocational schools and postsecondary institurions.
In addition, three composite indices were calculated: (1) the total amount ot
Perkins' funds spent across ali categories; (2) the amount of total Perkins'
funding per student; and (3) the proportion of Perkins' funds relative to the

total district or institutional budger.

Amount of Perkins' Monies Spent in each Funding Category

Exhibit 3..1 presents the summary statistics of the federal dollars
spent. by vocational providers during the 1986-87 school vyear. After
describing these results, we discuss differences in the amcunt spent by school
districts, sscondary AVS and postsecondary tnstitutions 1n each category ot
Title IIA and IIB funds.

¥l
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National Estimates of Amount of Perkins® Funds Spent In 1986-87 by School Districts,

Exhibit 3.1

Secondary Ares Vocational Schools (AVS) and Postsecondary institutions

Amount of Funds Spent

F Statistic ot

Category ot Type ot District/ Standard Ditterences Between
Perk ins' Funds institution (Weighted n) Mean Deviation Madian Range {(Unweighted n) Totai Group Means
Handicapped School district (5123) $1,398 $57,085 $3,000 $100-1,666,018 (567) $58,391,011 7,510
Secondary AVS (687) $45,222 $185,806 $16,929 $640-2,000,000 (234) $31,090,071
Postsecondary institution (1056) $20,863 $26,966 $11,137 $424-245,65% (304) $22,022,977
Disadvaniagea School district (5204) $19,627 $79, 416 $4,000 $100-2,905,173 (568) $102,130,958 16.66%
Secondary AVS (687) $54,952 $92,090 $z7,418 $793-1,000,000 (229) $37,736,024
@ Postsecondary Institution (1136) 543,729 $56,752 $22,734 $300-750,000 (331) $49,662,807
[ 2]
‘1imited-English- School district (642) $15,824 $104,250 $1,749 $25-1,845,777  (134) $10,160,012 0,04
proticient (LEP) Secondary AVS (9%) $11,89% $21,792 $3,026 $30-100,000 (28) $1,178,750
Adult School district (355) $64,564 $164,616 $9,500 $27-1,520.157 (88) $22,926,884 0.86
Secondary AVS (224) $51,515 $62,901 $29,718 $1,160-368,635 (109) $11,564,235
Postsacondary institution (612) $43,938 $55,088 $25,900 $22-397,280 (226) $26,868,671
Siagle parent/ Scheol district (531) $21,108 $71,776 $8,700 $300-1,220,363 (123) $11,199,480 2,67
homemak er Secondary AVS (227) $35,121 $21,805 $32,686 $2,500-113,229  (83) $7,961,6868
Postsecondary institution (826) $36,952 $34,436 $32,696 $691-290,491 (261) $30,525,268
Sex equity Schoot district (743) $10,939 $24 ,96C $3,600 $250-419,625 (163) 18,131,965 1.39
Secondary AVS (228) $15,694 $17,606 $8.120 $350-75,000 (100) $3,582,518
Postsecondary institution (525) $16,115 $18,014 $9,000 $300~-100,000 (192) 18,453,100
.. brogram Schoal district (2660) $27,453 $112,997 $9,887 $97-3,823,03)  (391) $73,017,606 8,510 . ..
]_t)_ﬂgmprovemen! Secondary AVS (408) 158,163 $173,357 $25,000 $1,500-2,000,000 (154) $23,704,783 l_[),J
Postsecondary institution (1010, $104,344 $250,767 $50,000  $1,217-1,500,006 (196) $105,402,615




Handicapped Funds. Forty-nine percent of school districts nacion-

ally spent Perkins' handicapped funds. Among these districts. the average
expenditure during 1986-87 was $11,398., However, the range is quite large,
from $100 te $1.7 million. Half of all districts spent less than $3000 in
Perkins' handicapped funds. The total amount of handicapped funds spent
during 1986-87 was $58.4 million,

Among the 827 of secondary AVS spending funds, the average expen.’ -
ture during the 1936~87 school year was $45,222, with a range from $640 to $2

million. The median expenditure was $16,929, with a total of $3i.l million.

Fifty-nine perceat of postsecondary institutions spent handicapped
funds. These institutions spent an average of $20,863 in Perkins' handicapped
monies, with a median value of §$11,137. The range of expenditures was from
$424 to just under $250,000. The total amount of Perkins' handicapp'd funds

expanded by postsecondary institutions was $22 million.

The average amount of Perkins' funds spent by AVS for handicapped
students is significancly higher than the average spent by either school
districts or postsecondary institutions (Scheffe post hoc comparisons, p <
.05). Indeed, the national estimate of the average expenditure of handicapped
funds among AVS ducing 1986-87 ($45,222) is nearly four times the average
reported by school districts ($11,398) and twice the amount spent by
postsecondary institutions ($20,863). The median among AVS of nearly $17,000
is also substantially higher than among school districts, where half spent
$3,000 or less. However, the range in handicapped funds speut by districcs is
close to that spent Ly AVS. The maximum expenditure reported by school
districts was $l.7 million, compared with the maximum of $2 million among the
AVS sample. These results suggest that while, on average, school districts
received smaller handicapped allocations than AVS, a few districts did receive

large awards.

Disadvantaged Funds. Helf of all school districts spent Perkins'

disadvantaged funds during 1986-87. Their average expenditures was $19,627,
with a range from $100 to $2.9 million., Half of all districts spent less than
54000 in Perkins' funds for disadvantaged students. A total of 5102 million

in disacvantaged funds was spent by school districts during 1986-87.
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Eighty-three percent of AVS spent Tit.e IIA funds for disadvantaged
students during 1986-87, Their average expenditure was $54,952, with the
med.an at $27,418 and a range from $793 to $1 million. Secondary AVS spent a

total of $37.7 million in disadvantaged funds.

Among the 592 of postsecondary institutions spending Perkins' funds
for disadvantaged students, the average expenditure was §$43,729 during 1986-
87, with the median at $22,734. Expenditures ranged from 3300 to $750,000,
with & total of $49.7 million.

On aversge, the amount of Perkins' funds for disadvantaged students
spent by school districts ($19,627) is less than half of that spesnt by AVS
($54,952) or postsecondary institutions ($43,729). These differences are both
statistically significant (Scheffe post hoc comparison, p < .05). The median
dollar amount spent by school districts is also smaller than the median
associated with the other two types of vocational providers. However, the
range in the amount of federal dollars spent by school districts is larger

than is seen among AVS or postsecondary institutions.

Limited-English-Proficient (LEP) Funds. Only 7% of school districts

spent LEP funds during 1986-87. Among this subset of districts, the average
expenditure was $15,824, with & range from $25 to $1.8 million. However,
since half of the districts spent less than $2,000, it appears that for most
districts this grant 1is small. The total amount of LEP funds spent by
districts was $10.2 million.

Sixteen percent of secondary AVS spent LEP funds during 1986-87.
Among this group, the average expenditure was $11,895, with a range from 530
to $100,000. The total amount spent was $51.2 million, although half of the
AVS spent $3000 or less.

There 1s not a statistically significant difference between

districts and AVS in the average amount of LEP funds spent.

Adult Funds. Three percent of districts spent Perkins' adult
funds. The average expenditure was $64,564, with a range from 527 to
1,520,157. Half of the districts spent $9,500 or less. The total amount of

adult funds expenc:d by districts in 1986-87 was $22.9 million.

Nearly 302 of AVS spent adult funds during 1986-87, with an average
expenditure of $51,5l5 and a median of $29,718. The spending ranged trom

$1,160 rto $368,635, with a total of S$11.6 million.
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Thirty-seven percent of postseccndary institutions spent Perkins'
adult funds during 1986-87. Their average expenditure was $43,938, with a
median of $26,000 and a range from $22 to $397,28C. In total, postseccndary

institutions spent $26.9 million in adult funds.

Although a small percentage of school distric.s spent Perkins' funds
for adults in secondary programs, the average amount spent was similar to that
spent by secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions. The difference between
the 565,000 average among school districts and the $52,000 and $44,000
averages among secondary AYS and postsecondary institutions is not

statistically significant.

An inspection of the medians in the three samples reveals that half
of the school districts spent less than $10,000 for adults, compared with
medians of more than $25,000 for secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions.
Again, we see &« wide range in funds spent by school districts~-from $27 up to
$1.5 million. These results suggest cthat although a few school districts
received large grants for adults, most received small grants in this Perkins'
category. In contrast, the large;t amount spent for adults by AVS or post=-

secondary institutions was less than $400,000.

Single Parent/Homemaker Funds. Five percent of school districts

spent Perkins' funds for single parents/homemakers in secondary programs
during 1986-87. Their average expenditure was $21,108, with a range from $300
to $1.2 million. A total of $11.2 willion in single parent funds was spent bty

districts, alth ugh half of all districts spent $8000 or less.

Nearly one third cf AVS reported expenditures for single parents/
homemakers in 1986-87. The average expenditure was $35,121, with the median

at 532,696, Spending ranged from $2500 to $113,229 and totaled nearly $8

million,

Single parent funds were spent by 471 of postsecondary institulions.
The average expenditure was $36,952, with a range from $693 to $290,491. The

median value was 32,696. Spending totaled $30.5 million.

The patrern of expenditures in this funding category by the three
types of vocational providers is similar to adult funds. There 1s not a
statistically significant difference among the average expenditures reported

by the three rypes of providers, with the mean ot each approximately $20,000-

10



$35,000. However, the range among school districts of $300 to $1.2 million is
wider than for the acher two types of providers. A few large values would
inflate the mean. In contrast, the median value, which is not as sensitive to
s few extreme values, is caly $8,000 in cthe school districts, compared with
more than $32,000 in the other two samples., Taken together, these results
indicate that a few school districts received large grants for single
parents/homemakers, but that the majority of districts received smaller awards

than AVS or postsecondary institutions.

Sex Equity Funds. In the allocation of Perkins' Title IIA funds to

states, programs to reduce sex bias in vocational education received the
smallest proportion of funds (3.5Z). This is reflected in the expenditures

reported by lLocal vocational providers.

Only 72 of school districts spent Perkins' sex equity funds in 1986~
87. Spending averaged $10,939 and ranged from $250 to $419,625. Half of al!
districts speant $3600 or less, with the total across all districts at $8..

million.

Nearly 302 of AVS spent Perkins' sex equity funds. Their average
expenditure was $15,694, with the median at $8,120. Spending ranged from $350
to $75,000 and totaled $3.6 million.

Thirty percent of postsecondary institutions speat Perkins' sex
equity fund:z, ranging from $300 to $100,000. The average expenditure was
516,115, although half of all institucions spent $9,000 or less. Speu.ing
totaled $8.5 million.

The average expenditure of sex equity funds among the three types ot
providers ranges from $10,000-$16,000 and is, on average, the smallest expen-
diture of the Perkins' categocries investigated. In addition, half of all AVS
and postsecondary institutions spent less than $10,000 in federal funds for
sex equity programs; half of the school districts spent less than $4,000.
There are no statistically significant differences among the three types of

providers.

Program Improvement Funds. Twenty~six nercent of school districts

spent Perkins' furds for program improvement. Their spending averaged $27,453
and ranged from $97 tn $3.8 million. Spending totaled $73 million, although

half of all -istricts spent less than $10,000.

86k
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Approximately half of the AVS spent program improvement funds 1in
1984-87, ranging from $1,500 to $2 million. The avarage expenditure was
$58,163, with the median at $25,000 and a ctotal of $23.7 million.

Nearly 60% of postsecondary institutions spent program improvement
funde. Their average expenditure was $104,344, with the median at $50,00C and

a cange from $1,217 to $1.5 million. Spending totaled $105.4 million.

Districts spent significantly less in program improvement funds than
postsecondary institutions (Scheffe post hoc comparisons, p < .05). While the
average expenditure by AVS was well below that of postsecondary institutions,
given the wide range in expenditures and the large standard daviations in both
samples, the average expenditures of the two types of providers are not signi-

ficantly different on statistical tests.

Since postsecondary institutions generally have more 3tudents than
secondary LEAs, it is important to look beyond the total dollar amounts to the
expenditures for program improvement activities in relation to student enroll-
ment. When program improvement expenditures are computed on a per pupil
basis, the results indicate that secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions
both spent significantly more than school districts (Scheffe post hoc
comparison, p < .05). For postsecondary institutions, the program improvement
expenditure divided by the total FTE enrollment yields an average national
estimate of $54.71 in program improvemenr funds per pupil, with a median of
§21.86, based on a weighted sample size of 943 institutions. For secondary
AVS, the national estimate of the mean is $58.29, with the median at $22.50,
based on a weighted sample size of 343 institutions. In contrast, the average
per pupil program improvement expenditure by school districts was $33.23, with

the median at $13.99, based on a weighted sample size of 2,525 districts.

Total Amount of Perkins' Funds Spent

To get a sense of the total amount of federal Perkins' dollars spent
during 1986-87, local expenditures ware summed across the individual cate-
gories of Title IIA and IIB funds. These results, presented in Exhibit 3.12,
include only *hose districts and institutions that reported spending in at
least one category of Perkins' funding. In this way, the weighted means
reflect national estimates of the average total Perkins' expenditures across

all districts and institutions receiving funds during 1946-37,
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Exhibit 3,12

National Estimates of Total Perkins' Dollars Spent During 1986-87
by School Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions

Total Perkins' Funds Spent

F Statistic of

Type of District/ Standard v Differencus Between
Institurtion (Weighted n) Maan Deviation Median Range Total (Unweighted n) Group Means
Secondary

Schooi district $42,460 $249,49) $7,910 $100-13,301,747 $285,957,916 (681) 22,520
(6,735)
Secondary AVS $151,463 $368,741 191,309 $500-5,100,000 $116,A18,851 (257)
® (771)
™
Total (7,506) 153,661 $266,272 $8 882 $100-13,301,747 $:52,776,1617 (938)
Postsecondary
Comsunity college $155,181 $163,773 $101,450 $1,350-1,658,122 $124,256,940 (289) 1.23 ]
(801)
Postsecondary AVS, $185,468 $326,848 $79,000 $9,000-2,467,509 $118,678,497 (91)

technical institute
or four-year college

(640)
Total (1,441) $168,634 $250,073 $92,395 $1,350-2,467, 309 $242,935,437 (380) 1.()'}
- -, ."" \¥
v 105
Totat (8,947) 72,174 $267,082 $12,000 645,712,204 (1318)
[ XX ] p(.ml




Secondary Level. School districts spent an average of $42,460 1in

federal vocational funds during 1986-87, with a range from $100 to $13.3
million. However, half of all districts spent less than $8,000. District

spending totaled nearly $286 million.

Secondary AVS spent an average of $249,491 in federal Perkins'
dollars, with a median of $91,309. Spending ranged from $500 to $5.1 million,
and totaled $116.8 million.

The average amount of Perkins' monies spent by AVS was significantly
larger than the average spent by districts. However, of the $402.8 million in
total Perkins' funds spent by secondary providers, school districts' toctal

expenditures accounted for 712 and AVS accounted for 29%.

While the iar;er proportion of federal funds to school districts
refiects student enrollments, the 2.5:. ratio of 3pending is not commensurate
with the ratio of students. As described in Chapter 2, school districts
enrolled a total of 10.5 million secondary students in 1986-87. It 1s
estimated that about 802 of all secondary students Ctake at least one
vocational course, or about 8.4 millior. students. We estimate that 1.3
million students are enrolled in secondary AVS. However, since this is a
"head count' and most schools are not full-day, this figure should be reduced
by about 602 to 800,000 students. Also, since students in part-day AVS are
likely to be double-counted in total district enrollments, this figure should
be subtracted from the district estimate of 8.4, yielding 7.6 million

students.

With these two estimates of student enrollment, the ratio of enroll~-
ments in districts versus AVS is 9.5:1, much larger than the distribution of
funds. Thus, it appears that AVS get a proporrion of secondary funds grearer
tha: their share of students. Of course, since AVS tend to offer more techni-
cal courses, the cost of vocational equipment and facilities would be more

expensive than in most school districts.

Postsecondary Level, Community coileges speat an average of

5155,181 in Perkins' funds during 1986-87, with a range from $1,350 to $l.6

million. The median value was $101,450 and spending totaled $124.3 million.

Total Perkins' spending among other types of postsecondary institu-
tions (e.g., technical institutes, four-year colleges) averaged $185,468, with
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a range from $9,00C to $2.5 million. The median value was $79,000, with a
total of $118.7 million.

The average amount of Perkins' funds spent by community colleges
($155,181) does not differ significantly from the average among other types of
institutions ($185,468). 1In addition, of the $243 million total spent at the
postsecondary level, there was a fairly even split among spending by community
colleges (51%Z) and other institutions (49%). The estimated FTE enrollment in
community colleges (3.7 million) is 1.5 times larger than FTE enrollments in
other types of postsecondary institutions (2.3 million). Thus, the percentage
of total Perkins' funds spent by community colleges is slightly less than the

proportion of students served by those institutions.

Secondary-Postsecondary Split. An estimated total of $645.7 million

dollars in Perkins' funds was spent in 1986-87. Of that amount, 62X ($402.7
million) was spent by secondary providers and 382 by postsecondary institu-
tions ($242.9 million). This ratio is similar to the ratio of enrollmants ar
the secondary level (11.7 million students) and postsecondary level (5.9
million FTE). Although the enrollment estimates reflect total enrollments
more than vocational enrollments, the secondary-postsecondary split of
Perkins' funds is not out of line with the total number of students served by

schools at the two levels.

Percentage of Discricts and Institutions Not Spending Any Perkins' Funds

The total Perkins' dollars reported in Exhibit 3.12 exclude
vocational providers that reported no Perkins' expenditures during 1986-87.
However, the cases spending no Perkins' funds in any category constitute an
interesting group to explore further. These cases with zero Perkins' funds
incluie only those respondents who checked that they spent no funds i1n each
categicy of the Title ITA and IIB funds; respondents who left any of these
questions blank were assigned a missing value, not zero, for total Perkins'

expenditures.

Exhibit 3.13 displays the percentage of each type of vocational
provider reporting no Perkins' funds spent 1i1n any category. (These
percentages are the reciprocal of the percentages reported in Exhibits 3.2 and
3.3.) The percentage of school districts nationwide that did not spend any

federal dollars for vocational education is estimated to be }8Z. Nine percent
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Exhibit 3.13

National Estimates of Percentage of School Districts,
Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS) and Postsecondary Institutions
Reporting No Perkins' Funds Spent During 1986-87

Type of District/

Percent Reporting No

%2 Statistic of Group
Differences (Measure

Institution Perkins' Funds Spent of Association)
Secondary
School district? 37.5 75.66%**  (.27)
Secondary Avs® 9.2
Postsecondary
Community college® 15.2 7.15%*  (.14)
Postsecondary AVS, 26.1
technical inscituﬁe or
four-year college
8Weighted n = 10,772} unweighted n = 808
bWeighted n = 849; unweighted n = 275
‘Weighted n = 9443 unweighted n = 308
dWweighted n =  866; unweighted n = 112
** p<,0l
¥ p<,001
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of secondary AVS did not spend any Perkins' funds during 1986-87, a figure
significantly lower than among school districts. As the postsecondary level,
significantly fewer community colleges (15Z) than other types of institutions

(26%) did not spend any Perxins' funds.

Enrollments in Districts and Institutions Not Spending Perkins' Funds

Exhibit 3.14 presents a comparison of the average student enrollment
among vocational providers that spent some versus no Perkins' funds in 1986~
87. Due to small sample sizes, all types of postsecondary institvtions were
combined in this analysis. These results indicate that school districts and
postsecondary institutions that did not spend money in any category of Tictle
IIA or IIB funds are significantly smaller than those spending funds. For
example, the average student enrollment among school districts that spent
Perkins' funds was 1284, compared with 411 students in districts spending no
Perkins' funds. This finding is consistent with the primary reason given by
sshool districts for not receiving funds: that the likely award was too small

to justify the application process.

The secondary AVS that did not spend Perkins' funds during 1986-87
did not have smaller student enroliments than AVS spending federal dollars
(1,731 versus 1,579 students). Again, looking at the reas.ns why AVS did not
receive Title IIA and IIB funds, the most prevalent reason related to
eligibility requirements. If state policies preclude some AVS from directly
receiving federal dollars, then we would expect state differences to be more

important than school size.

Exhibit 3.15 shows the total number of students in districts and
institutions that did not spend any Perkins' funds in 1986-87. Each enroll-
ment figure was divided by the total enrollment to yield the percentage of

students in districts and insticutions without federal vocational monies.

For handicapped and disadvantaged funds, approximately one quarter
of secondary students attend school districts that did not spend any Perkins'
funds. Only 13-14% of students attending AVS did not have access to programs
funded by Perkins' money. Half of al students attending postsecondary
institutions wizh vocational programs wer: in institutions that did not spend
Perkins' handicapped funds; 33% of students did not have access CO programs

funded by Perkinsg' disadvantaged monies.

~
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Exhibit 3,14

National Estimates of Student Enrollments in Districts and
ins? itutions Spending and Not Spending Any Perkins' Funds During 1986-87

Average Stud 1 Enrol iment

Spent Some Spent No
Perkins' Funds Porxins® Funas t-test of
Twpe of Distric:/institution (Unweighted n) (Unwalghted n) Group Ditterences
Scnool district® 1284 (641) 41 (123) 4.08%0
Secondary area vocational school® 1731 (218) 15729 (14) 0.31
Postsecondary institution® 4004 (349) 1862  (36) 3,398

8 weighted total n = 10,404
Weighted totai n = 722

€ Weighted total n = 1,652

8 pcO1
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Percentage of Students in School Districts, Secondary Area
Vocational Schools (AVS) and Postsecondary Institutions
Not Spending Perkins' Funds During 1986-87

Exhibit 3.15

Category of Funds

Type of District/

Institution

Total Number
of Stuaents

Handicapped

Disadvantaged

Limited-English-
proficient

Adult

Sex equity

Single parent

Program improvement

Total Perkins

School district
Secondary AVS
lostsecondary

School district
Secondary AVS
Postsecondary

School district
Secondary AVS

School discrict
Secondary AVS
Postsecondary

Schoul district
Secondary AVS
Poscsecondary

School district
Secondary AVS
Postsecondary

School district
Secondary AVS
Postsecondary

School district
Secondary AVS
Postsecondary

2,490,470
167,907
2,970,149

2,717,553
179,110
1,955,71:

7,664,670
855,525

8,038,018
668,783
2,804,717

7,306,423
713,137
3,857,914

7,905,452
100,919
2,618,830

4,855,607
499,358
1,158,272

1,619,184
92,207
672,866
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Approximately 65~75%7 of secondary students attended district high
schools or AVS that did not spend Perkins' LEP funds. Similarly, 70-75% of
students enrolled in district high schools and approximately half of students
in AVS did not have access to programs funded by Perkins' adult, sex equity or
single parent/homemaker funds. Approximately 45-50% of postsecondary students
attended inscitutions without adult or single parent/homemaker funds, and 65%

attended institutions without Perkins' sex equity monies.

Nearly half of all secondary students (46%) attended districts that
did nut expend Perkins' program improvement funds in 1986-87. A slightly
smaller percentage (382) of students at AVS did not have access to federally-
funded [rogram improvemen® projects. In contrast, only 20Z of postsecondary
students were enrolled in institutions without Perkins' program improvement

funds.

When total Perkins' Title IIA and IIB expenditures are considered,
only 162 of students were enrolled in districts without these :ederal funds.
These results indicate that although 38% of districts spent no Perkins' monies
during 1986~87, these districts represent only 162 of all students. The 9% of
AVS that ¢-~ent no Perkins' funds cepresent only 72 of students attending
secondary area vocational schools. At the postsecondary level, the 20% of
institutions offering vocational programs that reported no [ferkins'

expenditures represent ll2 of postsecondary students.

Total Perkins' Funds Spent Per Pupil

Since earlier analyses have shown that school districts tend to have
fewer students than secondary A'S or postsecondary institutions, 1t 1is
important to consider the total Perkins' expenditures in relation to enroli-
ment figures. Exhibit 3.16 summarizes the total Perkins' expenditures per
pupil. Only districts and institutions spending Perkins' funds are included

in this analysis.

These data show that, on average, secondary AVS spent significancly
more per student than district. or postsecondary institutions. For example,
secondary AVS spent $143 per student, while postsecondary institutions spent
an average of $128 per student. In contrast, school districts spent only $43
in Perkins' funds per student. The median per pupil expenditure for school

districts (520) also is considerably lower than that of postsecondary inscitu-
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Exhibit 3,16

Natlonal Estimates of Total Perkins' Dollars Spent Per Pupli During 1986-87
in Schoo! Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions

Total Perkins' Funds Per Pupil

F Statistic of

Type aof Districy/ Standard Difterences among
institution (Welghted n) Mean Deviation Median Range (Unweighted n) Group Means
School district (6468) $42.56 191 .52 $20.23 $0.32-925.87 (641) 53,1600
Secondary area $143.28 $166.68 $86.47 $0.94-1527.1n (218)

vocational schools (654)

Pcstsecondary $128.39 $173.22 $72.08 $0.32-1070.15 (349)
Institutions (1291)

119
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tions ($72) ard secordary AVS ($86). Of course, as noted earlier, the types
of courses offered in AVS versus districts necessitate different costs. In
addition, the per pupil costs for school districts and postsecondary
institutions are based on all students, not just vocational students.
However, since nearly 802 of all high school students take some vocational
education, the difference in the enrollment statistic would not entirely

explain the difference in per pupil expenditures.

Percent of District or Institution Budget

The secondary survey asked respondents for the total wvncational
budget, including federal, state and local monies used to support vocational
education.- It is clear from some responses that the budget figures reported
did not includz federal iources, since the budget was less than the cotal
Perkins' furds spent. In chese cases, the budget amount was set to missing.
In addiction, based on written comments on the survey, the inclusion of scaff
salaries ir this budget figure was not consistent across respondents. Thus,
the ctotal budget figure should be viewed as a gross approximation of voca-
tional budgets.

These caveats aside, the results suggest chat federal vocational
dollars are a small percencage of secondary vocational budgets. Among school
districts, Perkins' dollars account for 11% of wvocational budgets, on
average. Amopg area vocational scaools, Perkins' dollars represent only 6% of
vocational budgets. Of course the '"vocational” budget at an AVS would be
equivalent to the total school budget, and would include indirect costs,
overhead, maintenance, and the like. In contrast, the '"vocational’ budget in
a district would refer only to salaries and materials in vocational programs

and exclude general operating costs.

The postsecondary survey asked respondents for the amount of the
total 1institution budget. Since vocational programs are scattered across
departments, it was not considered feasible to 1inquire about vocational
budgets. However, since the total institution budget is likely to be a known
entity, these figures probably are more accurate than those for the secondary
vocational budget. Averaged across respondents, Perkins' funds account for

2.5% of postsecondary budgets.

97

145



Taken ctogether, these results suggest that federal vocational
dollars constitute a small proportion cf funds available for local vocational
programs and services. Although the size of some grants is appreciable. these
larger grants go to bigger institutions or disctr.cts, and still rep .sent a

small proportion of vocational monies.

3.4 Perkins' Funds Car 'd Over or Returned to the State

States differ in the regulations regarding the distribution ard
expenditure of Perkins' funds. In some states, LEAs and postsecondary
institutions are veimbursed with Perkins' dollars for local wvocational
expenditures. In this way, programs that start late or come in below
anticipated budgels are reimbursed only for actual costs. In other states,
LEAs and postsecondary inscitutions receive their Perkins' ailocation wup
front, and unspent funds are returned to the state &t the end of the fiscal
year. Similarly, states have varying policies about the legality of carrying

funds over from one fiscal year to the next.

In this study, we were incerested in the extent to which LEAs and
postsecondary institutions returned or could not spend federal vocational
dollars for handicapped and disadvantaged students because of the matching and
excess cost requirements. Thus, on the secondary and postsecondary surveys
respondents were asked about (a) the amount of handicapped and disadvantaged
funds returned to the state in 1986-87; (b) the amount carried uver into 1987-

88: and (¢) the reasons for not spending these Title IIA funds.

Amount Carried Over or Returned to the State

Exhibit 3.17 summarizes the amount of handicapped and aisadvantaged
funds carried over and returned to the state. Since the responses are
confounded by state~to-state differences, statistical rtests of differences

among districts and institutions were not computed.

On average, leszs than $1,000 of Perkins' funds for handicapped
students was carried over or returned during 1986-87 across the three ctypes of
vocational providers. Fewer than 10X of respondents reported handicapped
funds carried over; 13-20% reported returning handicapped funds to the
state. On average, secondary AVS reported a greater amount of tunds carried

over or returned than schooli districts or postsecondary 1nsCitutions.,
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Exhibit 3,17

National Estimates of Handicapped and Disadvantaged Funds
Carried Over Into 1987-88 and Refurned to the State in 1986-87

Amount of funds

$ Returning cr Median
Type of District/ Standard Carrying Over 1 ot
Perkins' Funds institution (Weighted n) Mean Deviation (Unweighted n) Funds Spending
Handicapped
:g Carried over Schoo! district (6117) $586 37,226 (631) 8.6 50.3
into 1967-88 Secondary AVS (704) $868 34,846 (240) 7.0 75.0
Postsecondary institution (1086) $222 %1,786 (12) 6.3 15.8
Returned to the Schoal district (6255) $532 $5,013 (641) 13.3 25.7
state in 1986-87 Secondary AVS (722) $1,006 $3,002 (243) 20.0 8.6
Postsecondary institution (1098) 1977 34,219 (316) 18.9 23
Disadvantaged
Carried over Scrhaoi district i6220) $1,i12 515,802 {621} 8.5 78.5
into 1987-88 Secondary AVS (709) $2,211 3140 (237) 1.5 6.1
Postsecondary institution (1153) $655 $3,460 (335) 1.5 28.6
Returned 1o the School districy (6362) $985 110,513 (633) 13,2 25.7
state in 1986-87 Secondary AvS (125) $1,.44  3$3,692 t242) 18.4 14,8
Postsecondary institution (1154) $1,095 %4,977 {336) 18.4 12.2
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However, from earlier analyses, we know that they also tanded to receive

larger grants.

To get a sense of the relative amount of funds carried over and
returned, the dollar amounts carried over and returned were each divided by
the amount of handicapped or disadvantaged funds spent. A few respondents
recurned more than they spent, due to a district spending freeze or other
unusual circumstance described on the survey. Thus, Exhibit 3.17 presents the
median, rather than the mean, proportion of runds carried over to the next

fiscal year or returned to the state.

Of the small group of respondents carrying funds over, the median
proportion carried over was 50% of handicapped funds spent in districts, 752
in AVS and 16% in postsecondary iustitutions. The median proportion of
handicapped funds returned to the state was 261 among districts, 9% among AVS

and 23% among postsecondary institutioms.

Similar results are seen with funds for disadvantaged students.
Only 8-92 of respondents carried over disadvantaged funds, with the average
amount $1,000-52,000 across che three providers. More respondents indicated
that they returned disadvantaged funds to the state (13-18%7), although the

amount averaged only about $1,000,.

The median proportion of disadvantaged funds carried over was 80%
among districts, 6% among AVS an4 29% among postsecondary institutions. The
median proportion of disadvantaged funds returned was 261 among districts, 15%

among AVS and 122 among postsecondary institutions.

Reasons for Unspent Funds

Exhibit 3.18 displays the reasons given by districts and institu-
tions that returned or carried over handicapped and disadvantaged funds in
1986-87. This analysis includes only the small proportion of responaents that

returned or carried over these funds.

The reason for unspent funds cited most often by secondary AVS and
postsecondary inccitutions was that actual costs were lower than projected
costs. When actual costs are less, the excess costs are less, so that the
full federal ailocation cannot be wutilized. Nearly half of AVS and

postsecondary institutions selected this reason to explain unspent handicapped
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Exhibit 3,08

Reasons 1or Unspent Handicapped and Disadvantaged Funds in School Districts,
Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary institutions

Percent of District/Institution

101

Category of School Secondary Postsacondary of Group Differences
Park ins' Funds Reason for Unspens fFunds District AVS Institution (Measure of Association)
Hand i capped Progrom did not start on time 1.2 1.5 18.2 4.18 (.14)
Underenrol iment of students 1.3 1.9 14.9 14,9008 (.27)
Too ditficult to show excess costs 33.5 16.0 13.9 9.6988 (.22)
Matching funds not avaliables 19.1 14,6 10,5 2.03 (.10)
Unsure whether match availlabie 10.2 0.0 0.0 12,538 (.25)
Actual costs lower than budget 25.5 46.4 47.7 9.5Qn (.22)
WE IGHTED TOTAL N 1 n 270
UNWE IGHTED TOTAL N 148 46 80
Disadvantaged Program did not start on time 1.9 12.5 3.9 8.07* (.20)
Underenrol iment of students 8.1 1.1 5.9 0.44 (.05)
Too difficult to show excess costs 32.7 8.5 8.3 20, 17088 (.31}
Matching funds not avallable 2).7 8.5 10,2 6.24" (.1
Unsure whether match availabile 11.4 0.0 0.0 14, 9G0es (.27)
Actual costs lower than budget 23,4 35.8 34.8 3.22 {.12)
WEIGHTED TOTAL N 1153 176 295

UNWE IGHTED TOTAL N 155 50 89




funds, and approximazely 40Z attribured unspent disadvantaged funds to lower
than expected costs., In contrast, only 23-262 of school districts returned or

carried over these Title IIA funds because of lower costs.

In school districts, difficulty finding matching funds and demon-
strating excess costs appear to be key reasons behind unspent federal
dollars. More than one third of districts indicated that it was too difficult
to demonstrate excess costs for handicapped students, which is more than
double the percentage of AVS and postsecondary institutions citing this
reason. One third of districts indicated that excess co: ; also were relaced
to not spending Perkins' funds for disadvantaged students, compared with 9% of

AVS and 8% of postsecondary institutions.

These results, compared with the reasons for not receiving Perkins'
funds, suggest that demonstrating excess costs is somewhat difficult for
secondary LEAs. Secondary AVS indicated this as a reason for not applying for
Perkins' funds; school districts cited this as a reason for returning or

carrying over Title IIA funds for handicapped and disadvantaged students.

3.5 Summary and Conclusions

This section summarizes the survey results about cthe amount of
Perkins' dollars spent during 1986-87 and the types of districts, secondary
AVS and ©postsecondary institutions spending these funds. Addicional
information and tabular displays can be found in the earlier sections of this
chapter.

e A greater proportiom of secondary AVS than school

districts spent Perkins' funds in 1986-87.

More than 80% of seccndary AVS spent Perkins' funds for handicapped
and disadvantaged students, as compared with approximately half of school
districts. Approximately 301 of AVS spent Perkins' funds for adults, single
parents/ homemakers or sex equity, compared with less than 10X of districts.
Half of the AVS spent Perkins' funds for program improvement, while only 26%
of districts spent these federal dollars.

s At the postsecondary level, community colleges wer: more

likely to spend Perkins' funds than postsecondary aVS,

technical institutes or four-year «colleges offering
vocational programs.
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Approximately 70% of community colleges spent Perkins' handicapped,
disadvantaged or program improvement funds, compared with about half of other
types of postsecondary institutions. Approximately 60% of community colleges
spent single parent/homemaker funds, while only 34X of other postsecondary
institutions reportad spending these federal dollars.

* An equal proportion of secondary and postiecondary
providers spent Perkins' funds for bhandicapped and
disadvantaged students. As would be expected, more
postsecondary institutions spent funds for adults ard
single parents/homemsakers. However, a larger proportion
of postsecondary institutions spent Perkins' funds for
sex equity and program improvement.

Approximately 60% of secondary and postsecondary providers reporred
spending Title IIA funds for handicapped and disadvantaged students. However,
302 of postsecondary institutions spent Perkins' sex equity funds, compared
with 13%2 of secondary LEAs; nearly 60% of postsecondary institutions spent
Perkins' program improvement funds, compared with only 32Z of secondary
providers.

e Postrecondary institutions that did not receive Perkins'

funds were wmore likely than secondary providers to
indicate that they did not know about the program. The
majority of school districts that did not recieve
funding indicated that they did not apply because the
likely awards were too small.

More than half of the postsecondary instituticns that did not
receive funds indicated that they did not know about Perkirs' funds for
handicapped and disadvantaged students ot about program improvement monies.
In school districts, 50-60% of respondents indicated that the most important
reason why they did not apply fo. Perkins' funds was because the grants would
be too small. In contrast, only 20-30% of AVS and postsecondary instituctions
indicated that they did not apply for funds because of the size of the award.

* School districts that did onot spend Perkins' funds
generally have smaller enrollments than districts
spending these federal dollars.

These differences were seen for handicapped, disadvantaged and LEP

funds as well as for sex equity and program improvement monies.

¢ School districts spending Perkins' funds were more

likely te be in urban areas than in rural or suburban
areas.
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Nearly all urban districts spent handicapped and disadvantaged
funds, compared with about half of suburban and rural districts. Fifty=six
percent of urban districts spent Perkins' program improvement money, compared
with 29% of suburban and 23Z of rural dJdistricts.

e Districts spending Perkins' fuands had a higher propor-

tion of nonwhites than districts without these federal
vocational funds. However, the percentage of students
below the poverty level was not related to spending
Perkins' funds.

Th. percentage of nonwhites was significantly higher for districts
spending each category of Perkins' funds. The largest differerence was seen
for LEP funds, where districts spending Perkins' LEP funds averaged 292
nonwhite, compared with only 11X nonwhite among districts not spending these

funds.

¢ The amount of Perkins' Title IIA and IIB funds spent by
the average secondary AVS was significantly lirger than
the total expenditure by the average school listricts.
However, since there are 30 many more school districts
«* .o AVS nationally, school districts accounted for 712
and AVS 292 of the total Perkins' spending by secondary
providers.
Across categories of Title IIA and IIB funds, expenditurec of
Perkins' funds by secondary providers totaled $402.8 million in 1986 87.
Districts spent 712 of these funds, or 2.5 times the total spent by AVS.
Since the total student enrollments among districts is ‘early ten times that
of AVS, these results indicate that AVS received a proportion of Perkins'
funding greater than their share of students. However, since AVS offer more
technical courses than districts, their vecational costs would tend to be

higher than in most districts.
e The total Perkins' expenditure at the postsecondary
level was nearly evenly divided betwveen community
colleges and other types of postsecondary institutions,
although comwmunity colleges have pearly 1.5 times more
students.
Community colleges spent a toctal of $131,571 in 1986-87, compared
with §$136,983 spent by postsecondary AVS, technical institutes and four-year

colleges. However, the estimated FTE enrollments act community colleges was

3,7 million students, compared with 2.3 million at other types oI post-
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secondary institutions. These results suggest that community colleges
received a proportion of Perkins' funding that was not commensurate with their
share of students. ]

* An estimated total of $645.7 million dollars in Perkins'’

funds wvas spent in 1986-87. Of that amount, 627 was
- spent by secondary providers and 332 by postsecondary
institutions.

Secondary AVS and school districts enrolled an estimated 11.7
million students in 1986-87, while postsecondary institutions offering

B v_cational programs enrolled nearly 6 million students FTE. Thus, this ratio
of funds spent is in line with the proportion of students served by each
- education level.
e AVS spent significantly more, on average, in total
Perkins' dollars per student than either school
districts or postsecondary institutions.

Secondary AVS spent an average of $143 per student, while post-
secondary institutions spent an average of $128 per student. On average,
districts spent only $43 per student. The median per student value also is

f higher for AVS ($87) than for postsecondary institutions ($72) or districts

(s20).

e Thirty-eight percent of school districts and 9 of AVS
did not spend any Perkins' Title IIA or Title IIB funds
in 1986-87. At the postsecondary level, 20Z of institu-
tions offering vocational education did not spend any
Perkins' funds.

Although 38%Z of districts reported no Perkins' funds in 1986-87,
these districts enrolled only 162 of all secondary students attending districe
high schools. The 92 of AVS without Perkins' funds represent only 7% of
students attending secondary area vocational schools. Similarly, only l1% of
postsecondary students were enrolled in institutions that did not spend any

Perkins' funds.




4.0 HOW PERKINS' FUNDS ARE SPENT BY DISTRICTS AND INSTITUTIONS
4.1 Introduction

In cthis chapter, we describe how school d.stricts, secondary area
vocational schools and postsecondary institutions spent Perkins' funds during
1986~87. While the Perkins Act provided broad guidelines for the use of Title
IIA funds, the law tended to spell out the goals of each allotment rather than
specify particular activities. For example, the legislation indicated that
states could use handicapped funds for '"staff, equipment, materials and
services . . . that are essential for handicapped individuals to participate
in vocational education.”" Funds for disadvantaged students were intended to
improve vocational education services and activities and to promote equal

access >f disadvantaged individuals to quality vocational =2ducation.

The las enumerates twenty-four possible expenditures of Title IIB
funds for program improvement. These funds were to be used to expand or
initiate exemplary programs and services, not o maintain funding of existing
programs. The list of acceptable activities 1includes: expanding ci-eer
counseling and guidance; curriculum development in <vocational education;
placement services for students successfully completing vocational programs;
inservice training to increase the competence of vocational education
teachers, counselors and administrators; and the acquisition of high-

technology equipmeat for vocational education programs.

Finding out how these federal dollars were spent at the local level
was one of the prime objectives of the survey. While districts and institu-
tions report to state agencics dn Perkins' expenditures, these figures reflect
standard budget categories. Instead, we were interested in describing the use
of federal vocational funds in terms of educational programs and services, to
be able to discuss the types of activities that federal vocational dollars
support. Thus, we asked respondents to estimate the percentage of Perkins'
funds spent in various activities such as curriculum development, basic skills

instruction and student recruitment.

In the following sections, we present the proportional allocation of
Perkirs' funds by local providers. The data displays summa:ize the ways in
which each of the Title IIA and IIB funds were spent during 1986-~87 in school

districts, secondary AVS and postsec)ndary institutions. In addition, we
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describe the extent to which various categories of Perkins' fund, were

combined in postsecondary institutions.

4,2 Percentage Distribution of Perkins' Funds

Survey respondents were asked to estimate the percentage of funds
spent on s specified set of activities and programs. The list included eight
to ten categories of allowable costs based on the guidelines contained in the
legislation. These included activities and services such as basic skills
instruction; salaries for classroom aides; guidance, assessment or counseling;
child care services; job placement services; and equipment. In addition, we
provided an "other" category for respondents to add to our pre-set response

options.

The total percentage of funds, including "other", was to add to 100%
of funds spent. In the few cases where respondents mistakenly listed percent-
ages that totaled more than 110% or less than 90%, responses for that category

of Perkins' funding were set to missing.

After our first look at the data, it was apparent that as much as
102 of funds were listed in the "other" category. In order to capture fully
the ways in which Perkins' funds were spant, we went back through all surveys
that specified an "other" category and created three or four new classifica-
tions. Through this process, we added categories for materials and supplies,
administration/overhead, instructional support staff (e.g., tutors, resource

teachers) and tuition reimbursement.

When interpreting the survey results, it is important to recognize
the si:..tcomings of coding open~ended responses post hoc. First, since Chese
response categories were not listed on the survey, vespondents wrote in their
ovn categories. Some respondents used ambiguous terminology in specifying the
"other" expenditures, which could not be categorized in the recoding process.
Second, we printed only one line for "other'", and many respondents combined
several activities into this one category. In these cases, when we could not
disaggregate the percentages, they remained as "other'. For these reasons,
the percentage of funds reported in these recoded categories are probably
underestimates of actual expenditures. The categories coded post hoc are
identified on all of the data displays in this chapter. The percentages
reported should be considered illustrative of "other'" spending categories, but

not reliable data.

108

15y




Handicapped Funds

In school diszricts, an average of 245 ¢ handicapped funds was
spent on guidance, assessment or counseling services (Exhibit 4.1). Approxi-
mately 202 of funds paid for paraprofessi-nals or aides for vocational

classrooms, and nearly 201 was spent on modified or new equipment.

Among secondary AVS, an average of 361 of handicapped funds paid for
paraprofessionals or aides in vocational classes. Nearly 2027 of handicapped

funds supported salaries of teachers for separate classes,

Postsecondary institutions spent an average of 241 of their handi-
capped funds on guidance, assessment and counseling, and another 23X on
paraprofessionals or aides in vocational classes. In addition, 182 of handi-

capped funds, on average, was used for new or modified equipment.

In school districts and postsecondary institutions, a significancly
higher proportion of Perkins' funds for handicapped students (24X) was spent
on guidance, assessment or counseling services than was the case among
secondary AVS, which spent an average of 132 on these services, However,
since most AVS are not full-day programs, these guidance and assessment
services may take place at the comprehensive high school in the sending

district.

At the AVS, a significantly larger proportion of handicapped fund;
(36%) was spent for paraprofessionals or classroom aides than was the case in
school districts (20%) or postsecondary institutions (23X). AVS also used a
higher proportion of funds to pay for teachers in separate classes (19%) than

did districts (13X) or postsecondary institutions (12%).

On average, a higpfr proportion of funds was spent on
paraprofessionals or classroom aides in regular vocational classrooms than on
staff for separate classrooms. For example, in AVS, 367 of funds paid for
paraprofessionals, while 19% paid salaries for staff in separate classrooms.
In addition, a Llarge proportion of funds were spent on guidance and
counseling, particularly in school districts and postsecondary institutions.
Taken together, these results suggest that Perkins' funds for handicapped
students were more likely to be used to support the special needs of
handicapped students in regular or mainstreamed vocational classes thar for
separate classes,
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Exhibit 4.1

Na‘lonal Estimates >t tiow Handlcapped Funds MWere Spent by School Districts,
Secndary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions in 1986-87

Percent ot Funds Spent

F Statistic

Type ot District/ Standard ot Ditterences
How Funds Were Spent institution Mean Deviation Madian Betwean Group Means
- Paraprofessionais/aldes In School districts® 19.6 35.3 0.0 15.47006
reguiar vocational classes Secondary Avs® 35.9 35.8 26.0
Postsecondary Institutions® 23.3 33.3 0.0
Yeachers or statt for Schoo!l districts 13.1} 28.9 0.0 3.99*
separate vocatlonal classes Secondary AVS 18.7 3.0 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 11.5 26.3% 0.0
Modified or new equipment School districts 8.6 33.3 0.0 2.15
Secondary AVS 13.5 24.% 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 17.9 30.6 0.0
Consultation services School districts 4.3 14,0 0.0 31.92¢
Secondary AVS 1.4 4.9 0.0
Postsecondary Institutions 3.6 14 0.0
Buidance, assesseant Schoot districts 23.% 13,9 5.0 10,7800
or counsel ing Secondary AVS 12,6 22.3 0.0
Postsecondary lnstitutions 24,2 32,6 10.0
Deveiopment or modification School districts 7.1 19.5 0.0 2.93
of vocational curriculum Secondary AvVS 4.7 9.8 0.0
Postsecondary institutions q, 12,2 0.0
Job placement services School districts ]k(;'“ 2.6 10.6 0.0 0.66
Secondary AVS 3.6 10.0 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 2.8 10.4 0.0

(cont inued)
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Exhiblt 4,0
(continued)

Percent ot Funds Spent

F Statistic

Type ot District/ Standard ot Diffarences
How Funds Were Spent Institution Maan Daviation Median Between Group Means
Materials and suppliesd School districts 4.3 18. 1 0.0 4.310
Secondary AVS 4.2 14.4 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 1.1 3.5 0.0
Administration/overhesd? School districts 0.1 0.8 0.0 2.7
Secondary AVS 0.2 3.0 0.0
Postsecondary instlitutions 1.0 4.3 0.0
instructional suppory statid School districts U 9.5 0.0 10.92¢08e
Secondary AVS 3.2 4.3 6.0
Postsecondary institutions 7.2 23,0 0.0

Sweighted n

5033; unweighted n = 583
bﬂolghtod n = 689; unweighted n = 234
cullghtod n = 1055; unweighted n = 304

dCaugories coded from "other" responses and are likely 10 underestimate actual percentage of expenditures,

+ p <, 05
" p <, 01
aas p <‘00‘
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Disadvantaged Funds

School districts spent an average of 227 of their Perkins' funds for
disadvantaged students on guidance, assessment and counseling services
(Exhibit 4.2). Another 17% of funds, on average, paid for paraprofessionals

or aides in regular vocational classes, and 151 were towards equipment.

Secondary AVS spent an average of 337 of their Perkins' funds on
paraprofessionals or aides within the regular vocational classroom. AVS used
an average of 18% of disadvantaged funds to pay teachers or staff for separate
classes. In addition, 13% of disadvantaged funds supported basic skills

instruction in nonvocational classes.

Postsecondary institutions sneni an sverage of 211 of Perkins' funds
for disadvantaged students on paraprofessionals or aides in vocational classes
and another 202 on guidance, assessment or counseling services. In addition,
they used an average of 172 of disadvantaged funds for basic skills instruc-

tion in nonvocational classes and 13Z for equipment.

Secondary AVS spent a higher percentage of Zerkins' disadvantaged
monies than districts or postsecondary institutions to help disadvantaged
students in the regu'ar vocational classroom. For example, AVS reported an
average of 33Z of disadvanctaged funds to pay for paraprofessionals or aides,

as compared with 17Z by districts and 212 by postsecondary inatitutions.

Secondary AVS alsc spent a larger proportion of disadvantaged funds
(13%) for basic skills instruction in nonvocational classes than districts
(6Z), a statistically significantly difference. However, it is important to
recognize that these differences do not necessarily indicate that school
districts do not offer or do not need to offer basic skills instruction to
their vocational students. The survey results merely suggest that they were
less likely to use Perkins' funds for this purpose. Since these high schools
within school districts serve both vocational and nonvocational students, they

might be providing the same intensity of service with : “her education funds.

Limited-English~Proficient (LEP) Funds

The secondary AVS and school districts that received Perkins' funds

for LEP students spent these monies n generally the same way. The summary ot
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Exhibit 4.2

National Estimates of How Disadvantaged Funds Were Spent by Schoc) Listricts,
Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions In 1986-87

F Statistic
of Differences

Pe-cent of Funds Spent
Standard

Type ot District/

-‘tm Funds Were Spent Institution Mean Deviation Median Between Group Means
:Parsprofessionals/aldes in School districts® 16,6 32.4 0.0 17,7100
-, reguiar vocational classes Secondary AvsP 32.9 35.2 20.0
Postsecondary institutions® 20.5 3.3 0.0
Teachers or stoft for School districts 12.9 21.6 0.0 4,340
-saparate vocational classes Secondary AVS 18.3 3.3 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 11,2 24.3 0.0
Basic skills Instruction Schoot districts 6.3 18.7 0.0 16,100
in nonvocational classes Secondary AVS 13. 28.0 .0
Postsecondary Institutions 17.2 29.5 0.0
Guidance, assessment School districts 21.5 32.6 5.0 11,1988
or counseling Secondary AVS 10.7 21.3 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 20.2 25.5 10.0
Equipment School districts 15.3 29.6 0.0 T7.16%00
Secondary AVS 1.2 16.7 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 12.9 25.3 0.0
Development or modification Schooal districts 7.6 21,6 0.0 7.3080¢
of vocational curriculum Secondary AVS 4.1 10.7 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 3.0 8.3 0.0
Stipends or subsidized School districts 5.3 20.9 0.0 8. 39use
efp loyment Secondary AVS 1.5 10.2 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 0.8 4.8 0.0
Recruitment of Schoo! gistricts 0.2 1.9 0.0 6.600"
oEl{l‘Ccnoou youth Sccondary AVS 0.3 1.9 0.0
P, e Postsecundary institutions [ 5.5 0.0



Exhibit 4,2

{cont inved)
Parcent of Funds Spent F Statistic
Type of District/ Standard of Ditferences
How funds Wera Spent institution Maan Deviation Mad | an Between Group Mean
Espioyabliity and job School districts 3 14,2 0.0 2.08
search activities Secondary AVS 2.6 9.4 0.0
Postsecondary Institutions 1.8 7.5 0.0
Child care services School districts 0.2 1.9 0.0 3.39¢
Seconusry AVS 0.} 2.0 0.0
Postsecondary institutions V. 8.0 0.0
Materials and .f.uppllesId School districts 3.9 14.9 0.0 5.2\
Secondary AVS 3.3 10.% 0.0
Postsecondary institulions 1.0 4.7 0.0
Administration/overhesdd School districts 0.1 1.1 0.0 3.61¢
Secondary AVS 0,2 3.4 0.0
Postsecondary stitutions 0.7 4,7 0.0
instructional support stat 9 School districts 0.4 4.6 0.0 12,8848
Secondary AVS 3.4 16.0 0.0
Postsecondary inst!rutions 6.3 2.7 0.0

°WGightad n = 5315; unweighted n = 575
buelghled n = 694; unweighted n = 233
Cweighted n = 1125; unweighted n = 328

dCategories coded from “other" responses and are likely to underestimate actual percentage of expendiures.

' p <.05 1 3;

" p «<.0I
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how seciondary vocational providers spent these funds is displayed in Exhibit

4,3. (Postsecondary institutions were not asked about LEP funds.)

Approximately 20-30% of LEP fr-4s paid for paraprofessionals or
aides in regular vocational classes. Another 202 of funds, on average, was
spent on guidance, assessment or counseling services. Slightly more than 102
of LEP monies funded tutoring by native speakers outside of vocational
classes, with another 10 used for bilingual curriculum development and 102

supporting teachers in separate vocational classes for LEP students.

Adulc Funds

The majority of Perkins' funds for adults appear to be spent in
three categories: staff for separate vocational classes; equipment; and
guidance, assessment or counseling. These results are summarized in Exhibit
4.4,

Teachers or staff for separate vocational classes is the category
with the largest average percentage of spending in each of the thrce types of
vocational providers. Among school districts spending adults funds, nearly
407 of funds supporied staff in separate classes for'adulcs, while secondary
AVS reported that half of adult funds, on average, were used in this category.
Postsecondary institutions spent 262 of adult funds for staff in separate
adult classes, a percentage significantly lower than that reported bLy

secondary AVS.

School districts and postsecondary institutions spent approxima-ely
257 of adult funds on equipment and 147 on guidance, assessment or
counseling. Secondary AVS spent a slightly lower percentage of adult funds on

these two activities (16Z% on equipment; 92 on assessment).

Single Parenc/Homemaker Funds

Approximately 302 of Perkins' funds for single parents and home-
makers was spent on guidance, assessment or counseiing in each of the three
types of vocational providers (Exhibit 4.5). The second largest aver ige
expenditure of these Title IIA funds was for teachers or staff in separate
vocational classes., School districts and secondary AVS used nearly 20% of
single parent/homemaker funds, on average, to pay staff salaries; while

expenditures by postsecondary institutions averaged 142 in this category,
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National Estimates of How Limited-English-Proficient Funds Were Spent by School Districts

Exhibit 4.3

and Sevciadary Area Vocational Schools in 1986-87

Percent of Funds Spent

F Statistic

: Type of District/ Standard ol Ditferences

‘How Funds Were 5pent Institution Mean Deviation Median Batween G-oup Mean-

Paraprolessionals/aides in School districts® 21.9 37.6 0.0 1.34

regular vocational ciasses Secondary AvsP 34,4 40.2 20.0

:Yeachers or staff for School districts 8.3 24,2 0.0 0.689

. separate vocational classes Secondary AVS 13.6 26.8 0.0

Tutoring by native speaker School districts 13.9 31.5 0.0 0.26

"nutside of vocational classes Saecondary AVS 121 26.0 0.0

=:Guldanca, assessment School districts 17.3 32,2 0.0 0.49

or counseling Secondary AVS 21.2 35.7 0.0

Bilingual vocational School districts 9.2 26.2 0.0 0.40

curriculum development Secondary AVS 7.4 20,2 0.0

Equipment School districts 1.7 22.1 0.0 1.54
Secondary 1VS 2.0 6.2 o.¢

Emaployability and job School districts 6.0 19.5 0.0 1.75%

search activities Secondary AVS 0.6 3.0 0.0

Materials and supplies® School districts 11.0 31.0 0.0 0.97
Secondary AVS 5.6 15.8 0.0

(continued)




Exhibit 4.3

(continued)
Parcent ol Funds Spent F Statistic
Type of District/ Standard of Difterences
How Furds Were Spent Institution Mean Deviarion Medl an Batween Group Means
Administration/overhead® School districts 0.2 1.9 0.0 0.35
Secondary AVS 0. 0.8 0.0
instructional support stati® School districts 0.4 5.8 0.0 0.51
Secondarvy AVS 1.2 7.8 0.0
Remediation/tutoring® School districts 1.4 5.3 0.0 0.27
Secondary AVS 2.2 15.0 0.0

‘Bwaighted n = 556; unweighted n = 125
ighted n = 104; unweighted a = 27
cCltcgorlos coded from “"cther" responses and are |iksly to underestimate actual percentage of expendltures.
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Exhibit 4.4

National Estimates of How Adult Funds Were Spent by School Districts,
Secondary Area Vocational Schoois and Postsecondary lastitutions In 1986-8?2

R

Percent of Funds Spent

F Statistic

Typs of District/ Standard of Ditferences
How Funds Were Spent institution Mean Deviation Med i an Botween Group Means
Paraprofessionals/aldes Schoo! districts® 3.8 15.2 0.0 0.36
in vocational classes Secondary AvsP 4.1 11.8 0.0
Postsecondary institutions® 5.7 15.3 0.0
Yeachers or statlf for School districts 371.9 42.2 16.0 8.42%%s
separate vocastional classes Secondary AVS 49.9 4.3 50.0
Postsecondary institutlons 26.2 37.9 0.5
Custodial or support staft School districts 1.0 6.2 0.0 3,158
to keep focliiities open Secondary AVS 2.0 5.9 0.0
longer hours Postsecondary institutions 0.3 2.1 0.0
Basic skilts instruction School districts 30 1.2 0.0 5.1508
in nonvocational classes Secondary AVS 3.1 8.8 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 12.0 24.8 0.0
Guidance, assessment School districts 13.5 26.5 0.9 0.98
or counseling Secondary AV$ 9.2 19.3 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 13.6 22.2 0.0
Equipment School districis 25.7 38.1 0.0 1.17
Secondary AVS 15.9 28.7 0.0
Pos <=econdary Institutions 23.3 37.4 0.0
Student recruitment School districts 2.2 6.7 0.0 0.05
Secondary AVS 2.9 10.2 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 1 s 2.9 9.8 0.0
31
Child care services School districts 1.1 8.0 0.0 1.13
Secondary AVS 1.0 1.8 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 4.0 18.5 0.0
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Exhibit 4.4

(cont inuad)
Percent of Funds Spent F Statistic
Type of District/ ' Standard of Differences
How Funds Were Spent Institution Mean Deviation Median Between Group Mesas
Yransportation School districts 2.0 5.2 0.0 1. N
Secondary AVS 0.6 2.4 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 0.8 2.8 0.0
Job placeme.t services School districts 1.7 8.0 0.0 0.23
Sacondary AVS 3.3 11.8 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 3.9 15,6 0.0
Materials and surpllosd School districts 1.0 4.5 0.0 0.84
Secordary AVS 1.} 4.4 0.0
Postsecondary Institutions 2.6 10.3 0.0
Administration/overhead® School districts ' 0.6 3.5 0.0 0.76
Secondary AVS 0.1 0.8 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 0.8 5.1 0.0

Seighted n = 294; u weighted n = 81

Dueighted n = 205; unweighted n = 99

Cweighted n = 629; unweighted n = 2 .

‘Catogories coded from "other" responses and are |ikely to underestimate actual percentage of expenditures.

. p<.0%

" p <01
fe8 p <,001
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Exhibit 4.5

National Estimates ot How Single Perent/Homemaker Funds were Spent by Schooi Districts,
Secondory Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary institutions in 1986-87

Percent of Funds Spent F Statistic
: Type ot District/ Standard of Differences
MNow Funds Were Spent institution Mean Daviation Median Betweon Group Means °

Paraprofessionals/aides in School districts® 3.2 9.7 0.0 0.75
Tegular vocational classes Secondary avsP 8.6 22.8 0.0
Postseconaary institutions® 7.8 21.5 0.0
Teachers or statf for School districts 18.6 3.0 0.0 0.69
separate vocational classes Secondary AVS 17,2 21.9 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 13.8 24.9 0.0
Custodial o support stalf School districts 0.7 3.0 0.0 0.69
10 keap facilities open Secondary AVS 0.2 1.4 0.c
longer hours Postsecondary institutions 1.0 5.2 0.0
Basic skills instruction School districts 1.8 30.1 0.0 3.02
in nonvocational classes Secondary AVS 2.8 6.3 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 5.2 15.8 0.0
Guidance, assessment School districts 28,1 34.2 10.0 0.69
or counseling Secondary AVS 25.9 32.8 10.0
Postsecondary institutions 31.4 33.0 0.0
Equipment Schooi districts 10.5 26.0 0.0 7.78n%n
Secondary AVS 1.6 4.3 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 2.2 8.7 0.0
142
Student recruitment School districts -4 5.% 13.0 0.0 0.12
Secondary AVS 6.1 14,0 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 5.3 1.3 0.0

{continued)




Exhibit 4.9
(cont lnued)
Percent of Funds Spent F Statistic
Type of District/ Standard of Ditterences
How Funds Were Spent institution Maan Deviation Median Between Group Means
Child care services School districts 9.2 20.% 0.0 0.39
Secondary AVS 6.4 1.4 0.0
Postsacondary Inst.tutions 8.4 17.3 0.0
Transportation School districts 4.0 8.3 0.0 2.57
Secondary AVS 10.5 23.6 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 5.4 14.8 0.0
Job placement services School districts 1.2 4.9 0.0 1.09
Secondary AVS 3.3 4.9 3.0
Postsecondary institutions 2.6 6.9 0.0
Materials and suppllcsd School districts 0.6 3.3 0.0 0.16
Secondary AVS 1. 3.9 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 1.1 5.4 0.0
Administration/overheadd School districts 2.1 11.9 0.0 1.45
Secondary AVS 0.0 0.0 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 2.1 9.2 0.0
Tultion reimbursement? School districts 1.3 10.0 0.0 4,290
Secondary AVS 10.1) 27.9 0.0
PostseLundary institutions 3.3 13.8 0.0

‘Neignted n = 418; unweighted n = 111
bueighted n = 189; unw:ighted n = 71
Cweighted n = 629; unweighted n = 260

dCategories coded trom "other" responses and are likcly 1o underestimate actual percentage of expenditures.
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School districts spent an average of 11% of single parent/ homemaker
funds for equipment. This is a higher percentage than the 2% reported by
secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions, and is a statistically

significant difference.

Secondary AVS spent an average of 102 of Perkins' funds for single
parents/homemakers for tuition reimbursement. While this percentage is higher
than the amount reported by either school distric”s or postsecondary
institutions, all of these percentages are a result of coding information
originally listed by respondents in an "other" cacegory. Thus, the differ-
ences between the three tynes of providers may be an artifact of the way

respondents listed or labeled the "other'" expenditures.

Sex Equity Funds

Approximately 20% of Perkins' sex equity funds was spent in 2ach of
the three types of vocational providers to recruit students to nontraditional
fields (Exhibit 4.6). Another 20% of funds, on average, supported counseling

and career development activities.

In secondary AVS, 25X of sex equity funds, on average, paid for
staff salaries in programs intended to increase participation in non-
traditional fields. The average proportion of funds for staff salaries in
districts was 16%; in postsecondary institutions, 222 of sex equity funds paid

staff salaries.

There are two statistically significant differences in the way
districts and institutions spent sex equity funds during 1986-87, School
districts, on average, spent a larger proportion (26%) of sex equity funds on
inservice staff development than either secondary AVS (13%) or postsecondary
institutions (9%). Postsecondary institutions generally spent a larger
proportion of sex equity funds on child care services (81) than did secondary

providers of vocational education.

Program Improvement Funds

The overwhelming majority of program improvement funds in 1986- 87
was spent on equipment in school districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary

institutions (Exhibit 4.7). On average, school districts and secondary AVS
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Exhibit 4.6

National Estimatas of How Sex Equity Funds Were Spent by School Districts,
Secondary Araa Vocational Schoois and Postsecondary Institutions in 1986-87

mﬁgu

Percent of Funds Spent

F Statistic

Type of District/ Standard of Differences
How Funds Were Spent Institution Mean Deviation Median Beatween Group Means
inservice statt development School districts® 25.8 30.9 12.0 7.98%%0
Secondary AvsP 13,1 25,2 0.0
Postsecondary institutions® 8.7 19.0 0.0
Oevelopment or modification School distrints 9.7 19.3 0.0 2.47
ov vocational curriculum Secondary AVS 2.8 9.2 0.0
Postsecondary irstitutions 5.2 18.0 0.0
Recruitment of students to School districts 17.8 25.6 10.0 0.32
aontraditional flelds Secondary AVS 22.) 32.0 2.0
Postsecondary institutions 21 .1 30.0 5.0
Ssleries tor staff to provide School districts 15.7 27.9 0.0 1.16
programs increasing participa- Secondary AVS 24.9 35.6 0.0
tion in nontraditional fileids Postsecondary institutions 22.3 30.7 5.0
Counsel ing and career School districts 20,8 24.) 10.0 0.40
deve |opment Secondary AVS 17.9 29.1 5.0
Postsecondary institutions 16.7 22.9 10,0
JOb placement services School districts 2.2 5.7 0.0 0.30
Secondary AVS 1.9 1.6 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 2.2 9.0 0.0
shild care services Schootl districts 0.6 3.0 0.0 4. 440
Secondary AVS 1.9 5.7 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 8.2 24.) 6.0
_ransportation School districts 2.2 .8 0.0 0.65
Secondary AVS i3 ] 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 1.8 .0 0.0




Exhibit 4.6
(continuad)

Parcent of Funds Spent

F Statistic

Type of District/ Standard of Difterences
How Funds Were Spent Institution Mean Deviation Median Between Group Meaas
Moterials and suppllesd School districts 2.8 14.0 0.0 0.28
Secondary AVS 3.2 8.5 0.0
Postsecondary institutions 2.0 9.0 0.0
Ad-lnl:trntlon/ovcrhoadd School districts 0.2 2.0 0.0 0.79
Secondary AVS 0.0 0.0 0.0
Postsecond -y institutions 0.6 3.9 0.0
Tuition r.lubnrsonan'“ School districts n/s n/a n/a n/8
Secondary AVS n/a n/a n/a
Postsecondary institutions 4.1 16.9 0.9

S4eighted n = 620; unweighted n = 146
Dweighted n = 203; unweighted n = 91
Cweighted n = 416; unweighted n = 148

dCrrogorlos coded from "other" responses and are iikely to underestimate actua\ percentage ol expenditures.

" p <05
[ ] p <.0)
e o<, 000
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Exhibit 4.7

Nationsl Estimates of How Program improvesent Funds Were Spent by School Districts,
Secondary Arss Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions in 1986-87

Parcent of Funds Spent

F Statistic

Tvpe of District/ Standard of Differences
How Funds Were Spent 'astitution Mean Deviation Median Between Group Means
Hired staff tor new School districts® 6.2 20.5 0.0 7.47080
or expanded program Secondary s 12.9 25.5 0.0

Postsecondary institutions® 4.7 26.4 0.0
inservice and School districts 7.2 19.4 0.0 2.35
preservice training Secondary AVS 6.0 18.1 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 10.9 25.1 0.0
Expanded counseling and School districts 4.) 12.4 2.0 0.27
guidance services Secondary AVS 5.2 14.9 0.0

Postsecondary institution. 5.0 16.0 0.0
Development of new or School districts 9.9 20.6 0.0 2.75
modified curriculum Secondary AVS 5.3 13.5 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 9.4 20.3 0.0
Equipment Schooi districts 63.0 37.1 75.0 3.32%

Secondary AVS 61.6 41.3 80.0

Postsecondary institutions 53.9 4.3 60.0
Renovated or eénpanded Schoot districts 0.8 6.5 6.0
tacilities Se~ondary AVS 1.8 6.3 0.0

"ostsecondary institutions 0.6 5.3 0.0
Articulation agreement School districts n/a n/a n/a n/a
with secondary school Secondary AVS n/a n/a n/a

Postsecondary institutions 1.3 4.9 0.0
Articulation agreement School districts 0.3 2.1 0.0 0.89
with postsecondary Secondary AVS 0.4 1.6 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 0.6 2.9 0.0
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Exhibit 4.7
(cont inued)

RRL—
e

Percent of Funds Spent

F Statistic

Type of District/ Standard ~ of Differences
How Funds Were Spent institution Mean Deviation Madian Between Group Means
industry-education School districts 1.0 7.7 0.0 0.38
partnership agreement Secondary AVS 1.3 4.4 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 0.8 3.8 0.0
Maverials and suppllosd School districts 4.9 16.3 0.0 0.98

Se.:ondary AVS 3.3 11.6 0.0

Postsecondary Institutions n/a n/a n/a

8%eighted n
Dyeignted n
CWeighted n
dCategorles

. p <.05

#* p <00
"8 5 < 00}
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2893; unweighted n = 410
420; unweighted n = 158
i031; unweighted n = 301

coded from "other™ responses and are likely to underestimate aci 3l percentage of expenditures.
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reported spending approximacely 62% of Title IIB funds on equipment. Half of
the discricts spent more than 75% of program improvement funds for equipment;
among secondary AVS, the median was 80Z. Postsecondary institutions spent an

average of 54% of Title IIB funds for equipment. with a median of 60Z.

In addition to equipment, approximately 15% of Title IIB monies paid
for staff salaries for new or expanded programs in secondary AVS and
postsecondary institutions. A significantly smaller proportion of funds (6%)

was used in this way by school districts.

Approximately 102 of program improvement funds supported inservice
and preservice staff training in each type of vocsrional setting. Postsecond-
ary institutions and school districts also spent an average of 9-10% of Title

IIB funds on curriculus development.

4.3 Prevalence of Spending Funds

In addition to looking at the average percentage of expenditure in a
category, another way to explore how districts and institutions spent Perkins'
funds is to look at the proportion of respondents that spent any funds in a
particular categ. 7. Such an analysis indicates the mosc prevalent spending
categories. In this section, we present the proportion of districts, second-
ary AVS and postsecondary institutions that spent any funds on various

activities and services.

Handicapped Funds

Exhibit 4.8 displays the percentage of districts, AVS and postsecon=
dary institutions spending any handicapped funds in each category of program
activity listed on the survey. In general, the most prevalent use of handi-
capped funds was for guidance, assessment or counseling services, where 44-55%
of respondents spent a portion of funds. In addition, 35-462 of vocational

providers spent a portion of handicapped funds on equipment.

A majority of secondary AVS (62Z) used handicapped funds to support
paraprofessionals or aides in vocational classes. In addition, 37% of AVS
used handicapped funds to pay teachers' salaries for separate classes. These
two findings corroborate the results suggested by the average percentage of

cexpenditures: that AVS are more likely to use Perkins' handicapped funds to
127
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Exhibit 4.8

Handicapped Funds:

Percent of Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions
Spending Any Perkins' Funds for Each Category of Program Activities

Aides in

vocational classes 62%
Teachers for
separate classes
Equipment
— Consultation
8 services KEY
School Districts
]
Guidance, 54%, - :IJVeigt!md o’:l = 5033
assessment, or nweighted n = 583
counseling 55% Secondary AVS
_ Waighted n = 689
Curriculum Unweighted n = 234
developmen
evelopment IR FPostsecondary
Institutions
Weighted n = 1055
Job Unweighted n = 304
placement
L 1 3 i L 3
. . T | | L | T 1
( 152 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Percent of Respondents
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cover direct instructional costs than are school districts or postsecondary

institutions.

Disadvantaged Funds

Amorg secondary AVS, the most prevalent use of disadvantaged funds
was for paraprofessionals or aides in vocational classes (Exhibit 4.9). More
than 61% of AVS reported spending some of their Perkins' disadvantaged money
in this category. In addition, 4227 of AVS used disadvantaged funds for
guidance, assessment or counseling services, while 38X spent a portion cf

Perkins' disadvantaged funds on equipment.

Among school districts, the most prevalent use of Perkins' disadvan-
taged funds was for guidance, assessment and counseling, with 542 of districts
spcﬁding funds for these services. Equipment was the second most common use

of disadvantaged funds in school districts, reported by 33Z of districts.

Sixty percent of postsecondary institutions .pent a portion of
Perkins' disadvantaged funds on guidance, assessment or counseling. In
addition, 442 of these institutions used disadvantaged funds to pay for aides
in vocational classes, and 407 used the monies to provide basic siills

instruction.

Limited-English-Proficient (LEP) Funds

Exhibit 4.10 shows that the two most prevalent uses of LEP money'

were for (a) guidance, assessment or counseling (422 of districts; 46% of AVS)
and (b) aides in vocational classes (34 of districts; 547 of AVS). In
addition, 33% of AVS and 262 of districts spent a portion of LEP money on
tutoring by a native speaker., Nearly a quarter of districts also spent some

LEP money on job placement services.

Adult Funds

Clearly, the most prevalent use of adult funds was for teachers in
separate classes (Exhibit 4.11). Nearly 70X of districts and secondary AVS

and 42% of postsecondary institutions spent adult funds in this way.

Approximately 40% of each type of vocational provider used a porticn

of Perkins' adult money for equipment. In addition, 37% of districts, 38% of
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Basic skills
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Exhibit 4.9

Disadvantaged Funds:
Percent of Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions
Spending Any Perkins' Funds for Each Category of Program Activities

61%

60%
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[: School Distric.s
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Exhibit 4.10

Limited-English-Proficient Funds:

Percent of Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools

Spending Any Perkins' Funds for Each Category of Program Activities

Aides in
vocational classes 549

Teachers for
separate classes

Tutoring by
native speaker

o Guidance, ] 42%
~ assessment, or 46% KEY
counseling o
-4 School Districts
. ) Woeighted n = 556
Curriculum 19% Unweighted n = 125
development M 510,
i o N Secondary AVS
Waighted n = 104
Equipme nt Unweightad nw2?7
Job 23%
placement
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Exhibit 4.11
Adult Funds:
Percent of Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions
Spending Any Perkins' Funds for Each Category of Program Activities
o 11%
Aides in 19%
vocational classes 22%
[ 1 69%
Teachers for R 2 67%
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AVS and 42% of postsecondary institutions spent Perkins' adult funds on

guidance, assessment or counseling.

Single Parent/Homemaker Funis

Approximately 70Z of districts, AVS and postsecondary institutions
spent a portion of Perkins' funds for single parents/homemakers on guidance,
assessment or counseling services (Exhibit 4.12). In addition, approximately
502 of providers used these funds to pay for child care services. More than
half of the AVS (57%) and 47Z of postsecondary institutions used single
parent/homemaker funds for transportation, while 397 of districts reported

expenditures in this category.

Sex Equity Funds

The majority of vocational providers used a portion of Perkins' sex
equity money for counseling and career d:velopment activities (Exhibit 4.13).
Sixty-six percent of districts, 542 of AVS and 56% of postsecondary institu-
.ions spent sex equity money in this way. In zddition, 50-60% of each type of
vocational provider spent a portion of their sex equity funds for recruitment

¢f students to nontraditional fields.

Half of the postsecondary institutions used Perkins' sa2x equity
funds to pay staff salaries, conpared with 377 of secondary LEAs. In
contrast, 652 of school districts used a pertion of these federal funds for
inservice staff development, compared with 38-39% of AVS and postsecondary

ingtitutions.

Program Improvement

Clearly, equipment was the most common use of Perkins' program
improvement money (Exhibit 4.14). Eighty-six percent of school districts, 79%
of AVS and 80 of postsecondary institutions spent at least some portion of
their program improvement funds for equipment. No other spending category was

cited by more than 40% of respondents.

Approximately 352 of postsecondary institutions used a portion of
program improvement funds to hire staff for new programs, for inservice/

preservice training or for curriculum development.

18i



Exhibit 4.12

Single Parent/Homemaker Funds:
Fescant of Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions
Spending Any Perkins' Funds for Each Category of Program Activities
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Exhibit 4.13

Sex Equity Funds:

Percent of Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions
Spending Any Perkins' Funds for Eact Category of Program Activities
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Exhibit 4.14

Program Improvement Funds:

Percent of Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schoois and Postsecondary Institutions
Spending Any Perkins' Funds for Each Category of Program Activities
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4.4 Combining Perkins' Funds at the Postsecondary Level

The postsecondary survey asked respondents about combining monies
from different categories of Perkins' funds. Questions centered on Title IIA
funds for single parents/homemakers, adult, and sex equity and Title III tunds
for consumer and homemaking education. The results are displayed in Exhibit
4,15,

Less than 207 of postsecondary institutions reported combining Title
IIA funds for single parents/homemakers, sex equity or adults to run joint
programs. The weighted estimates indicate that 247 institutions (18.9%2), out
of the 1305 instititions responding to this question, combined any of these
funds. Of the 247 institutions, 697 indicated that they combined Perkins'
funds for single parents/homemakers with sex equity funds to run joint
programs. Fewer institutions (57%) combined single parent/homemaker funds
with adult funds. Less than a quarter of institutions combined sex equity

funds with adult funds.

A small percentage of postsecondary insticﬁcions (17%) received
Title III funds for consumer and homemaking programs. Of these institutions,
an estimated 40% (78/196) combined these funds with Title IIA funds to run
joint programs. Among this small group of institutions, the most likely
ccmbination, cited by 59% of the institutions, was Title III funds with single
parent /homemaker funds. Title III funds were less likely to be combined with

either sex equity funds (24%) or adult funds (14%2).

4.5 Summary and Conclusions

This section summarizes the major findings on how Perkins' :unds
were spent in 1986-87. More detailed information can be found in earlier
sections of this chapter,

 School districts and postseccndary institutions were

most likely to spend Perkins' handicipped funds on
guidance, assessment or counseling; paraprofessicnals or
aides in the regular vocational <classrcoowm; and
equipment.

More than nalf of all districts and postsecondary institutions spent

a portion of their handicapped funds on guidance, assessmen: and counseling.

16,



Exhibit 4,15

National Estimates of Percentage of Postsecondary
Institutions Combining Perkins' Funds in 1986-37

Total # Responding

Percent of Institutions Weighted Unweighted

Combined Titie IIA funds 18.9 1305 314
tor single parents/homemakers,
sex equity or adyits

Combined single parent/ 68.5 247 86

homemaker and sex

equity funds

Combined single parent/ 56.5 247 86

homemaker and adult

funds

Combined sex equity and 22.6 <47 86

adutt funds '
Combined Title (11 funds for 40.1 196 71
consumer and homeamking
with {IA funds

Combined Title 1] with 59 78 '8

single parent/homemaker

funds

Combined Title (1 with 24.0 78 18

sax aquity funds

Combined Title (1) with 13.7 78 18

adgult funds
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Across districts and institutinns, an average of 24X of Perkins' handicapped
funds was spent on these services. Thirty-five percent of districts and 4l%
of postsecondary institutions spent handicapped funds on equipment, with an
average expenditure of approximately 20%.

e Secondary AVS were most likely to spend handicapped

funds on direct instructional costs such as teachers or
classroom aides.

Sixty-two percent of AVS used an average of J6Z of their Perkins'
handic: ,ped monies to pay for paraprofessionals or aides in the regular
vocational classroom. Handicapped funds were used by 377 of AVS io pay
teachers' salaries for separate vocational classes, averaging 19% of ctheir
Perkins' dollars for handicapped students.

e On average across providers, 3 larger proportion of

handicapped funds was used to support the special needs
of handicapped students in regular or mainstreamed voca-
tional classes than for separate classes.

The proportion of handicapped funds used to support paraprofes-
sionals or classroom aides was nearly twice the percentage used to pay
teachers salaries for separate classes in secondary AVS (36% versus 19%) and
postsecondary institutions (232 versus 12%). In school districts, an average
of 20% of handicapped funds supported paraprofessionals or aides, compared
with 132 for teachers of separate classrooms.

¢« School districts were most likely to spend Perkins'

funds for disadvantaged students on guidance, assessment
or counselinz; equipment; or paraprcfessionals/aides in
regular vocacional classes.

More than half of all districts spent some Perkins' disadvantagad
money on guidance, assessment or counseling, averaging 22%X of their total
disadvantaged expenditures duringz 1986-87. Approximately 30% of districts
spent disadvantaged funds orn equipment or classroom aides, averaging 15-17% of
their disadvantaged expenditures,

* On average, AVS spent a large proportion of disadvan-

taged funds on direct instruction: aides in vocational
classes, teachers fcr separate classes and basic skills
instruction.

Sixty-one percent or AYS spent disadvantaged fundc on paraprofes-

sionals or aides for regula: wvocational classes. On average, (hnese

139
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expenditu-es were 337 of their total disadvantaged expenditures in 1986-87.
Approximately one third of AVS used disadvantaged funds for teachers'
salaries, averaging 182 of spending, and basic skills instruction, averaging
132 of spending.
« Postsecondary institutions were wmost likely to wuse
Perkins' disadvantaged funds for aides in the regular
vocational classroom; basic skills instruction; and
guidance, assessment and counseling services.

Sixty percent of postsecondary institutions spent Perkins' handi-
capped funds on . guidance, assessment and counseling, with the average
expenditure equaling 20Z of thei: disadvantaged funds. Approximately 402 of
institutions spent disadvantaged funds on basic skills instruction in
nonvocational classes or for aides in vocational classes, each accounting for
approximately 202 of their disadvantaged funds.

e In districts and AVS, Perkins' funds for limited-

English-proficient (LEP) students were spent primarily
on classroom aides and for guidance, assessment or
counseling services.

More than half of the AVS and one third of districts receiving LEP
funds used these federal dollars to support paraprofessionals or aides 1n
regular vocational classes. These expenditures accounted fcr 22% of LEP
spending in districts and 342 in AVS. Approximately 45% of secondary
providers spent 2z2n average of 202 of LEP money on guidance, assessment and
counseling.

e Across the three types of providers, the most prevalent

uses of Perkins' adult funds were for teachers in
separate classes; guidance, assessment or counseling
services; and equipment.

Nearly 70% of districts and AVS used adult funds to pay teaclers in
separate classrooms. These salaries accounted for 38% of adult expenditures
in districts and 507 of adult expenditures in AVS. Since secondary respond-
ents were instructed to focus on the use of Perkins' funds for secondary-level
programs, these funds may not represent the full range of adult funds spent by
districts and AVS. In postsecondary instituctions, 42% of institutions spent

an average of 262 of adult funds on teachers' salaries for separate classes.

Approximately 40% of districts, AVS and postsecondary institutions

used Perkins' adult funds for equipment. These expenditures averaged 26h% ot
qulip g
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district speading, 16X of AVS spending and 23% of postsecondary spending. In
addition, 402 of each type of provider reported spending adult funds on
guidance, assessment or counse’'ing services, averaging 9-14% of expenditures.

*» Across providers, the largest proportion of Perkins'

funds for single parents/bhomemakers was wused for
guidance, assessment and counseling services as well as
for teachers in separate vocational classes.

The majority of districts (65%), AVS (67%) and postsecondary
institutions (71%) used some portion of their single parent/homemaker funds
for guidance, assessment and counseling services. These expenditures averaged
26-312 of spending. Approximately 35% of providers used single parent/
homemaker funds for staff or teachers in separate classes, averaging about 5%
of spending.

* The two most prevalent uses of Perkins' funds for sex

equity were to recruit students to nontraditional fields
and. .tq provide counseling and career development
activities.

More than half of all districts, AVS and postsecondary institutions
receiving sex equity funds used these federal dcllars for student recruitment,
accounting for approximately 202 of spending. Similarly, 54-66% of providers
used Perkins' sex equity funds for counseling and career development
activities, averaging 17-212 of spending.

* The overvhelming majority of program improvement funds

in 1986-87 was spent on equipment im school districts,
secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions.

Approximately 80-85% of vocational providers spent program improve-
ment funds on equipment. On average, school districts spent 637 of program
improvement funds on equipment, with half of disctricts spending more than 75%
of their Title IIB funds in this one category. Among secondary AVS, an
average of 627 of program improvement funds was spent on equipment, with half
of all schools spending more than 802 on equipment. Postsecondary instiCu-
tions spent on average of 542 of Title IIB funds on equipment, with half of
the institutions spending more than 60% of program improvement funds in this

one category.
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5.0 SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICES FOR HANDICAPPED AND DISADVANTAGED SECONDARY
STUDENTS

5.1 Introduction

Section 204 of the Perkins Act stipulated that each local education
agency (LEA) receiving funds for disadvantaged and handicapped students must
provide information to these students about opportunities in vocational
education. In addition, the law mandated that each handicapped and disadvan-
taged student enrolled in vocational education programs in these LEAs should
receive supplemental services to assist them in successfully completing
vocational programs. The legislation listed four categories of services and
activities:

e assessment of the interests, abilities, and special
needs of each student;

e special services, including adaptation of curriculum,
ins' ruction, equipment, and facilities;

o guidance, counseling, and career development activities
conducted by professionally trained counselors who are
associated with the provision of such special services;
and

¢ counseling services designed to facilitate the transi-
tion from school to post-school employment and career
opportunities.

No specific funds were allocated for these services.

As part of this study, we were interested in finding out what
proportion of districts and secondary area vocational schools (AVS) provided
supplemental services as described in Section 204, and to how many handicapped
and disadvantaged students. Based on the four categories outlined in the law,
we listed six to eight supplemental services and activities specific to handi-
capped, academically disadvantaged, economically disadvantaged, and limited~
English-proficient students. Respondents were asked to caregorize the propor-

tion of students receiving each service or activity as :"all", "mosct", '

'some"

or "none".

In this chapter we present the results of these survey items. The
proportion of students receiving supplemental services are compared for school
districts and secondary area vocational schools. In addition, the likelihood
of providing these services is analyzed in relation to (a) receiving Perkins’

funding, (b) amount of Perkins' funding, and (c) school or district size.

i4
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5.2 Proportion of Handicapped and Disadvantaged Students Receiving
Supplemental Services

Handicapped Students

The proportion of handicapped students receiving supplemental
services is presented in Exhibit 5.1, The districts and AVS with handicapped
students enrolled in vocational education are included in tuhese results; the
small proportion of districts (16Z) and AVS (3%) with no handicapped students
enrolled in vocational education during 1986-87 skipped this section of the

survey.

The majority of handicapped students in school districts and AVS
received assessment and counseling. Approximately 60Z of districts and 68% of
AVS indicated that all handicapped students had assessments of vocatioral
interests, abilities and special needs. More than 60% of each t,pe of
secondary LEA reported that all handicapped students were involved in
guidance, counseling and career development activities. More than half of
school districts and 60%Z of AVS indicated that all handicapped students
received guidance and counseling on transition to further education or

employment.

Fewer LE}" reported either adapted or simplified equipment, modified
curriculum or moditied facilities for all or most handicapped students. For
example, only 152 of districts and 172 of AVS indicated that all handicapped
students had modified facilities. Rather, approximately 40% of respondents
reported that no handicapped students had modified facilities. In approxi-
mately 302 of districts, no handicapped students had adapted equipment,
compared with 142 of AVS. Of course, it is quite possible that many handi-

capped students did not need these supplemental services.

Academically Disadvantaged Students

The supplemental services for academically disadvantaged studenrts
are summarized in Exhibit 5.2. The districts and AVS with academically
disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education are included in these
results; the small proportion of districts (12%) and AVS (3%) that indicated
there were no academically disadvantaged students in vocational aducation

during 1986-87 skipped this section of the survey.
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Exhibit 5.1

National Estimates of Supplemental Services for Handlcapped Vocational
Students in School Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Percent X2 Statistic of
Type of Supplemental Proportion of Students Group Difterences
Service Receiving Service Districts® AvsP {Measure of Association)

Assessment of vocational Al 58.6 68.3 10,470
interests, abilities and Most 22.3 15.3 (.12)
special needs Some 14.5 15.2

None 4.5 1.3
Modified or Adapted At 18.6 29.2 13.388%
curriculum Most 21,2 3a.8 (.13)

Some 30.7 30.1

None 3.5 2.0
Adap*ed or simplitied AL 1.8 i4.8 20.85%ne
£. 1 pment Most 13.1 13.2 (.17)

Some 45.6 58.2

None 29.6 15.8
Modified facilities Al 14.5 16.6 3.00

Most 9.8 10.} (.06)

Some 34 in.4

None 41.7 4.9

B Continued
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Exhibit 5.}
(continued)

Type ot Supplemental

Proportion ot Students

Percent

x2 statistic of
Group Differences

Service Receliving Service Districts® avsP (Measure of Association)
Guidance, counseling and Al 63.9 66.9 8.19¢
career deveiopment activities Mos t 23,1 17.9 (.1
Some 11.0 14.7
None 3.0 0.5
Guidance and counseling on Al 52.0 59.6 7.47
transition to further Most 28.2 22.4 (.10)
education or employment Some 16.2 17.1
None 3.6 0.9

S%eighted n = 6833; unweighted n = 618
bweighted n = 664; unweighted n = 234
' p<,05
" 5 <, 0l
e p <, 000
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Exhibit 5.2

Nationa) Estimates of Supplemental Services for Academically Disadvantaged Vocational
Students In School Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Parcent xz Statistic of
Type of Suppliemental Proportion of Students Group Differences
Service Receiving Service Districts® AvsP (Measure of Association)
Assessment of vocational All 51,2 57.2 7.62
interests, abilities Most 23.9 18.4 (.10)
and special needs Some 19.9 22.9
None 4.9 1.5
Remedial basic skitls At 24,0 33.3 22,3300
=~ instruction in Mos t 26.9 32.3 (.18)
™ vocational classes S ome 33.7 24.5
None 15.4 5.9
Remedia! basic skills At 33.0 21.7 25.070as
instruction in Mos t 24.8 n.? (.19)
other classes Some 34 .4 22.3
(e.qg., English) None 7.8 18.3
A summer job combined Al 2.8 0.7 26,5900
with vocational education Most 3.1 9.2 (.19)
Some 43,5 55%.8
None 50.6 34.3

Continued
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Exhibit 5.2

(cont inued)
Percent x2 Statistic of
Type of Supplemental Proportion of Students Group Differences
Service Receiving Service Districts® AvsP® {(Measure of Association)
Enroliment in vocationally- All 4.2 14.8 39, 3480
oriented school-within~a- Most 5.6 9.6 (.23)
school or alternative Some 21.9 29.2
school None 68.2 46.4
A moditied vocational Al 8.3 15.9 43.68%1
curriculum (e.g., simplified Mos t 14.5 16.8 (.25)
— language in technical manuais) Some 37.1 52.6
g
oo None 40,1 14.6
Guidance, counseling and Al 5€.4 55.2 0.94
career development activities Mos t 21.5 22.3 (.04)
Some 19.3 20.8
None 2.8 b7
suidance and counseling on Al 4%.8 48.4 2.75
fransition 1o further Moo i 5.7 74,4 (.50}
edu-ation or employment Sone 25.6 22,1
None 2.9 5.0
1 T, eighted n = 7169; unweighted n = 610 ‘ .
O b, . ) ) 1 N
Weignted n = 592; unweighted n = 214 Aot
(KX ] p (.m)




Approximately half of districts and AVS reported chat all
academically disadvantaged students received assessment, guidance, counseling
and career acevelopment services. Another 20Y indicated that most academically
disadvantaged students received these services. For example, 51X of districts
and 57% of AVS indicated that all of their academically disadvantaged students
received assessment of their vocational interests, abilities and special
needs. In 241 of districts and 182 of AVS, most academically disadvantaged
students were assessed. Similarly, approximately 55Z of both districts and
AVS provided guidance, counseling and career develorment activities to all
academically disadvantaged students. Between 4% and 481 of secondary LEAs
provided guidance and counseling on transition to further education or
employment to most academically disadvantaged students. These services
directly match three of the categories outlined in Section 204 of the Perkins

Act.

Special services, such as adaptation of curriculum and instruction,
comp-ise the fourth category of supplemental services listed in the law. More
than 85% of the AVS offered a modified vocational curriculum to at least some
(i.e., "all", "most" or "some") of their academically disadvantaged students.
Districts were less likely to adapt the curriculum for academically disadvan-
taged studer-s, with nearly 40% of districts not undertaking Chis activity at
all.

One third of the AVS provided remedial basic skills instruction 1in
vocational classes to all academically disadvantaged students, while 28%
cffered this remediation to all academically disadvantaged stud2nts in non-
vocational classes. The setting for remedial basic ckills instruction was
somewhat reversed in school distrists where one third offered basic skills
instruction to all in nonvocational classes, and 24% offered this type of
remediation to all academically disadvantaged students in vocational classes.
Ot course, this difference in the setting of remedial basic skills instruction
in districts and AVS reflects the emphasis of course offerings in the two

tvpes of LEAs.

Two supplemental services were listed on the survey that were not
directly included in Section 204: (a) summer jobs combined with vocational
education, and (b) a vocationally oriented school-within~a-school or alterna-

tive program. Few secondary LEAs made th:se programs and serviczes available
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to all students. However, about 66% of AVS and 49Z of schcol districts

provided cummer jobs to at least some academically disadvantaged students.

Economically Disadvantaged Students

The supplemental services provided to e onomically disadvantaged
students are reported in Exhibit 5.3, The districts and AVS with economically
disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education are included in these
results; the small proportion of - districts (11%) and AVS (4%} that indicated
there were no economically disadvantaged students in vocational education

during 1986-87 skipped this section of the survey.

In 40-50% of secondary LEAs, sll economically disadvantaged students
received assessment, counseling and career development services, with no
differences between school districts and AVS. Approximately 44% of districts
and AVS reported that all economically disadvantaged students received
assessments of vocational interests, abilities and special needs. Half of
districts and 56X of AVS indicated that all economically disadvantaged
students were involved in guidance, counseling and career development
activities, with another 25% indicating that most economicaliy disadvantaged

students received these services.

Students at AVS were more likely to have jobs or stipends tian
students in school districts. For example, 722 of AVS compared with 44% of
districts reported any economically disadvantaged students involved in paid
employment through a school-coordinated program. Similarly, 50% of AVS,
compared with 33% of districts, indicated that any students received a stipend

or subsidized employment.

Limited-English-Proficient (LEP) Students

The supplemental services provided to students with limited English
preficiency are summarized in Exhibit 5.4. Only those districts (19%) and AVS
(26Z) with LEP students enrolled in vocational education are included in these
results; respondents that indicated there were no LEP students enrolled 1in

vocational education during 1986-87 skipped this section of the survey.

Approximately half of secondary LEAs provided assessment, counseling

and career development services to students with limited English
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Exhibit 5.3

Mational Estimates of Supplemental Services for Economically Disadvantaged
Vocational Students in School Districts and Secondsry Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

o Pearcent X2 Statistic ot
’ Type of Supplemental Proportion of Students Group Difterences
Service Receiving Sarvice Districts? AvsP ‘ (Measure of Assoclation)
Assessment of vocational At 42 .4 44.9 6.54
interests, abilities Most 23.7 23.0 (.10)
and «© = needs Some 27.7 30.4
None 6.2 1.6
A aer job combined with At 4.3 0.8 20,700
vocational education Most 7.1 15.2 (,17)
Some 40.4 471
o None 48.2 37.0
Paid employment through a Al 3.8 0.6 54, 3500
school-coordinated program Most 5.1 1.7 (.27)
(e.g., cooperative vocational Some 35.4 63.3
education) None 55.8 28.4
A stipend or subsidized Ail 3.6 0.2 31,870
emp loyment in conjunction Most 2.6 5.4 (.21)
wiih vocationsi education Suing 26,13 43.8
(e.g., work=study program) None 67.5 49.6
i N ConTT;ued
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Exhibit 5.3
(continued)

Percent X2 Statistic of
Type of Supplemental Proportion of Students Group Ditterences
Service Receiving Service Districts® AvsP (Measure of Association)
Modification of curriculum Al 4.8 2.9 23.350n¢
to accommodate a job during Most 6.8 15.4 (.18)
school hours Some 41.2 50.0
None 47.2 n.?
Guidance, counseling and Al 49.9 55.8 5.72
career development Most 23.7 26.2 (.09)
activities Some 23.7 16.8
None 2.6 1.2
Guidance and counseling on Al a1.4 46.0 10,130
transition to further Most 24,7 30.2 (.12)
education or employment Some 3. 19.6
None 2.7 4.2

%Weighted n = 7183; unweighted n
bweighted n = 603, unweighted n
. p <.0%
T p .0

s ¢, 000
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Exhibit 5.4

National Estimates of Supplemental Services for Limited-English—Proficient (LEP) Vocational

Students in School Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Percent x? Statistic of
Type ot Supplemental Proportion ot Students Group Differences
Service Receiving Service Districts? AvsP (Measure of Association)

Vocational tutoring or All 16.4 36.9 9,76
assistance by native Most 1.6 10.7 (.24)
speaker outside of Some 29.2 25,1
reqular class None 42.7 27.3
Assessment of vocational Al 46.9 55.6 1.65
interests, abitities and Most 15.4 10.0 (.1¢)
special needs Some 28.0 24 .4

None 9.7 9.9
Modified vocational Al 6.9 1.8 10,459
curriculum (e.g., technical Most 11.4 30.1 (.25)
manuals in native lanquage) Some 23,1 22,2

None 58.6 9.9
Guidance, counseltng and Al 58.5 4z.1 4.1}
Lat ger deveiopneni Host 22.4 3.2 (. 16)
activities Some 15.5 17.9

None 2.5 5.2

a o - Continued
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Exhibit 5.4
vcont inued)

Percent x2 statistic of
Type of Supplementai Proportion ot Students Group Differances
Service Recelving Service Districts® AVSb (Measure of Assoclation)
Guidance and counseling ALl £0.2 8.5 3.29*
on transition to further Most 22.4 34.3 (.V49)
education or employment Some 21.9 1.9
None 5.5 5.2
8ilingual basic skills AL 40.3 15.6 11.a7e
instruction Mos t 15.2 21.3 {.26)
Some 20.7 34.7
None 23.8 20.3

%eighted n = 1520; unweighted n
bweighted n = 192, unweighted n

f p<.05
' p <01
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proficiency. As Exhibit 5.4 illustrates, &47% of districts and 56X of AVS
reportﬁg'that all LEP students received assessment of vocational interests,
abilities and special needs. In addition, 59 of districts and 43X of AVS
provided guidance, counseling and career development activities for all LEP
students. Half of the districts and 39% of AVS offered guidance and
ccunseling on transition to further education or employment to all LEP

students

LEP students at an AVS were more likely to have vocational tutoring
by a native speaker or modified curriculum materials than.LEP students 1in
school districts. For example, 37%Z of AVS reported that all LEP students
received tu-oring by a native speaker, as compared with only 162 of districts
offering this to all LEP students. -~In 431 of school districts, no LEP
students received this type of tutoring. However, 40Z of school districts
reported that all LEP students received bilingual basic skiils instruction, a

significantly higher percentage than among AVS (162).

5.3 Supplemental Services Related to Spending Perkins' Funds

In this section we look at whether providing supplemental services
to handicapped and disadvantaged students is related to spending cthese
Perkins' Title IIA funds. For each category of supplemental services, the
proportion of districts and AVS providing services is presented separately for
those spending and not spending the corresponding category of Perkins'
funds. For example, the proportion of districts providing modified equipment
for handicapped students during 1986-87 is shown for those districts that
spent Perkins' handicapped funds during 1986-87 and those districts that did
not spend these federal monies. In this way, the relationship between federal
dollars and supplemental services to students in targeted populations can be

explored.

Handicapped Studznts

Exhibit 5.5 displays the proportion of districts and AVS providing
supplemental services to handicapped students according to whether they spent
Perkins' funds for handicapped students. The districts and AVS with
han&%@apped students enrolled 1in vocational education are included 1in the

analysis; the small proportion of districts (16%) and AVS (3%) with no
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Exhibit 5.5

National Estimates of Relationship Beatween Supplementszl Services for Handicapped Vocational
Siudents and Spending Perkins' Handicapped Funds in Schoo: Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Percent of Districts

Percent of AVS

Proportion Not Not
of Students Spending Spending x2 statistic Spending Spending xZ Statistic
Type of Supplemental Recelving Handic. Handlic. {Measure of Handic. Handic. (Measure of
Service Service Funds? Funds? Assoclation) Funds® Funds9 Association)

Assessment of vocational Al 58.5 57.4 14 56+ 73.3 44.0 12.90**
interests, abilities and Most 25.1 18.9 (.17) 13.8 22.0 (.25)
specls) needs Some 14,5 14.8 V2.5 31,0

None 1.9 8.9 0.4 3.0
Modified or adapted Al 36.7 42.0 8.67* 3.6 16.9 3.95
curriculum Most 30.7 20.2 (.13) 37.7 46.6 (.14)

Some 30,1 32.5 28,2 36.5

None 2.5 5.4 2.4 0.0
Adaptaed or simpiified Al 1.5 18.0 18,5380 ¢ 15.95 V.7 1.89
equipment Most 15.8 9.2 (.19) 12,2 19,7 (.09)

Some 49.0 39.4 59.3 52.1)

Ncne 27.7 33.4 13.0 16.5
Modifiad facilities Al 14.4 14.0 25,530 m 15.7 23.0 1.93

Most i3 4.0 (.2%) 10,1 1.0 (.10)

Some 38.4 26.2 40 .4 28.9

None 34,1 5.1 33.8 3ia
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"t Exhibit 5.5
{continued)
Percent ot Districis Parcent of AVS
Proportion Not Not
ot Students Spending Spending x2 Statistic Spending Spending X2 Statistic
Type of Supplemental Receiving Handic. Handic, (Measure of Handic. Handic. (Measure ot
Service Service Funds® Funds® Assoclation) Funds® Funds? Association)
Guidance, counseling and Al 62.4 62.7 15.17%9 12.1 38,7 17.940es
career development Most 27.2 17.5 (.18 17.0 24,1 (.29)
activities Some 9.1 14,10 10.9 3.2
None 1.3 5.8 0.0 0.0
Guidance and counseling Al 44.7 62.2 26 .82%9¢ 64.8 30.7 20,1000
on transition to fturther Most 36.2 16.5 (.23) 21.5 29.1 (.31
education or employment Some 16.8 15.5% 13,7 37.2
o None 2.3 5.8 6.0 1.0
-
%eightied n = 4144; unwaighted n = 493
Pweighted n = 2585; unweighfed n = 123
CWeignted n = 559; unweighted n = 204
dWeighted n = 99 unweighted n = 28
. p <.05
2t <G
tee p o<, 001
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handicapped students in vocational education during 1986-87 skipped this

section of the survey.

School Districts. The strongest relationship between spending

federal dollars for handicapped students and providing supplemental services

appears to bhe related to high-cost expenditures such as modified equipment and

facilities. Approzimately 66Z oi dJdistricts that spent Perkins' funds reported

providing modified facilities for at least some handicapped students (i.e.,
"all", "most" or "some"), as compared with 45% of districts that did not spend
these fejeral dollars. Similarly, 722 of districts spending handicapped funds
indicated that they adapted or simplified equipment for at least some handi-
capped students, compared with 67Z of districts not spending Perkins' handi-

capped funds.

For supplemental services related to assessment and counseling,
there are few meaningful differences between districts that did and did not
spend Perkins' handicapped funds. Fcr example, only 91 of districts that did
not spend any handicapped funds, as compared with 22 of districts that did
spent these Perkins' funds, reported that they did not provide assessment of
vocational interests, abilities and special needs to any handicapped students.
While this difference is statistically significant, the seven percent differ-
ential is not educationally meaningful, particularly since approximately 58%
of districts, regardless of whether they spent Perkins' handicapped funds,
provided assessment to all handicapped students. Similacly, 6% of districts
not spending handicapped funds, as compared with 12 of districts spending
funds, did not provide guidance, counseling or career development activities
to any handicapped students, although 62-63X of each type of LEA provided

these services to all handicapped students.

Other statistically significant results are a function of differ~-
ences between providing services to "all'"  versus '"most' students. For
example, among districts spending handicapped funds, 451 provided guidance and
counseling services on transition to further education or employment to all
handicagped studerrs, while 362 provided these services to mcst handicapped
students. In contr st, among districts that did not spend handicapped funds’
a higher proportion (62%) provided these counseling services tn all handi-
capped students and a smaller proportion (17%) to most students. Bv combining

these figuvres for both types of districts, the result is that approximately
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80% of respondents provided these services to all or most handicapped
students; thus, these statistically significant differences shown in Exhib:it

5.5 are of little substantive importance.

Area Vocational Schools (AVS). Since more than 80X of AVS spent

handicapped funds during 1986-87, the actual number of institutions that did
not spend these funds is too small to give reliable national estimates. Thus,
the figures presented in Exhibit 5.5 for AVS should be intarpreted with

caution,

These caveats notwithstanding, the three statistically significant
results shown in Exhibit 5.5 point to the same finding: AVS spending Perkins'
handicapped funds were more likely to offer assessment and counseling services
to all handicapped students than were institutions that did not receive these
federal dollars. For .xample, 732 of AVS spending handicapped funds provided
assessment of vocational interests, abilities and special needs to all handi-
capped students, as compared with 441 not spending these funds. Similarly,
guidance, counseling and career development activities were provided to all
handicapped students in 727 of AVS spending handicapped funds, as compared
with only 292 of institutions not spending these federal dollars. Guidance
and counseling services on transition to further education or employment were
provided to all handicapped students in 63% of AVS spending Perkins' handi-
capped funds, and in only 31Z of AVS not spending these funds.

Academically Disad  '‘ntaged Students

Exhibit 5.6 presents the relationship between spending Perkins'
disadvantaged funds and providing supplemental services <o academical.y
disadvantaged students. Districts and AVS with academically disadvantaged
students enrolled in vocational education are included in the analysis; the
small proportior of districts (121) and AVS (3%) that indicated there were no
academically disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education during

1986-87 skipped this section of the survey.

School Districts. Districts spending Perkins' funds for

disadvantaged students were more likely to provide assessment services for a
greater proportion of academically disadvantaged students than were districts
that did wmnot spend these federal dollars. However, while statistically

siwaificant, these differences are generally small in magnitude. For example,
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Exhibit 5.6

National Estimates of Relationship Batween Supplemental Services for Academically Disadvantaged Vocational
Students and Spending Perkins' Cisadvantagei Funcs in School Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Parcent of Districts Percent of AVS

Proportion Not Not
of Students Spending Spending X2 Statistic Spending Spending X2 Statistic
Type of Supplemental Receiving Disadv, Disadv, (Measure of Disadv, Disadv. (Measure of
Service Service Funds? Funds® Association) Funds® Funds® Association)
\
Assessment of vocational Al 54,2 48.5 16,2804 62.6 29.1 16,9640
interests, abilities and Most 25.6 20.7 (.18) 16.8 22.7 (.30)
special needs Some 18.4 21,7 18.0 48.2
None 1.8 9.1 1.2 0.0
Remedial basic skills Al 25.7 23.3 25,520 %0 3.7 11,6 8,050
instruction in Mos f 33.1 18.6 (.2 35.8 44.6 (.3
vocational classes Some 31.5 34.9 25,4 24,2
None 9.6 23.1 i 19.5
Remedial basic skills Al 21.8 47.8 45 . 54n0e 3oy n.5 1.67
instruction in Most 32.6 16.2 (.30) 25.8 49.68 (.20)
other classes Some 35.6 3.7 24,2 17.25
(e.g., English) None 10.0 4.2 16,9 14,2
A summer job combined Al 0.5 5.7 12.36%% 0.2 0.0 3.31
with vocational education Mos 3.0 3.2 (.16} 11,0 :.8 {.13)
Some 45.0 42.8 55.7 1.7
None 51.4 48 .1 3 45.%
Continued
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Y Exhibit 5.6
(cont inved)
Percent of Districts Percent of AVS
Proportion Not Not
of Students Spending Spendin,, x2 Statistic Spending Spending x2 Statistic
Type of Suppliemental Receslving Disadv. Disadv. (Measure of Disadv. Disadv. (Measure of
Service Service Funds® Funds® Association) Funds® Fundsd Assoc lation)

Enroliment in vocationally- ALl 2.2 6.9 15,5100 17.8 1.0 6.57
or lented school-within-a- Most 5.5 6.1 .17 8.1} 7.5 (.19)
school or alternative Some 26.1 14,6 29.5 32.7
school None 66.2 72.4 44.6 58.7
A moditied vocational AL 1.1 10.4 5.79 19.9 1.0 12,8488
curriculum (e.g., simplified Mos t 16.9 12,3 (.10 15,7 10.9 (.26)
language in technical Some 38.7 33.5 53.2 58. .,
manuals) None 37.3 43.9 11,2 29.3
Guidance, counseling and All 57.8 54,0 17.53n00 65.2 19.9 25.5)une
career development Mest 24,1 18 1 (.18) 17.1 35.17 (.3)
activities Some 17.8 FAN'] 16.2 44.4

None 0.4 6.0 1.5 0.0
Guidance and counseling Al 44.3 46 .9 23,6149 56.6 17.0 25,0608
on transition to further Most 32.4 16.9 (.21) 20.4 35.17 (.37)
education or employment Some 22.3 30.8 21.0 3e.9

None [ 5.4 2.0 16.3

S%eighted n = 3854; unweighted n = 465
bWQigMed n = 3143; unweighted n = 134
CWeightec n = 411, unweighted n = 180
dWeighted n: 106, unweighted n = 31
s p <D

sae 5 < 000
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54% of districts spending Perkins' funds assessed the vocational interests,
atilities and special needs of all academically disadvantaged students, with
another 262 offering these assessments to most academically disadvantaged
students, making a total of 80 providing assessment to all or most
students. In comparison, 69% of districts not spending disadvantaged funds
offered assessments to all (49%) or most (21X) academicai’'y disadvantaged
st:dents. Similarly, 822 of districts spending Perkins' disadvantaged funds
of fered guidance, counseling and career development activities to all or most
academically disadvantaged students, compared with 72X of districts not

spending these Perkins' funds.

Districts spending Perkins' disadvantaged funds were more likely to
offer academically disadvantaged students remedial basic skills instruction in
vocational classes, while more dis:ricts not spending these funds offered
basic skills remediation in nonvocational ciasses. For example, in districts
spending Perkins' disadvantaged funds, 592 offered remedial basic skills
instruction in vocational classes to all or most academically disadvantaged
students, compared with only 42% of districts not spending these funds. In
contrast, 641 of districts not spending disadvantaged funds offered remedial
hasic Qkills instruction to all or most academically disadvantaged students in
nonvocational clacses, while 54% of districts spend.ng these Perkins' funds

provided remediation to all or most students in this setting.

Area Vocational Schools (AVS). Again, the actual number of AVS that

did not spend Perkins' disadvantaged funds is quite small, yielding unreliabie
national estimates for this subgroup. However, we see a pattern of resulits
similar to suppiemental services for handicapped students =-- that Perkins'
funds seem to make a difference in the likelihood of assessment and counseling
service . Among AVS spending Perkins' disadvantaged funds, 63% assessed the
vocational interests, abilities and special needs of all academically disad-
vantaged students, compared with only 297 of AVS not spending disadvantaged
funds. Similarly, 657 of AVS spending these federal dollars provided
guidance, counseling and career development activities to all academically
disadvantaged students, compared with only 202 of AVS not spending =hese
funds. Guidance and counseling services on transition to further educatiegn or
employment were provided %o all academically disadvantaged sctudents E} ST% of
AVS spending disadvantaged funds and l7% of those not spending these federal

dollars.
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AVS spending disadvantaged funds also were more likely tec offer
remedial basic skills instruction in vocational classes to all academically
disadvantaged students than other AVS (36X versus 12%) and to modify the
vocational curriculum for all academically disadvantased students (20% versus
12).

Economicallv Disadvantaged Sudents

Exhibit 5.7 presents the relationship between spending Perkins'
disadvantaged funds and providing supplemental services to economicalliy
disadvantaged students., Districts and AVS with economically disadvantaged
students enrolled in vocational education are included in the analysis; the
small proportion of districts (11T) and AVS (42) reporting no economically
disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education during 1986-87 skipped

this section of the survey.

School Districts. Districts spending Perkins' disadvantaged funds

were more likely to assess all or most economically disadvantaged students
than districts without these funds. For example, 72% of districts spending
these funds assessed the vocational interests, abilities and special needs of
all or most ecomomically disadvantaged students, compared with 60% of
districts not spending these federal monies. In addition, 80% of districts
spending disadvantaged funds offered guidance, counseling and career develop-
ment activities to all or most economically disadvantaged students, comparea

with 67% of districts without these funds.

A greater proportion (53%) of districts spending Yerkins' disadvan-
taged : 1ds offered paid employment opportunities such as cooperative educa-
tion to at least some economically disadvantaged students (i.e., "all", "most"
or "some"), compared with districts not spending these federal dollars (35%).
In addition, districts with Perkins' disadvantaged funds more often provided a
stipend or subsidized employaent to economically disadvantaged students (38%

~ - \
versus 2747

Ares Vocational Scnools (AVS). Although a small sample size affects

the reliability of these data, two high correlations (measures of association
of .40) suggest that more AVS spending Perkins' disadvantaged funds offered
guidance and counseling services to a greater petcentage of ecoromically

disadvantaged students than did AVS without these federal dcllars. For
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Exhibit 5.7

Natlonal Estimates of Relationship Between Supplemontal Services for tvonomically Disadvantaged Vocational
Students and Spending Perkins' Disadvantaged Funds in School Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Percent of Districts Percent of AVS
Proportion Not Not
ot Students Spending Spending x2 Statistic Spending Spending x2 Statistic
Type of Supplemental Receiving Disadv, Disadv. (Measure of Disadv, Disadv. (Measure of
Service Service Funds® Funds? Association) Funds® Funds? Association)

Assessment of vocational Al 430 421 16.86%%8 50.7 25.4 8.3
interests, ablilitles and Most 29,2 18.3 (.18) 21.9 29.2 (.2%)
special needs Some 24.5 29,17 26.0 45 .4

None 3.2 9.9 1.4 0.0

— A summer lob combined with AL 2.9 6.0 3.24 1.0 0.0 3.6t
X vocational education Most 1.7 6.7 (.08) 17.1 5.8 (.14)

Some 42.2 19.2 45.1 47.5

None 47.2 48.1 36.3 46 .6
Paid employment through a Al 1.5 .5 32.59 e 0.7 0.0 12,9540
school-coordinated program Most 1.2 3.9 (.25) 9.2 2.2 (.26
{e.q,, cooperative Some 44 .4 25.9 66,3 43.4
vocationai education) None 46.9 64.7 23.8 54.4
A stipend or subsidized Al 2.2 5.4 16,60« 0.3 0.0 5.51
employment in conjunction Mos t 2.9 2.8 (.18) 6.1 2.9 .17
with vocational education Some 33.0 18.4 48 .4 29.6
(e.gi, work-study program) Hone 61.9 13.3 45.2 67.5

Continued
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T Exhidbit 5.7
' (cont i nued)
Parcent of Districts Percent of AVS
Proportion Not Not
of Students Spending Spending xz Statistic Sper.” !ng Spending x2 Statistic
Type of Supplemental Receiving Disadv, Disadv. (Measure cof Cisadv, Disadv. (Measure of
Service Service Funds® Fundsb Association) Funds® Fundsd Assoclation)
Modificati.n of curriculum Al 3.2 6.8 4.50 3.6 0.0 10.56*
to accommodate a job during Most 7.6 6.2 .09 19.3 0.0 (.24)
school hours Some 42.4 37.9 48.0 51.1
None 46.8 49.0 29.1 48.9
Guidance, counseiing and ALl 53.8 44.6 13,1780 65,3 18.1 29,8088
career develiopment Mos T 25.1 22.0 {.16) 22.2 8.5 (.40)
activities Some 201 28.7 1.6 43.5
- None 0.9 4.6 6.9 0.0
A
Guidance and counseling on Al 42.6 39.0 10.36*% 53.6 15,2 29 53080
transition to further Most 28,2 20,3 (.14) 21,17 35.9 (.40)
education or employment Some 27.7 36.5 17.6 32.2
None 1.4 4.2 V.1 6.7
Swgighted n = 3716; unweighted n - 445
bweighted n = 3300; unweighted n = 138
Cweighted n = 482; unweighted n = 182
dweightec n = 104; unweighted n = 29
. p <.05
' p <.
ar o o< 001
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example, an estimated 65% of AVS spending disadvantaged <{unds offered
guidance, counseling and career development activities to all economically
disadvantaged students, as compared with only 181 of AVS not spending these
Perkins' funds. Similarly, 54% of AVS spending Perkins' disadvantaged funds
offered guidance and counseling on transition to further education and
employment to all economically disadvantaged students, compared with 15% of

institutions without these funds.

Moderate statistical relationships also suggest that more AVS
spending disadvantaged funds (761) offered paid employmenrt to at least some
economically disadvantaged students than did AVS without these funds (46%).
In addition, more AVS spending federal dollars for disadvantaged students
modified their curriculum to accomodate a job during school hours (71% versus
512).

Limited-English-Proficient (LEP) Students

Exhibit 5.8 presents the relationship between spending Perkins' LEP
funds and providing supplemental services to limited-English-proficient
students. This analysis focuses on the smali proportion of districts (18%)
and AVS (26%) with limited-English~proficient students enrolled in vocational
education during 1986-87. The number of respondents is further raduced by
dividing each sample into those spending and not spending LEP funds. For
example, there are approximately 130 school districts in each catecory of
sponding versus not spending LEP funds; for AVS, there are 24-33 scaools in
each subgroup. Since thesc small samples do not yield reliable national

estimate, these results should be interpreted with caution.

School Districts. Ther: are statistically significant differences

in the proportion of LEP students receiving guidance and assessment services
according to whether the district spent Perkins' funds for LEP. However, the
differenzes are simply in the proportion of districts offering these supple-

mental se-vices re "all" versus "most"

of the LEP students. For example, 70%
of districts not spending LEP funds offered guidance, counseling and career
development activities to all LEP students, compared with 362 of districts
spending these federal dollars. However, 41Z of districts spending LEP funds
offered these guidance services to most LEP students, compared with only 13%

of districts not spending federal dollars. When the percentages tor "a.l" ang
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Exhibit 5.8

K.tiona! Estimates of Re'ationship Between Supplesental Services for Limlted-English—Proticient (LEP) Vocationai
Students and Spending Perkins' LEP Funds In School Cistricts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Percent of Districts

Percent of AVS

Proport.on Not Not
of Students Spending Spending x? statistic Spending Spending x? Statistic
Type :f Supplemental Receiving LEP LEP (Msasure of LEP LEP (Heasure of
Service Service Funds® Funds® Assoclation) Funds® Funds? Association)

Vocational ftutoring or Al 18.4 15.3 .27 4:.7 22.7 5.62
assistance by native Most 15.8 9.5 (.26) 5.6 17.7 (.33
spaaker outside of Some 40.3 23.8 21.5 21.6
regular class None 25.6 51.5 1.2 38.0
Assecsment ot vocational Al 26.9 57.3 10,224 741 42.1 6.70
interests, abilities and MOSt 24.) 11.0 (.30) 9.3 6.2 (.36)
special needs Some 39,2 22.4 13.8 37.0

None 9.8 9.2 2.8 12,7
Modi tied vocational At 1.9 9.6 10, 45¢ 141 3.3 9.09%
curriculum (e.g., technical Mos t 20.1 6.8 (.31 35.0 16.1 (.42)
manuals in native language) Some 331 17.8 25.9 141

None 44.8 65.8 25.0 66.5
Guidance, counse!ing and Al 6.4 0.1 1hH 14280 54.2 43.8 1.73
career development Most 4).4 12.8 (.38) 33,2 32.2 (.18)
activities Some 15.6 15,6 12.6 20.7

None 6.9 1.3 0.0 3.3
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Exhibit 5.8
(cont inued)

Percent of Districts

Percent ot AVS

Proportion Not Not
of Students Spending Spending x2 Statistic Spending Spending x? Statistic
Type of Supplemental Recelving LEP LEF (Maasure ot LEP LEP (Measure of
Service Service Funds® Funds? Assoclation) Funds® Funds® Assocliation)
Guidance and counseling Al 32.3 59.7 9.40* 50.2 37.4 1.7
on transition to turther Mcst LY | 15,0 (.29) 29.3 39.1 (.19
education or employment Some 25.1 20,4 20.5 20.2
None 5.5 4.9 0.0 3.3
Bilingual basic skills Al 39.3 40.8 7.03 23.8 12.6 10.24¢
instruction Mos t 10,2 18.0 (.25) 6.7 32.2 (.45)
Some 33.9 13.9 50.4 18.7
None 16,6 27.3 19.2 36.4
S%eighted n = 520; unweighted n = 113
Dweighted n = 991; unweighted n = 128
Cweighted n = B89; unweighlted n = 24
dwalgmed o~ 70, unweighied an = 35
Y p <05
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"most'" are added rtogether, the differences between the two grcups are less
meaningful (78% of districts sperding LEP funds versus 383% of other

districts).

Districts spending LEP funds were more likely to adapt vocational
curriculum for at least some LEP students than were districts without tlLese
funds. Among districts spending these Perkins' monies, 9$5% adapted the
curriculum for all, most or some LEP students, compared with 34% of districts

that did not spend these federal dollars.

Area Vocational Schools (AVS). Given the small sample sizes in the

two subgroups, there are few statistically significant differences petween AVS
spending TEP funds and those not spending these monies. The only significant
results are for (a) modified vocational curriculum, where 757 of AVS spending
funds provided this help for at least some students, compared with 337 of
other institutions; and (b) bilingual basic :kills instruction, where 81% of
AVS spending LEP funds and 6427 of AVS wicthout chese funds offered this

remediation to at least some LEP students.

5.4 Supplemental Services and Size of Perkins' Expenditure

Among districts and AV3 reporting Perkins' expenditures, there are
no statistically significant relationships between thr size of these expendi-
tures and the likelihood of offering supplemental services to a greater
proportion of students. In these analyses, the amount of Perkins' funds spent
in a particular Title [IA cateogory was averaged across those districts or AVS
that offered supplemental services to "all'", "most", "some' or '"none'" of the
targeted students. Analyses were conducted separately for districts and AVS
spending Perkins' funds for handicapped, disadvantaged. and LEP students. For
example, the amount of handicapped funds spent by districts was averaged
across each of the four classifications of service provision. Analyses of
variance were used to compare the average amount of funds spent by districts
offering a particular type of supplemental service to "all" versus '"most"

versus '"'some" versus 'none" of their handicapped students.

The lacy of statistically significant results 1indicates that
districts offering supplemental services, such as assessments or modified
equipment, to all students are just as likely to report a large as a smail

expenditure of Perkins' handicapped funds. Similarly, districts offering
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supplemental services to none of their handicapped students in vocational
programs may have spent a large or small amount of Perkins' handicapped funds
during the 1986-87 school vear. The lack of a relationship between size of
expenditure and proportion of students receiving supplemental services held up
across districts and AVS, for services to handicapped, academically disadvan-

taged, economically disadvantaged and LEP students.

5.5 Supplemental Services and School and District Size

Among districts and AVS spending Perkins' handicapped or disadvan-
raged funds, there are no statistically significant relationships between the
provision of supplemental services and school or district size. In other
words, small districts that reported spending handicapped funds during 1986-87
were just as likely to offer each type of supplemental service to all handi-
capped students as large districts. Similarly, large districts were as likely
as small districcs to cffer supplemental services to none of their handicapped
students. The lack of consistent differences based on size held up for
districts and AVS across the four categories of special populations and for

all supplemental services investigated.

5.6 Summary and Conclusions

In this section we summarize the survey results regarding supplemen-
tal services to handicapped and disadvantaged students and highlight the key
findings. Additional details can be found in the discussion and exhibits
presented earlier in this chapter.

o Approximately half of all distri~ts and AVS provided

counseling and assessment services to all handicapped
and disadvantaged students.

These survey results suggest that the intent of Section 204 of the
Perkins Act, to provide assessment and counseling to all hanaicapped and
disadvantaged students, is not being implemented in all secondary vocational
settings. During 1986-87, approximately 40-50% of districts and AVS provided
asseisment, counseling and career development activities to all disadvantaged
students. A higher percentage (58-68%) provided these supplemental services
to all handicapped students. Another 202 of respondents provided q§ses%menc

and courfseling services to '"most'" handicapped and disadvantaged &rudents,
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leaving 20-30% of districts and AVS that offered these services to "some" or

"none" of their handicapped and disadvantaged students.

There are few statistically significant differences between AVS and
school districts in the likelihood of providing assessment arnd counseling
services. Even though most AVS are not full-day schools, these supplemental
services seem to be as prevalent as in school districts.

e Other types of supplemental services, such as modified
curriculum or remedial basic skills instruction, were
generally not offered to all bhandicapped and disadvan-
taged students.

Less than 10%Z of districts and less than 20Z of AVS provided a
m:dified curriculum to all academically disadvantaged students or LEP
students. Approximately one third of districts and AVS adapted the vocational
curriculum for handicapped students. However, it i- impossible to determine
how many students need these services in order -accessfully complete a
vocational prugram. Unlike assessment, counseling and career development
activities, which would benefit all students, modified curriculum and remedgi-
ation may not be necessary for all handicapped or disadvantaged students.

e Area vocational schocis were more-likely than districts

to provide other types of supplemental services, such as
stipends or paid employment for ecomomically disadvan-
taged students or modified curriculum to academically
disadvantaged students.

While few AVS or districts provided financial compensation to ail
economically disadvantaged students, approximately half of the AVS gave at
least some economically disadvantaged students a stipend or subsidized
employment, compared with approximately 30% of districts. In addition, 70% of
AVS and 45% of districts orrered paid employment to at least some students
through a school-coordinated program. Similarly, more than 85% of AVS modi~
fied the vocational curriculum for at least some academically disadvantaged
students, compared with cnly 60Z of districts. '

e School districts receiving Perkins’ handicapped funds

were more likely to provide high-cost supplemental
services such .3 modified facilities and equipment for

handicapped students than were districts without these
federal funds.
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Approximately 72% of districts reporting Perkins' handicapped
expenditures during 1986-87 indicated that they provided adapted or s'mplified
equipment for at least some hendicapped students, compared with 577 of
districts not spending these funds.

e Although the number of AVS that did oot spend
bandicapped or disadvantaged funds was small, these
institutions were less likely to provice assessment and
counseling services than AVS with these funds.

Approximately 702 of AVS spending handicapped funds provided
assessment, counseling and career development activities to all handicapped
students, as compared with 30-40% of AVS without these funds. Similarly,
approximately 65X of AVS spending disadvantaged funds provided assessment and
counseling services to all academically disadvantaged students, as compared
with 20-30% of institutions without these federal dollars.

¢ The size of the district or AVS was not related to the
likelihood of providing supplemental services to a
greater proportion of studeats.

Small districts spending Perkins' funding were just as likely as
large districts to provide supplemental services to all handicapped and
disadvantaged students. Similarly, there was an equal likelihood that larce
and small districts provided supplemental services to few handicapped and

disadvantaged students.
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6.0 CHANGES IN STUDENT ENROLLMENTS IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 1582-83 TO
1986-87

6.1 Introduction

In addition to investigating the effects of the Perkins' Act, a
secondary goal of the National Assessment of Vocational Education and this
study is to explore the stactus of and changes in vocational education cver the
last five years. To obtain national data on changes in vocational enrollments
during that time period, we included a series of questions on both surveys
about vocational enrollment patterns in general as well as in snmecilic program
areas. In this chapter, we describe the enrollment shif . ir vocational
programs in school districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary institutlions.
In addition, we describe the changes in the proportion of handicapped and
disadvantaged students in vocational programs. For all ques .ic=3, respondents

were asked o focus on changes between the 1982-83 and 1986-87 school years.

During the five-year time period under investigatiom, a number of
changes in American public education took place as part of the education
reform movement. In reaction to reports critical of American education, such

as A Nation at Risk, educators and legislators in a number of states Ctook

action to increase the rigor and accountability of public education. Wide-
spread changes included increased course requirements and minimum com.etency
testing for high school graduation. Many vocational educators have expressed
concern that these reforms have had a negative impact on vocational education.
As students are required to take additional courses to graduate from high

school, there is less time left for vocational education.

Concern also has been raised about the <changing population ot
students enrolled in vocational programs, with an increase in handicapped and
disadvantaged students requiring additional support services. e begin this
chapter by presenting information cn enrollment changes among these special

populations.

6.2 Changes in Handicapped and Disadvantaged Eprollments

Respondents were asked whether the number of handicapped and disad-

vantaged students in vocational education had changed over the past five years

-
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(1982-83 through 1986-87). The response options categorized change 1n propor-

tional terms on a five-point scale:
o large decrease (greater than 20%)
¢ moderate decrease (11-20%)
e no or minimal change (*10%Z)
» moderate increase (11-20%)
+ large increase (greater than 20%)

The data from school districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary

institutions are summarized in Exhibit 6.1.

Handicapped Students

The majority (63%) of districts reported minimal changes (2 10%) in
handicapped enrollments over the past five years. In fact, 10% indicated a
moderate decrease (11-20Z) in the number of handicapped students enrolled in
vocational education. The majority of postsecondary institutions (63%) also
reported minimal changes in handicapped enrollments. In contrast, nearly half
of secondary area vocational schools (47%) have seen moderate increases (ll-

20%) in handicapped enrollments.

There is no precise way of knowing from the survey data whether the
increases in handicapped enrollments at AVS are connected to the decreases in
school districts. In other words, are handicapped students increasingly more
likely to attend an AVS for vocational programs than to remain in the school
district? While no causal lLinks can be made from these data, area vocational
schools, by definition, accept students from a number of school districts. In
this way, each AVS has a direct link to some number of school districts.
Thus, if the number of handicapped students per se is not increasing, it is
plausible to suggest that increases seen at AVS may be related to decreases in

school districts.

Another question of interest is whether increases 1in handicapped
enrollments reflect an overall increase in wvocational enrollments. Exhibit
6.2 presents the relationship between changes in vocational enrollments and

changes in handicapped enrollments.

<17
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Exhibit 6.1

National Estimates of Changes in Handicapped and
Disadvantaged Enrol iments In Vocational Education 1982-83 to 1986-87

) . Percent of District/Institution X2 Statistic of
Enrol iment School Secondary Postsecondary Group Differences
Changes _ District AVS institution (Measure of Association)
Handicapped students
Large decrease 0.3 0.7 0.9 103.4788s
(> 20%) (.21)
Moderate decrease 9.8 2.1 0.5
(11-20%)
No or minimal change 63.3 39.4 63.2
(+10%)
Moderate increase 2V.7 47 .4 27.6
(11-20%)
Large increase 4.9 10.4 1.7
— (> 20%)
~d
hd Weighted n: 8700 68% 1381
veighted n: 689 238 325
Disadvantaged students
Large decrease 0.3 2.4 1.3 135,038
(> 20%) {.24)
Moderate derrease 1.8 4.6 1.2
(11-20%)
NO or minimal change 55.6 32.4 35.0
(+10%)
N Moderate increase 27.9 48.6 48,1
h (11-20%)
Large increase 4.4 12.0 14 .4
(> 20%)
Weighted n: 8674 613 1380
Unwerghted n; 686 236 321 2 1 9
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Relationship Between Vocational Enroliment and

Exhibit 6.2

Handlicepped Enrol iment Patterns

Type of District/

Handicapped Enroliment

Total

Vocational Enrol iment

x? Statistic of
Group Difierences

institution Patterns 1 Decrease £ Ko Change f Increase (Measure ot Association)
Schoo! district Moderate to large 22.9 5.6 0.0
decreases (> 11§)
(Weighted n = B676) No or minimal change 51.1 78.8 55,7 104 . 37%un
(Unweighted n = 688) (¢ 10%) (.29)
Moderate to large 25.9 15.4 44 .3
increases (> 11%)
Secondary area Moderate 1o large 6.3 1.3 0.0
vocational school decraases (> 11f)
(Weightod n = &§7%) No or minimai 35.1 5€.) 27.9 18,1208
(Unweighted n = 236) change (¢ 10%) (.21)
Modarate to large 58.7 42.4 2.1
increases (> 11%)
Postsecondary Moderate 1o large 2.4 2.3 0.0
institution decreases (> 11%)
(Weighted n = 1376) No of minimal 65.2 80.8 46.5 33.49nns
(Unweighted n = 324) change (+ 10%) (.23%)
Moderate to large 32.5 16.9 53.%

increases (» 11%)
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As the significant chi-square values indicate, there is a moderately
strong relationship between the enrollment pattern of handicapped students and
overall vocational enrollments. In other words, where there were decreases in
overall vocational enrollments, there also tended to be decreases in handi-
capped student enrollments. However, in some cases, districts or institutions
with a decrease or no change in overall enrollments reported an increase in
handicapped enrollments. This was particularly true at secondary AVS, where
59% of the schools that reported an overall decrease in vocational enroliment
alsn reported an increase in handicapped eanrollments. In school districts and
postsecondary institutions, approximately 30X of respondents reported a

decrease in overall vocatisnal enrollments and an increase in handicapped

enrollments.

Disadvantaged Students

More than half of all school districts reported no or minimal change
in the number of disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education
(Exhibit 6.,1)., Approximately one third have seen an increase of more than
10%Z. As with handicapped students, approximate.y 10Z of districts have seen
moderate decreases over the last five years 1in the number of disadvantaged

students in vocational education.

In contrast, the majority of secondary AVS and postsecondary
institutions reported an increase in the number of disadvantaged students 1in
vocational education over the last five years. Approximately 482 indicated
moderate increases, while 12-14% responded that disadvantaged enrollments have

increased more than 20%.

As shown in Exhibit 6.3, there ar: moderate correlations between
disadvantaged enrollment patterns and overall vocational enrollments. In
particular, 83% of AVS and 82% of postsecondary institutions reporting an
increase in vocational enrollments also reported an increase in the number of
disadvantaged students in vocational education, However, more than half of
the AVS and postsecondary institutions with declining vocational enrollments

reported an increase in the number of disadvantaged students.

In school districts, the pattern was slightly different. A smaller
proportion of school districts with an increase in vocational enrollments also

reported an upswing in disadvantaged student enroilments (57%), with 427 of

177
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Exhibit 6.3

Patationship Between Vocational Enroilment and
Disadvantaged Enrol lment Patterns .

Total Vocational Enroliment

x2 Statistic of

Type of District/s Disadvantaged Enroliment Group Ditterences

o
{

increases (> 11§5)

Institution Patterns 1 Decrease £ No Change 1 lIncrease (Measure of Association)
School district Moderate to large 28.6 5.6 1.5
decreases (> V1%)
(Weighted n = 8674) No or minimal change 40.8 16.1 42.0 158, 1000
{Unweighted n = 686) (v 10%) (.3%)
Moderate to large 3G.6 17.7 57.3
increases (> t1f)
— Secondary area Moderate to large 14,2 1.9 2.4
P vocatignat school decreases (> 11%)
(Weighted n = 67)) No or minimal 33.5 53.4 14,7 34,9400
(Unweighted n = 236) change (¢ 10%) {.28)
Moderate to large 52.4 44,7 82.9
increases (> 111)
Postsecondary Moderate to large 2.4 1.9 3.0
institution decreases (> V1X)
(Weighted n = 1373) No or minimal 36,10 58.3 14.7 45,0400
{Unweighted n = 325) change (+ 10%) (.26)
Moderate 1o targe 61.5 39.8 82.3
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districts indicating that overall vocational enrollments had gone up while

disadvantaged enrollments held steady.

6.3 Changes in Total Vocational Enrollments

Percentage Change in Enrollment

Exhibit 6.4 presents the proportional change in total vocational
enroliments since 1982-83 acrosas the three types of vocational providers.
There are two general findings that emerge. First, enrollment in vocational
education at school districts was more likely zo have held stable over the
last five years than at secondary AVS or postsecondary institutions. Among
districts, 40% reported enrollment shifts of less than i0%Z. In contrast, only
267 of AVS and 302 of postsecondary institutions reported no or minimal

change.

The second finding of note is cthat approximately 302 of school
districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions have seen decreases of
11-20% in vocational enrollments. These results suggest that while the number
of handicapped and disadvantaged students is holding steady or increasing in
vocational education, overall vocational enrollments are more likely to have
declined. This is particularly the case at AVS and postsecondary institu-
tions, where fewer than 7% reported a decline in handicapped or disadvantaged

enrollments.

Changes in Vocational Enrollments Relative t¢ Overall Enrollment Changes

Exhibit 6.5 displays the average change in overall district or
instirution enroliments for each category of change in vocatiocnal enrollmentcs.
In all three vocational settings, the pattern of vocational enrollments
mirrors overall enrollments between 1982-83 and 1986-87. For example,
postsecondary institutions with moderate to large decreases 1in vocational
enrollments averaged overall enrollment declines of 4X: those with increases
in vocational enroliments also had an upswing 1in overali enroliments,
averaging 17Z. In school districts, the average enroliment changes were less
extreme, but the direction of vocational enrollments still matched thtat of

overall enrollments.
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£xhibit 6.4

National Estimates of Changas in Overall
Vocational Enrolimsents 1982-83 to 1986-87

Vocationai Percent of District/Institution X2 Statistic of
Enrol iment School Secondary Postsecondary Group Dif ferences
Changes Districts AVS institution (Measure of Association)
Large decrease 5.3 1.7 7.5 41 _J4uns
(> 20%) (.13
Moderate decrease 28.9 31.2 26 .4
(11-20%)
No or minimal change 40.4 26.3 30.4
(+ 10%)
Moderate inc ease 22,5 26.3 24,1
(11-2010)
Large increase 3.0 8.5 11.0
(> 20%)
Weighted n: 8729 682 1417
Unweighted n: 694 238 338
"Wwh o< 001



Exhibit 6.5

Relationship between Totzl District/Institution

Enrol iment Changes and Vocational Enrol Iment Patterns

Type of District/

Vocationai Enroliment

Average
Enrol iment
Change in

F Startistic
of Group

ingtitytion Patterns District/Institution Differences
School Moderate to large -5% 11,93ene
district decreases (> 111
(Weighted n = 8219) No or minimali -13
(Unweighted n = 632) change (+10%)
Moderate to large +23
increases (> 11%)
Secondary area Moderate "o large -12% 12,908
vocational school decreases (> 11%)
(Weighted n = 530) No or minimal +73
(Unweighted n = 189) change (+10%)
Moderate to large +32%
increasas (> ''3%)
Post ;econdary MOderate to large -41 6.69%*
institution decreases (> 11%)
(Weightad n =1197) No or minimal +41
(Unwa! .~Ted n = 288) change (+10%)
Moderate to iarge +174

increases (> 110

( 2 ] -] (_Q]
[ 2 X} p <.m|
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Secondary AVS that indicated moderate to large increases in
vocational enrollments averaged overall enrollment increases of 32% between
1982-86, while AVS with decreases in vocational enrollments saw overall
declines of 12%. Of course, we would expect a strong relationship between
these two variables since "overall" ewn:uvllment at AVS 1is the same as

vocational enrollment.

These results indicate that, on average, vocational enrollments
reflect general enrollment patterns at secondary and postsecondary institu-
tions, and that where vocational enrollments have decreased, overall student

enrollments also have gone down.

Reasons for Enrollment Changes at Postsecondary Institutions

Respondents indicating moderate or large change in overall voca-
tional enrollments were asked to rate how strongly a number of factors related
to these changes. Exhibit 6.6 presents the factors relating to increases in
enrollment; Exhibit 6.7 presents the factors relating to enroliment

declines.

The three factors were rated by a majority of postsecondary
institutions as either strongly or somewhat related to an increase in
vocational enrollments: an increase in student interest, overall increase in
institution enrollments and increase in recruitment. There also seemed to be
a consensus that changes in state or institutional policies towards vocational
education were not strongly related to student enrollment patterns.
Respondents were split on the relevance to enrollment increases of factors
such as local economic growth, increase in ulemployment, increase 1in
empioyment and training funds, and increase in available student a:d, with ¢
similar percentage of respondents indicating these factors were not re.ated as

were related to enrollment increases.

Among institutions with declines in vocational enrollments, more
than half cited decreases in the number of students coming directly from high
school and overall decreases in institution enrollments as strongly related to
these declines (Exhibit 6.7). A majority of institutions indicated that
decline in student interest and an increase in unemployment were not related
to downward shifts in vocational enrollments. Respondents were split on

whether local economic growth or a decrease in available student aid gere
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Exhibit 6.6

Reasons Relcted to increases in Overall
Vocational Enrol Iments at Postsecondary Institutions

Reason Related

to Increase Percent of Institutions?
in Vocational Strongly Somewhat Not
Enrol iment Related Related Related
- Increase in student 47.0 48.8 4,2
interest in vocationai
education
Overall increase in 38.8 36.8 24 .4

institution erroliments

Increased recruitment 36.5 57.8 5.6
activities

_ Increase in unemployment 28.9 34.9 36.2
Increase in empioyment 27.8 42.9 29.3

and training funds
Local economic growth 25.4 84.3 30.2

increase in available 20.0 46,7 33.2
student financial aid

Change in state policy 9.7 23.0 67.3
B towards vocational

education

Change in instivutional 9.5 30.! 60.4

pol icy towards vocational

educatinn

weighted n = 262; unweighted n = 110
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Exhibit 6.7

Reasons Related to Decreases in Overal!
Vocational Enroliments at Pos.secondary Institu*ions

Reason Related

to Decrease Percent of Institutions®
in Vocational Strongly Somewhat Not
Enrol Iment Re!lated Re!ated Rel ated
Decrease in number of 54.2 36.1 9.7
students coming directly
from high school
Overal! decrease in 50.1} 19.5 30.4
institution enrol Iments
Local sconomic growth 32.5 4%.5 22.0
Decraase in available 21.3 35.0 43.6
student aid
Decline in student 20.4 22.3 57.4
interest in vocational
education
Increase in unempioyment 15.8 29.4 54.8
Change in state policy 2.2 13.5 84.3
towards vocational
education
Change in institutional 2.2 4.3 ‘ 93.5

pelicy towards
vocational education

Weighted n = 392; unweighted n = 75
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related to decreases in vocaticnal enrollments. Again, state and institu-
tional policies seemed to have little relationship to vocational enrollments

at the postsecondary level.

Reasons for Secondary Vocational Enrollment Declines

Exhibit 6.8 displays the factors related to vocational enrollment
declines in school districts and secondary AVS. Only those respondents with
enrollment declines of l1lZ or more rated these factors. Thus, al. percentages
refer to the subset of respondents with enrollment declines that chose a

particular factor.

Two of the reasons given most often as stcrongly related to decreases
in vocational enrollments concern high school graduation requirements. Nearly
702 of respondents from AVS and nearly half of those from school districts
felt that enrollment declines were strongly related to increases in core
course requirements for graduation; 40-50% of respondents cited increases in
other graduation reguirements as negatively affecting vocational enrollments.
These results support the general concern that as graduation requirements
become more stringent, vocational education becomes a less viable option for
students. These increased graduation requirements appear to be more strongly

felt by AVS than by school districts.

Using information about graduation requirements obtained from the
survey, we explored rhe relationship between actual changes in graduation
requirements since 1¥82 and perceived effects on vocational enrollments in
school districts. This analysis, presented in Exunibit 6.9, suggests thatc
districts with increases in graduation requirements in math, science and
social studies were more likely to indicate that increases in core course
requirements were strongly related to enrollment declines than were districts
that decreased or did not change graduation requirements. In other worrs, the
ratings of increased graduation requirements as a factor affecting enrollment
declines seem to be consistent with actual changes in core course require-

ments.

The relationship between ratings of perceived 1mpact and acrual
graduation requirements was strongest for increases 1n the number of math and
science courses required for graduation. For example, 58% of districts wich

increased sclence requirements felt that increased graduation requirements
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Exhibit 6.8

Reasons Related to Dacreases in Overasil Vocational Enroilments in
School Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools {AVS)

Strongly Related Somewhat Related Not Related x2 Statistic of

Reasons Related to Decrease

Group Diftterences

in Vocational Enroliment § Districts® % AvsP f Districts £ AVS g Districts % AVS (Measure of Association)
Increase in core course 46.4 67. 371 22.4 16.5 9.1 11,1180
requirements for graduation (.20)
Increase in other graduation 40.8 53. 35.8 318 24,1 4.9 4.7
requirements (.13)
Overall decrease in 37.7 46. 30.7 39.6 31,6 14.2 9.520n
district enrol iments (.18)
Reduced support or guidance 2.5 20, 15.9 9.1 81.5% 6.0 27 .80% 84
from district administration (.30
Deciine in student interest 1 2. 4.1 49.1 44.5 48.7 6.28%
in vocational education (.15)
g

Academic diploma/certificate 8.0 10. 9.7 i%.6 82.2 14,2 2.64
in addition to standard diploma (.10)
Less parental support for 1.5 6. 39.8 53.6 52.7 40.1 4.76
vocational education (.13
Minimum competency test 5.6 7. 14,5 30.9 79.9 6.7 11,550
tor graduation (.20)

“ Shortened school day LI 9. 3.2 8.2 95.7 82.3 16, 31mue

AN (.24)
Declining job placement rate 6.4 0. 24.1 23.17 69.6 15.8 4.99
o ;
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Oweighted n = 271; unweighted n = 126
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E Exhibit 6.9

Actual Changes In District Graduation Roquirements in Relation
to Citing This as # Reason for Declines in Vocational Enroliments

Actual Changes in
Graduation Raquirements

Relationship Cited 1982-83 to 1986-87
Between Graduation { Decrease or x2 Statistic of Group Ditferences
Subject Area Requirement and Declines No Change f increase (Measure ol Association)
English Strongly related 39.3 56.1 4.63
Somewhat related 39.0 40.7 (.16)
Not related 21,7 3.2
Weighted n: 207 293
Unwelighted n: 184 44
Math Strongly related 25.6 54.5 14,9funn
Somewhat related $0.0 30.2 (.29)
Not related 24.4 15.3
cE Weighted n: 1077 1293
} Unweighted n: 84 144
Sciencea Strongly related 29.3 58.3 15,32000
Somewhat related 45.5 30.4 (.30)
Not relatfed 25.2 n.3
Weighted n: 1383 987
unweighted n: 125 103
Social studies Strongly related 313.9 50.5% 11,078
Somewhat related 38.0 0.6 (.25)
Not related 28.1) 8.9
Weighted n: 1301 1069
Unweighted n: 148 80
" pcO! 4 36

55 ¢ 00}
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were strongly related to decreases in vocational enrollments. Another 302% of
districts with 1increases in science requirements felt this was somewhat
related to decreases in vocational enrollments. Of districts with increases
in math requirements, 552 rated increased graduation requirements as strongly
related, and 301 rated them as somewhat related to vocational enrollment

declines.

Approximately half of the districts with increases in the number of
social studies courses required for graduation felt that increased graduation
requirements were strongly related to vocational enro.lment declires, and 412

indicated they were somewhat related.

Few districts increased English requirements for graduation. of
this group, 56% felt cthese changes were strongly related to vocational
enrollment declines. However, 392 of districts without increases also rated
increased graduation requirements as strongly related to enrollment declines.
Based on these estimates, it does not appear that changes in the number of
English courses required for g.aduation have negatively affected vocational

enrollments.

While course requirements for graduation seem to be related to
decreases in vocational enrollments, other changes brought on by the academic
reform movement were cited less frequently by school districts as strongly
related to declines in enrollment. However, AVS seem more strongly affected
than school districts. for example, as Exhibit 6.8 shows, 202 of schcol
districts indicated that minimum competency tests were related to enrollment
declines. In contrast, 38% of AVS felt that the tests had some relationship
to vocational enrollments. Few districts (4%) felt that a shortened school
day had any relationship to enrollment shifts, while 18% of AVS “elt that this

was a factor. Both of these differences are statistically significant.

Forty percent of AVS with enrollment declines attributed cthese
decreases to reduced support or guidance from district administration, with
202 seeing a strong connection. In contrast, only 3% of respondents from
school districts felt that this was strongly related, and 162 felt 1t was
somewhat related. Since AVS are dependent on students coming to the area
school from a sending district, the 1impact of support and guidance at the
district level may be more important and more ncticeable than at school

districts where students themselves may be more aware of options in vncational

| BY 237



e
i
wL

education. However, 647% of districts and 602 of AVS indicated thar less
parental support for vocational education was related to vocational enrollment

declines.

6.4 Enrollment Changes in Vocational Programs

Survey respondents were asked to categorize overall enrollment
patterns in seven vocational programs as having increased, decreased or
remained unchanged since the 1982-83 academic year. A fourth response option
was that the program had not been offered in the last five years. The
results, summarized in Exhibict 6.10, are for those districts and institutions
that offer courses in a particular program area; respondents that did not

offer a particular progra were excluded from the analysis.

Among school districts, enrollments in all prcgram areas have
remained relatively static over the past five years. In each program area,
40-502 of respondents indicated no change in student enrollments. For
example, enrollments ir business and office as well as technical programs
remained unchanged in approximately 41-45% of districts. Student enrollments
in health programs did not change between 1982-83 and 1986-87 in 538X of
districts. In sgriculture, home economics/consumer and hcmemaking, and trades
and industry, enrollments remained unchanged in 4l-47% of districts, but

decreased 1in 34-361 ¢ districts.

At AVS, enrollments in technical and marketing/distribution programs
remained unchanged in 46-49% of schools. More than half (55%) of AVS offering
vocational agriculture have seen a decrease in student enrollments since
1982, Enrollments in home economics have remained unchanged 1n 42% of AVS,
but decreased in 33X of the schools offering these courses. Similarly,
enrollment in trades and industry programs have remained unchanged in 35% of
AVS, decreased in 36% and increased in 30X of AVS. Enrollments in business
and office programs have decreased in nearly one third of AVS and increased in

452 of schools offering these programs.

In 471 of postsecondary institutions, as in secondary AVS, enroll-
ments in vocational agriculture have decreased. Similarly, enrollment in
trades and industry programs have decreased at 412 of postsecondary institCu-
tions. Enrollments in home economics programs have remained unchanged 1n 53%

of institutions, 1increased in 234« and decreased in 245 of posts:condary
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, Exhibit 6,10

National Estimates of Enrolliment Changes In Vocational Programs in School
Districts, Secondary Ares Vocational Schools (AVS) and Postsecondary Institutions

Parcent of District/lnstitution 2 Statistic of
Enrol iment Change School Secondary Postsecondary Group Differences
Vocational Program 1982-83 to 1986-87 Districts AVS tnstitutions {Mersure of Association)
" Agricul ture Increase 24.4 6.7 27.1 33,290
Decrease 33.8 55.2 47.1 (.16)
No Change 41.7 38.1 25.8
Weighted n: 5998 215 424
Unweighted n: 463 165 99
Business and increase 29.2 44.8 55.5 54.0Q%us
office Decrease 301 2a 21.3 (.V7)
No Change 40,7 23,0 23.2
Weighted n: 6667 633 859
Unweighted n: 639 218 209
3
Heal th Increase 2).2 29.5 46.0 53,6400
Decreasc 20.9 31.8 29.3 (.21)
No Change 57.9 38.7 24,1
Weighted n: 2912 550 849
Unweightea n: 3N 23 197
Home economics/ Increese 19.3 24.8 23.0 5.50
consumer and Decreaase 33.6 33.1 24,1 (,06)
homemak i ng No Change 47.1 42.1 £3.0
Weighted n: 8080 421 381 oy
) 239 Unweighted n: 668 165 101 oS
Markating/ Increase 25.1 2.7 i3 9.66"
distribution Decrease 25.3 23.6 e (.10)
No Change 49.0 48.7 34,3
Weighled n: 3093 418 658
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Exhibit 6.10

(cont i nued)
:
: Percent of District/institution x2 statistic of
Enrol tment Change School Secondary Postsecondary Group Ditferences
Vocational Program 1982-83 to 1986-87 Districts AVS institutions (Measure of Association)
Technical increase 29.9 31.4 48.3 33,3780
Decrease 25.3 22.6 30.9 (.17
No Change 44.9 46.0 20.8
Weighted n: 2896 473 196
Unweighted n: 349 153 200
Trades and increase 22.9 30.2 19.0 27,1400
tndustry Decrease 35.8 36.3 40.9 (.13
No Change 41 .4 33.5 20,2
Weighted n: 4760 685 150
Unweighted n: 518 239 184
-
' p <.05
" p < 01
[ LR} p ('00‘
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vocational providers. Increases 1in postsecondary vocational enrollments
tended to be in business and office (557 of institutions), healta (46%) and

technical programs (48%).

6.5 Summary and Conclusions

This section highlights the changes in student enrollments in voca-
tional education from 1982-83 to 1986-87.

e The enrollment of bhandicapped students in vocational

education has increased in nearly 60I of secondary AVS,
vhile it remained unchanged in the majority of school
districts and postsecondary institutions.

Forty—-sever percent of AVS reported that the number of handicapped
students increased by 11-20%, while 102 of AVS reported increases of greater
than 20%. In contrast, only 272 of school districts reported increases of any
magnitude, and l1% reported decreases in the number of handicapped students

enrolled in vocational education.

The enrollment of handicapped students generally reflects total
vocatiozal enrolliment patterns. However, some districts or institutions with
2 decrease or n. change in overall vocational errollments reported an increase
in handicapped enrollments. This was particularly true at AVS, where 59% of
schools reporting a decrease in overall vocational enrollments reported an
increase in handicapped enrollment.

e The majority of AVS and postsecondary institutions
reported an increase of more than 10Z in the number of
disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education.

School districts were less likely to have seen increases in the

number of disadvantaged students in vocational educaticn. More than half of
all districts reported no or minimal change, while 102 reported decreases in

disadvantaged enrollments.

Sixty-one percent of AVS and 63% of postsecondary institutions
reported increases in disadvantaged enrcllments in vocational education.
Moreover, 52% of AVS and 62% of postsecondary institutions with declining
enrollments overall reported an increase in the number of disadvantaged

studencs enrolled in vocational education. '3
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o Nearly 40I of AVS and 34X of postsecondary institutions
reported decreases in overall vocational enrollments of
more than 10Z. In contrast, 40T of school districts
reported no or minimum enrollment shifts.

Taken together, these results suggest that vocational enrollments in
school districts have generally been more stable than at AVS or postsecondary
institutions. In addition, while overall vocational enrollments have tended
to decline at AVS and postseconda:y institutions, handicapped and disadvan-
taged enrollments have increased. This pattern may be due to increased
numbers of handizagsped and disadvantaged students taking Vvocational
educational and/o- an increascd effort by AVS and postsecondary institutions
to recruit students from these special populations in the face of overall
declining enrollments.

+ Postsecondary irstitutions with increases in vocational

enrollment were most likely to attribute this upswing to

increased student interest in wvocational education or to
increased recruitment of students.

* Postsecondary institutions with enrollment declines were
most likely to cite decreases in the number of students
coming directlry from high school and overall decreases
in ipstitution eunrollments as factors in these declines.

o Secondary AVS and school districts were rost likely to

cite increased graduation requirements as factors
related to declines in vocalional enrollments.

Nearly 70%Z of AVS and half of districts with enrollment declines
felt that these decreases were strongly related to increases in core couise
requirements for graduation. In particular, school districts citing increased
graduation requirements as a factor in vocational enrollments were likely to
have experienced increases in the numb2r of math or science courses required
for graduatior. Graduation requirements in English and social studies seemed
less related to vocational enrollment declines.,

e Student enrollments in vocational programs were most

likely to have decreased in agriculture; bome economics/
consumer and bomemaking; and trades and industry
programs.

Among AVS offering vocational agriculture, 55% reported that student
enrollment had declined sir-e 1982-83. Among postsecondary institutions, 47%
reported declines in agriculture programs, while 39% of districts reportad

declines in this program area.
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In home economics or consumer and homemaking programs, approximately
337 of secondary providers and 242 of postsecondary institutions reported that
student enrollment had decreased over the last five years. For trades and
industry programs, 36X of secondary and 41% of postsecondary providers

reported enrollment declines.
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7.0 CHANCES IN VOCATIONAL COURSES 1982-83 TO 1986-87

7.5 Introduction

In this chapter we describe the changes that have taken place in
vocational course offerings over the past five years. Survey items focused on
three issues of interest to this study: (1) reductions or expansions 1in
course offerings in specific vocational program areas; (2) reasons for these
changes; and (3) changes in course content, supplemental services and other

program activities.

7.2 Changes in Vocational Offerings

Survey respondents were asked to indicate what increases or
decreases have occurred in the number of vocational course offerings over the
past five years, from 1982-83 cthrough 1986-87. Programs were considered
reduced or expanded if there was more than a 10Z increase or decrease in the
number of teaching personnel or in the number of sections or classes offered.

Other response options included "no change" and "program not of fered".

The results are presented in Exhibit 7.l; the percentages reflect
the types of changes in districts, AVS and postsecondary institutions offering
each category of vocational program. Respondents not offering a particular

program were excluded from the analysis.

School Districts

Across program areas, more than half of all school districts
reported no change in course offerings over the past five years. For example,
approximately 592 of districts indicated that course offerings in agriculture,
home economics/consumer and homemaking, technical, and trades and industry had
not changed over the past five years. In health and marxeting/distributive
education programs, more than 70 of districts reportad no change 1in the

number of teaching personnel or courses offered.

Secondary Area Vocational Schools

At more than half of secondary AVS, programs in agriculture, health,
home economics/consumer and homemaking, and marketing and distribution have

remained unchanged over the last five years. Although course offerings 1n
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Exhibit 7.1

National Estimates of Changes in Vocational
Course Offerings 1082-83 to 1986-87

x2 Statistic

of Group
Parcent of Districts/Institutions Difterences
Program Change in School Secondary Postsecondary (Measure of
Area Course Offerings Districts AVS ingtitutions Association)
Agricul ture Expanded 20.3 16.9 26.0 10.02*
Reduced 21.3 26.9 30.9 (.10
No change 58.4 56.2 43 .1
Weighted n: 4104 350 538
Unweighted n: 376 145 142
Business and
office Expanded 32.4 44.5 49.2 22.58%0%
Reduced 17,0 13.6 8.8 (.12)
No change - 50.5 42.0 42,0
Weighted n: 5166 528 1092
Unweighted n: 540 186 286
Hea ! th Expanded 16.8 25.1 315.5 27.72%%
Re Juced 11.4 20.4 14.5 (.1%)
No change 1.8 54.4 50.0
Weighted n:  247% 474 1679
Uswaighted n: 302 178 270
Home economics/
consumer and
homemak ing Expanded 16.9 24,7 17.8 4.18
Reduced 24.7 21.2 26.0 {.06)
No change 58.3 54.1 56.2
Weighted n: 5885 385 508
Unwaighted n: 55! 147 141
Marketing and
distribution Expanded 11,3 19,4 25.0 12.40*
Reduced 147 17,0 14 4 (.11
No change 74.0 63.6 60.7
Weighted n: 24%4 3g8 808
Unweighted n: 368 138 219
continyed
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Exhimit 7.4
(continved)

x2 Statistic

of Group
Percent of Districts/Iinstitutions Ditterences
Program Change in School Secondary Postsecondary (Measure of
Area Course Offerings Districts AVS Iinstitutions Association)
Technical Expandad 27.6 35.1 49,7 19,98use
Reduced 14,0 12.8 1%.2 (,12)
No change 58.4 52.1 35.1
) weightad n: 2382 424 1028
Unweighted n: 327 143 275
Trades and
industry Expanded 14,8 0.8 28.4 19.98¢+s
Reduced 26.2 21.8 23,0 (.12)
No change %9.0 47.5 43.6
Weighted n: 370! 81 955
Unweighted n: 452 206 250
*p< 0%

afs n o< .m|
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techaical programs did not change in 522 of AVS, 357 of AVS did report
expanding courses in this program area. Similarly, courses in trades and

industry were expanded in 31Z of AVS and remained unchanged in 48% of AVS.

Business and office is the program area in which the largest
proportion of AVS (45%) reported expanding course offerings. However, a
similar proportion of AVS (42%) repdrted that this program area had not

changed in the last five years.

Postsecondary Institutions

In postsecondary institutions, the course offerings most likely to
have remained unchanged over the last five years include: health (50%), home
economics/consumer and homemaking (56%), and marketing and distribution (61%).
In contrast, cou..es in business and office as well as technical programs were
expanded by approximately 491 of postsecondary institutions. Programs in
agriculture were reduced in 312 of institutions, expanded in 267 and remained

unchanged in 43% of postsecondary prcviders,

Courses Most Likely to Have Changed

These results suggest that there is no definitive pattern at AVS or
postsecondary institutions of program areas expanded cver the last five
years. While some institutions have expanded course offerings in a particular

area, an almost equal proportion reported no changes or reductions.

For example, vocational course offerings in agriculture were recuced
in 27%7 of secondary AVS and 31Z of postsecondary institutions. However, 26%
of postsecondary institutions reported expanding course offerings in this
area. Trades and industry is another program area where a similar propo: cion
of postsecondary institutions indicated reduction (23%) as expansion (28%.. A
similar pattern is seen for trades and industry programs at AVS, since 31%
reported expansion and 22% reported reduction. Nevertheless, AVS and
postsecondary institutions were more likely to have expanded program, in
trades and industry than were school districts, where only 152 expanded ccurse

offerings in this area.

Across the three types of providers, course offerings in technical

training and business/office education were most likely to have increased over
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the past five years. More than 40% of AVS and -ostsecondary institutions and
327 of districts expended business and office pregrams. Technical programs
have expanded in 28-35% of seccndary LEAs and in half cf postsecondary insti-
) tutions offering this program. In addition, 362 of post.econdary institutions
and 25% of AVS reported increases in health courses, a significantly higher
proportion than the percentage of districts (17Z) reporting expanding course

offerings in this vocational area.

- 7.3 Reasons for Expanding Vocational Programs

Exhibits 7.2, 7.3 and 7.4 present the reasons cited by districts,
secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions for expanding vocational course
offerings. In each vocational area, the percentages shown reflect tcoe most
important reasons cited by the respondents who expanded course offerings in
that particular program. Since a small percentage of respondents expanded

programs, the sample sizes associated with these percentages tend to be small.

School Districts

Across program are:s, greater student interest was the most ccmmon
reason indicated for expanding vocaticnal programs in school districts
(Exhibit 7.2). This was cited as a factor by 82% of districts expanding
agriculture programs and 83X of districts expanding technical programs.
Greater student interest also was cited as a reason for program expansion 1in
more than 702 of districts increasing course offerings in business and office,

marketing and distribution, and trades and industry.

Overall increases in vocational enrollments was a reason cited by
approximately 20-352 of districrts expanding vocational programs. For example,
38% of districts expanding course offerings in health and 34% of districes
expanding trades and industry programs indicated that this expansion was
related to overall increases in vocational enrollments. Tn 26% of districts
expanding courses in business and office or marketing and distribution,
increases in vocational enrollments was selected as an important reason for

this expansion.

Increased funding was a factor in expanding course offerings 1in
particular program areas. Additional local funding was an important reason in

20-30% of districts expanding all wvocational programs except health, In
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Exhibit 7.2

Reasons for Expanding Vocational Course Offerings
in School Districts

Percent of Districts by Program Area

Most |mportant Reasons Business & Consumer & Marketing A Trades &
tor Program Expansion Agric. Office Homemaking Distribution Health  Tech, industry

Greater student
interest in program 81.9 76.5 61.7 78.4 50.3 83.0 73,3

Additional federal
{funds: Perkins Act 12.3 16.7 14,5 15.0 5.9 22.7 16,7

Addirtional federsa!
funds: other sources 5.2 8.5 5.5 0.0 0.8 5.5 1.2

Additionsl state
funding 8.2 20,4 15.5 9.7 5.1 15.5 8.0

Additional local
tunding 29.4 24.8 22.1 20.6 10.8 21.6 28.7

Desire to meet increased
| abor marke* demand 10.7 47.% 9.7 52.9 31.3 8.0 64 .4

New st @ or

district policy 11.6 20.5 25.8 7.5 42.2 20.8 12.6
QOverall increzse in
vocational enrol iments 27.9 26.4 17.5 26.3 8.4 27.7 33.8

Program no longer offered
at another institution 0.9 0.5 0.8 7.5 0.0 0.0 2.0

RequestT Dy emplovers

or PIC (JTPA) 2.5 7.0 2.7 9.1 6.5 3.2 10.2
Wweighted n: 1062 19350 1240 32 537 847 176
Unwaighted n: 58 199 13 61 7 a2 19
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health programs, local funding was cited by only 11X of districts expanding
course offerings. Additional state funding was selected by 15-20% of
districts as a reason for expanding course offerings in business and office,
consumer and homemaking, and technical programs. Additional federazl funds
from the Perkins Act was a reason selected by 237 of districts expanding
technical programs and 17Z of districts expanding business and office or

trades and industry programs.

Desire to meet increased labor market demands was an 1importantC
reason for expanding programs in marketing and distribution (53% of
districts), technical (58%), and trades and industry (64%). A new state or
district policy was cited as a reason for expansion by 42X of districts that

increased course offerings in health.

Secondary Area Vocational Schools

At area vocational schools, greater student interest and desire to
meet increased labor market demands were the key reasons for program expansion
(Exhibit 7.3). A majoritv of AVS selected these two reasons in all program
areas except agriculture. For example, among AVS expanding programs in
marketing and distribution, 822 cited greater student interest and 100Z cited
meeting labor market demands as important reasons for expansion. Expanding
consumer and homemaking programs was more strongly related to student interest
(90%) than to labor market demands (51%). However, in agriculture, 35% of AVS
expanding programs indicated student interest was a factor, 43X cited labor
market demands, and 362 replied that programs in agriculture were expanded

because they were no longer offered at other institutions.

Requests by employers or Private Industry Councils spurred growth in
programs in agriculture, business and office, health, and trades and industry

in 29-33% of AVS expanding these programs.

Additional funding from the Perkins Act as well as from state and
local sources were factors in expanding consumer and homemaking education as
well as trades and industry programs. Among AVS expanding consumer and
homemaking course offerings, 41% selected increased Perkins' funding as an
important reason, and 33X selected increased state and local funding. Among
AVS expanding courses in trades and industry, 277 related this expansion to

additional Perkins' funds, 36X to increased state funds and 33%Z to increased
]

local funds.
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Reasons for Expanding Yocational Course QOfferings
in Secondary Ares Yocational Schools

Exhibit 7.3

Percent of Schoois >y Program Area

Most |mportant Reasons Business & Consumer & Marketing & Trades &

for Program Expansion Agric., Oftice Homewmaking Distribution Health  Tech. Industry

Greater student

intersst in program 35.3 77.3 90.1 82.1 9.7 63.2 62.8

Additionai federal

funds: Parkins Act 3.2 15.6 40.8 21.9 19.2 19.0 26.6

Additional tederal

funds: othear sources 0.0 6.5 14.7 17.9 1.3 4.7 1.6

Agditional state

funding 25.1 18.2 32.2 17.9 27.8 19.9 35.6

“dgitional local

fanding 10.4 16,5 32.2 8.8 16,1 19.8 33.3

Deasire ro meet

incresrsey |abor

marke* Jdemand 43.2 80.6 50.7 100.0 75.5 68.9 67.0

New state o

district policy 0.0 8.5 23.2 4.0 7.4 8.1 1.4

Qverai!l increase

in vocational

enrol iment 7.2 241 39.0 23.9 1G.7 14.6 8.8

Program no longer

of fered at another

ingtitution 6.1 8.3 2.6 0.0 8.4 2.8 14,3

Requast by

emplioyers or

PIC (JTPA) 32.8 3.8 16,2 19,9 28.7 12.6 8.7
Weighted n: 34 232 a5 63 1A 137 166
Unweighted n: 13 S0 22 14 27 36 41
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Postsecondary Institutions

As with secondary LEAs, greater student interest was a key factor 1in
expanding vocational programs at postsecondary institutions (Exhibit 7.4).
More than 60% of institutions expanding programs selected this as an important

reason.

Desire to meet increased labor market demands was another important
reason for program expansion, particularly in business and office (77%),
health (77%), technical (81%) and trades and industry programs (732). In
addition, more than half of the institutions increasing course offerings in
health, home economics, technical, and trades and industry programs indicated

that -equests by employers were an important factor in program expansion.

Increased federal funding from the Perkins Act was cited as an
important reason for program expansion by 372 of institutions increasing
course offerings in trades and industry, 27% of institutions expanding
business and office courses, and 25% of institutions expanding technical
programs. In addition, increased state funding was an important reason for
program expansion in 25% of institutions expanding technical programs and 28%

of inatitutions expanding course offerings in trades and industry programs.

7.4 Reasons for Reducing Vocational Programs

Exhibits 7.5, 7.6, and 7.7 present the reasons cited by districts,
secondary AVS and postsecondary instituticas for reducing vocational course
offerings. In each vocational area, the percentages shown reflect the most
importanc reasons cited by the respondents who reduced course offerings in
that particular program. Since only a subset of respondents reduced programs,

in many cases the sample sizes are quite small.

School Districts

Decreased student interest and decreased vocational enrollments were
the two reasons selected most often by districts reducing vocational course
offerings (Exhibit 7.5). More than 60% of districts reducing programs cited
decreased student interest as an important factor in all program areas except

technical programs and trades and indistry, where only 46-49% of districes

related decreases in course offerings Lo student 1interest.
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Exhibit 7.4

Reasons for Expanding Vocational Course Offarings
in Postsecondary Institutions

Percent of Institutions by Program Area

Most Important Reasons Business & rome Marketing & Trades &
tor Program Expanaion Agric. Office Health Economics Distribution Tech, industry

Greater student
interest in program 67.2 76.2 77.8 75.5 8.8 74.3 61.6

Additional federai
funds: Perkins Act 16.0 27.3 15.% 31.7 12.7 24.7 36.9

Additional federal
funds: other sources 4.5 12.3 20.6 15.0 3.5 17.0 13,0

Additional state
funding 8.0 18.7 8.3 19,2 12.4 5.0 28.7

Additional locai
funding 7.1 9.7 16.5 7.9 12.9 12,1 15,5

Dasire to meet increased

|abor market demand 42.0 7.2 76 .9 62.6 65.2 80.5 73.3
Overall increase in _
vocational ~nrol imanis 18,4 30.5 22.6 35.6 43.9 23.7 27.3

Program no ongaer
of fered ar another
ingtitution 0.9 ¢.8 V.7 0.0 2.5 1.3 5.1
Request by PIC (JTPA) 7.5 20.6 8.4 9.1 17,1 10.2 18.8

introduction of
customized training 13,0 33.4 10.9 12.0 14,5 8.7 4.3

Shitt +o shorter
programs 0.9 12.5 1.7 9.7 6.6 8.8 12.2

More flexible entry, exift

) scheduling policies 25.3 31.0 17.4 46,1 20.2 28 .4 24.3
Request by empioyers 32.8 41.7 51.2 61.3 8.8 56 .8 51.2
Weighted n: 133 563 a0} 84 190 568 287
Unweighted n: 27 162 91 26 66 i32 77
e
<55

204



Exhibit 7.9

Reasons for Reducing Vocational Course Offerings
in School Districts

Percent of Districts by Program Area

Most Important Reasons Business & Consumer & Marketing & Trades &
for Program Reduction Agric, Office Homemaking Distribution Health Tech, Industry

Decreased student
interest in program 65.2 69.7 63.5 72.9 60.6 45.9 48.6

ODecreased federai
funds: Perkins Act 10,2 11,6 3.5 4.5 14.5 1.0 2.0

Decreased federal
funds: other sources 3.9 7.4 5.8 0.5 10.7 4.8 .0

Decreased state
funding 33.8 13.4 22.5 9.1 16.4 9.6 22.5

Decreased local
funding 16.5 13.9 13.0 14,3 12.5 17.2 23.4

Program started or
expanded at angther
ins*itytion 2.1 5.5 0.2 6.4 6.6 1.9 7.3

Loss of appropriate
teachers without
repl acemant 8.4 5.3 6.4 6.4 2a.1 6.2 14,7

Ditricuity placing
students in jobs for

which they were trained 9.3 4.3 3.2 8.8 11,4 1.8 12.5

Students found course
too difficult 0.0 7.9 0.0 0.0 1.3 5.6 1.3

Overal! decrease in

vocational anrol iments 26.1 54.2 a5.0 65.1 60.8 78.2 57.6
Weightad n: 932 1067 150% 291 249 158 117"
Unweighted n: 124 129 166 54 40 69 168




Decreases in vocational enrollments were most strongly related to
reducing course offerings in technical programs (78% of districts), marketing
and distribution (65%), health (61%), trades and industry (58%), and business
and office (54%). In districts reducing programs in agriculture and consumer

and homemaking, fewer than half selected overall decreases in wvocational

enrollment as an important factor.

The loss of appropriate teachers without replacements was cited by
247 of districts as an important reason for reducing programs in heaith, and

to a lesscr extent for technical (16%) and trades and industry programs (152).

One third of districts reducing course offerings in agriculture
indicated that reduced state funding was an important factor. In addition,
2% of distriects reducing consumer and homemaking programs and 23% of

districts reducing trades and industry programs cited reduced state monies as

an important reason,

Secondary Area Vocational Schoo.s

Decreased student interest is clearly an important reason for
program reduction at AVS. As Exhibit 7.6 shows, 932 of schools reducing
course offerings in agriculture cited decreased student interest as an
important factor. Eighty-tw. percent of AVS reducing trades and industry
programs and 75% of those reducing business and office courses indicated that
reduced student interest was an important reason. In other program areas,
more than half of AVS reducing course offerings indicacted student interest was

2 factor.

Overall decreases in vocational enrollments also was related to
reducing programs at AVS in most program areas. Of AVS reducing agriculture
programs, o8% cited decreased vocational enrollment as an important factor.
More than half of AVS reducing programs in trades and industry (63%),
marketing and distribution (57%), and consumer and homemaking (54%) also

indicated that declining vocationa' enrollment was an important reason.
g P

Among AVS reducing business and office course offerings, 347 of the
schools reported that these programs were reduced because a similar program

was started or expanded at another institution.

'™



Exhibit 7.6

Reasons for Reducing Vocational Course Offerings

- in Secondary Area Vocational Schoois
Percent of Schools by Program Area
B
Most important Reasons Business & Consumer & Marketing & Trades &
for Program Reduction Agric. Office Homemaking Distribution Health  Tech, Industry

Oecreased student
interest in program 93.4 74,7 57.3 60.0 68.0 70.8 82.3

Decreased federai
funds: Perkins Act 3.4 2.7 7.1 0.0 1.1 4.3 10,3

Decresased federal
- funds: other sourcas 0.0 1.3 2.9 0.0 1. 0.0 3.2

Oecreasssd state
tunding 3.4 5.7 10,2 2.0 5.6 6.6 13.4

Decreased local
funding T 4.0 20.1 2.0 12.2 14.9 3.0

Program started or
expanded at another
institytion .0 34.2 0.0 0.0 2.3 9.4 5.7

Loss of appropriute
teachers without
repiacement 4.1 0.0 10.8 25.6 A 0.0 7.2

Ditficulty placing
students in jobs for

which they were trained 38.6 0.0 16.3 23.2 3.5 1.3 26."

Students found course
too difficult 0.0 4,0 G.0 0.0 5.9 8.4 3.9

Qveral|l decrease in

vocational enroliments 68.3 43.0 54.3 57.3 47.4 40.6 63.3
Wweignrted n: 100 84 79 54 101 59 idi
Unweighted n: 60 43 38 22 19 28 81
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Difficulty placing students in jobs for which they were trained was
an important reason in 392 of AVS for reducing programs in agriculture, 262
decreasing course offerings in trades and industry programs, and 23% reducing
programs in marketing and distribution. Loss of appropriate teachers without
replacements also was cited by 26% of AVS as a reason for reducing programs in

marketing and distribution.

Postsecondary Instirutions

Postsecondary institutions cited a variety of reasons for reducing
vocational programs (Exhibit 7.7). Decreased student interest was selected by
more than 80% of respondents 2s a factor in decreasing course offerings in all
fields except business and office. In that field, only 45Z of institutions
cited student interest as a factor in reducing course offerings. Instead, 71%
of institutions reducing business and office programs indicated that overall
decreases in vocational enrollments was the most important reason for program
reduction. . Decreased vocational enrollments also related to reductions in
technical programs (62%), marketing and distribuytion (56%), and trades and

industry programs (542).

Difficulty placing students in jobs for which they were trained was
a factor cited by more tl.an half of postsecondary respondents as related to
reducing course offerings in agriculture (64%), home economics (61Z),
marketing and distribution (54%), and technical programs (4,%). In all fields
except health and business and office, decreased labor market demand also was
an important reason for decreasing course offerings. Decreased labor market
demand was a particularly important factor in reducing programs in agricul-

ture.

7.5 Changes in Course Content, Supplemental Services and Other Program
Activities
Survey respondents were asked to indicate changes in other aspects
of vocational programs such as course content and supplemental services. The
response options included "added or expanded", '"reduced or discontinued', "no
change", and "not offered". However, few respondents indicated reductions in
any categories, suggesting that the positive wording of most activities and

services may have encouraged socially desirable answers. “hus, the percentage
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Exhibit 7.7

Reasons for Reducing Vocational Course Offerings

in Postsecondary Institutions

Percent of Institutions by Proqram Area

Most Important Reasons Business & Home Marketing & Trades &

tor Program Expansion Agric. Otffice Health Economics Distribution Tech, Industry

Decreasad student

inferest in program 93.4 44.8 81.6 §5.9 81,5 86.0 92.6

Decrsased federn!

funds: Perkins Act 6.0 0.0 6.1 14.6 0.0 0.6 0.0

Decreased faderal

funds: other sources 0.7 0.0 8.1 14.6 0.0 0.6 3.9

Decreasad state

tunding 36.7 1,1 1.4 16.9 0.0 35.4 25.2

Decreasad iocal

funding 21.6 1.1 7.6 7.8 2.1 7.9 4.9

Competing program at

another institution 4.7 19.4 14.3 33.7 8. 53.7 7.2

Loss of appropriate

teachers -ifhoqf

repl acement 7.8 4.7 4.8 1.8 0.0 14,3 1.5

Ditficulty piacing

students in jobs for

which they were *rained 63.7 4.5 8.0 60.9 53.8 52.7 14,7

Students found course

too difficult 0.6 1.0 3.0 0.9 0.0 9.3 3.7

Overali decrease n

vocational enrol Iments 47.7 70.9 20.6 45.3 56.0 62.1 533.9

Dezreased |abor market

deasnd 5.7 8.8 14,7 5.2 3.7 5G.5 53.2
Weighted n: 159 109 155 138 121 167 242
Unweighted n: 14 32 45 35 28 4 53
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of respondents adding or expanding activities might be inflated. For this
reason, the interesting results are seen in the relative percentages among

activities,

Exhibit 7.8 displays the results for school districts. Responses to
advances in technology were the most common changes in vocational program
content, cited by 62% of districts. Suppiemental services for handicapped or
disadvantaged students have been added or expanded by 482 of districts. In
addition, 40-44% of districts have added or expanded remedial basic skills
instruction, career exploration activities, assessments of interests and

abilities in vocational education, and vocational guidance/counseling.

Fewer than 20% of districts have initiaced integrated curriculum
offerings with postsecondary institutions or started work experience programs
over the past five jears. However, approximately 50% of districts reported
that these two activities have remained unchanged, suggesting that they do

exist in school districts.

Exhibit 7.9 presents the changes in course ccntent and supplemental
services in AVS over the past five years. More than 602 of AVS have added or
expanded a number of activities, including: remedial basic skills instruction
(70Z); responses to advances in technology (80%); assessment of interests and
abilities in vocational education (63%); supplemental services for handicapped
and disadvantaged students (73%); and articulation agreements with post-
secondary institutions (682). In fact, few AVS repcrted that any of the

services or activities listed had been reduced or was not offered.

As Exhibit 7.10 indicates, the two activities added or expanded by
the largest proportion of postsecondary institutions are remedial basic skills
instruction (72%) and responses to advances in technology (84%). Supplemental
services for handicapped and disadvantaged students as well as customized

training for industry have been expanded or added by approximately 65% of

7.6 Summary and Conclusions

In this section we highlight the changes in vocational ccurse

offerings between 1982-83 and 1986-87.



Exhibit 7.8

Changes Over the Last Five Years in Course Content,
Supplemental Services and Qther Program Activities in School Districts

Percent of Districts?

Added or Reduced or No Not

Expanded Discontinued Change Qtfered
General or transferabls vocational
skills courses (e.g., Principles
of Technoliogy) 30 1.4 43.2 22.3
Specific occupational skiils
training 38.3 5.6 49.7 6.5
Remedial basic skills instruction 40.4 1.7 46,6 1.3
Integrated math and science
curricutum 21.5 0.5 §2.6 25.4
Work experience programs 18.5 5.9 51,7 24.0
Careesr explioration 40.6 1.9 49.8 7.7
Responses fo advances in
technology 62.1 0.2 26.5 1,2
Assessment of interests and
abilities in vocationai education 43.8 0.5 49.5 6.2
Vocational guidance/counsel ing 43.5 2.5 46.9 7.1
Suppiemental services for handi-~
capped or dgisadvantaged students 48.3 0.3 2.1 9.1
Activities to promote sex equity 32.8 0.3 51.8 15.0
Articulation agreements with
postsecondary institutions 24.6 0.0 8.9 26.5
integrated curricylum offerings
with postsecondary instjtutions 15.8 0.4 50.2 33.6
Student |madership programs 29.3 1.6 60.9 8.3
Job placement activities 24.5 1.0 59.9% 15.0

3 Weighted n36436; unweighted n=54%
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Exnibit 7.9

Changes Over the Last Five Years in Course Content,
Supplementa! Services and Other Program Activities in Secondary Area Vocational 5choois

Percent of Schoolsa

Added or Reduced or No Not
cxpanded Discontinued Change Of fered
General or transferable vocational
skills courses (e.qg., Principles
of Technoicgy) 47.4 5.3 24.0 23.2
Specitic occupationai skills
training 57.4 7.9 34,2 0.5
Remedial basic skiils instruction 70.4 0.0 23.6 6.0
Integrated math and science
curricuium 48.9 1.2 28.8 1.2
Work experience Drograms 28.3 6.3 56.0 9.4
Career exploration 38.5 2.7 6.6 12,1
Responses to advances in
technology 79.7 0.2 15.9 4.6
Assessment of interests and
abilities 'n vocarional education 62.6 1.0 34.9 1.5
Vocational guidance/counseling 52.4 1.7 43.7 2.2
Suppiemental services for handi-
capped or disadvantaged students 3.0 1.5 25.4 0.0
Activitias to promote sex equity 58.7 0.5 16.4 1.4
Articulation agreements with
postsecondary institutions 67.7 0.0 24.1 8.2
integrated curricuium offerings
with postsecondary institutions 4.5 0.0 40.6 15.8
S*tudeant leadership programs 53.3 2.0 44.3 0.4
Job placement activitias 52.1) 2.0 43.8 2.1

8 Weighted n=550; unweighted n=192
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Changes Over the Last Five Years in Course Content,
Suoplementai Services and Other Program Activities in Postsecondary Institutions

Exhibit 7.0

Percent of institutions?

Added or Reduced or No Not

Expanded Discontinued Change Offersd
General vocationa! courses 23.3 9.2 49.9 17.7
Soecitic occupational skills
trainiag 56.7 9. 28.3 5.9
Remedial basic skills instrucrion 72.4 1.5 25.3 0.8
Customized training for industry 65.1 1.2 20.3 13.4
Contracting with other postsecondary
institutions to provice vocational
education jointly 18.2 0.0 37.2 4.6
Competency-based curricula 52.7 Q.2 n.z7 15,4
Responses to advances in techraology 84.3 0.0 10,1 5.6
Vocational quidance, counseling
or assessmant of student inferests 8.5 1.8 33.0 6.8
Supplemental services for handi-
capped or disadvantaged students 62.3 0.9 32.6 1,2
Activities to zicmote sex equity 58.0 0.C 36.6 5.4
Articulation agreements with
secondary schools 6.0 0.6 330 10,3
Integrated curricuium offerings
with sacondary schoois 24.8 0.7 38.2 36.2
Uograding of employment skills
tor out-of-schoo! youth 29.3 1.5 41,0 26.2
Business assistance programs BLIN. 0.5 158.5 28.2
Job placement activities 46.8 0.5 49.6 30

9 weighted n2z979; unweighted nx235
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+ In general, the number of vocational courses offered in

schoel districts has remained unchanged over the last
five years.

More than 70% of districts reported no changes in the number of
courses or teaching personnel in health as well as marketing and distribution
programs. Approximately 582 of districts reported that there were no changes
in course offerings in agriculture, home economics/ consume: and homemaking,
technical, or trades and industry programs.

e iLsurses offerings were most likely to bave been expanded

over the last five years in technical programs and
business and office education, particularly at AVS and
postsecondary institutions.

Fifty-four percent of secondary AVS, 49% of postsecondary institu-
tions and 32% of school districts reported expanding course offerings in
business and office programs. In technical programs, 50% of postsecondary
institutions, 35% of secondary AVS and 282 of districts expanded course
offerings over the last five years.

e Courses in agrirulture and trades and industry were most

likely to have been reduced over the last five years,
particularly at AVS and postsecondary institutions.

Twenty~s ven percent of secondary AVS, 317 of postsecondary insti-
tutions and 21%7 of school districts reported reducing course offerings in
agriculture programs. In trades and industry, 237 of postsecondary 1lnstitu-
tions, 22% of secondary AVS and 26% of districts reduced course cfferings over
the last five years.

e wWhere course offerings were expanded, greater student

interest was one reason for this expansion cited by a
majority of respondents across program areas.

In school districts, more than 80% of districts expanding courses in
agriculture and technical programs indicated that an important reason for this
expansicn was increased student interest. At secondary AVS, more than 80% of
schools cited student interest as a key reason for expanding programs in
consumer and homemalking and in marketing and distribution. At postsecondary
institutions, more than 60% of institutions expanding programs indicated that
increased student interest was an important factor in each of the seven voca-

tional areas investigated.

2



e A desire to meet increased labor marke: demands was
cited as an important reason for expanding programs in
marketing and distribution, technical training, and
trades and industry by each type of vocational provider.

Among providers expanding course offerings in these program areas,
50-652% of school districts, 65-100% of AVS, and 65-80% of postsecondary insti-
tutions cited labor market demands as an important reason. In addition, at
secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions, increased labor market demand
a'soc was related to expanding course offerings in health and business and
office programs.

e Additional federal funding from the Perkins Act was

cited by approximately 20-30Z of respondents as related
to expanding vocational course offerings in specific
program arcas.

Twenty-three percent of school districts indicate. that an increase
in these federal funds was an important factor in expanding technical
programs. At secondary AVS, 412 of schools expanding consumer and homemaking
programs selected increased Perkins' funds as an important factor. Of post-
secondary institution expanding programs, 372% cited Perkins' funds as a reason
for expanding course offerings in trades and industry programs, 32% in nome
economics and 27% in business and office programs.

e Decreased stucent interest and declining vocational

enrollments were the two reasons cited mos:. often as
related to reducing vocational course offerings.

Decreased enrollment and decreased student interest were cited by
more than half of secondary AVS reducing each type of vocational program. In
school districts, declining enrollments seemed to affect technical course
offerings more than other areas; decreased student interest was most often
cited as a reason for reducing courses 1in marketing and distribution
programs. In postsecondary institutions, declining enrollment was cited most
often as related to course reductions in business and cffice programs and
techuical programs; decreased student 1nterest was conslstently selected by
more than 807 of institutions as relating to reductions in all program areas
exceyt business and office.

e Responses to advances in technology was the most

frequent type of change ir course content reported by
districts, AVS, and postsecondary institutions.
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Sixty-two percent of school districts, 80% of AVS and 84% of post-
secondary institutions indicated that they have upgraded vocational course
offerings in response to advances in technology.

e Remedial basic skills instruction and supplemental

services for bandicapped or disadvantaged students have
been added or expanded over the last five years by a
large proportion of oroviders, particularly AVS and
pontsecondary instizuti as.

More than 70% of secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions have
added or expanded remedial basic skills instruction over the last five
years. In contrast, only 40%Z of school districts have added or expanded this
type of remedial instruction. However, 472 of districts indicated that this
supplemental service had remained unchanged over the last five years,
suggesting that remedial basic skills instruction was already in place in many

digtricts.

Similarly, 73% of AVS .nd 62%Z of postsecondary institutions have
added or expanded supplemental services for handicapped or disadvantaged
students, compared with 48% of districts that have added or ~xpanded these
supplemental services. In 42Z of districts, these supplemental service .ave

renained unchanged over the past five years.
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8.0 VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND THE JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT (JTPA)

8.1 Introduction

The Perkins' legislation encouraged the cooperation between programs
run under the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) and vocational programs 1in
secondary and postsecondary gettings. To explore the extent to which
distriects and institutions received and used JTPA funds, a series cof questions
about JTPA funds were included on the 3econdary and postsecondary survey<. In

this chapter, we present these findings.

8.2 Proportion of Districts and Institutions Receiving JTPA Fuads

Based on the survey results, an estimated 25X of districts received
JTPA funds in 1986-87. Among districts awarded these funds, 64X reported that
these monies were used in activities related to vocational education. In
contrast, 65% of sacondary AVS and 60% of postsecondary institutions received
JIPA funds in 1986-87, and more than 92% of each type of provider indicated

that these funds were used for vocational education.

Exhibit 8.1 shows the percencage of districts, secondary AVS and
postseconda'y institutions receiving funds in each category of JTPA monies.
Only districts and institutions that received JTPA funds in at least one
category are included in the exhibit. In this way, we can look at the
relative participation rates of school districts, AVS and postsecordary

institutions.

The majority of schosl districts receiving JTPA funds were awarded
Title IIB monies for Summer Youth. Sixty-two percent of districts received
funds in this caregory, while fewer thaa 40% of districts received funds in
any of the other funding categories. Title [IA Block Grants were the second
most common type of JTPA money awarded to school districts, with 35% of
districts receiving funds in this category. Twenty-three percent of districts
received 8% coordination money, and less than 3% of districts received Title
III funds for gislocated workers. Approximately 20% of districts indicated

that they received -tner JIPA funds during 1986-87.

Forty-two ,er-~.: of the secondary AVS receiving JTPA money in 1986-
87 were awarded Title IIA Block Grants, 36Z received Title IIB funds for

summer youth, and 33% received the 8% coordination monies. In addition, 13%
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Exhibit 8.9

Relative Participation Rates Amsong Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schoois (AVS),
and Postsecondary (nstitutions Recelving Funds from the Job Training Partnarship Act (JTPA)

f Receiving Funds®

x? Statistic of Group Dif¢erences
Category of JIPA Funds Districts® _ AVS© PostseCOndaryd (Measure of Association)
Titie 1A (Block Grant) 35.3 42,1 .8 3.27 (.09)
Titie 11B {(Summer Youth) 61.6 35.8 36;1 20.760%4s (.23)
Titie 111 (Distocated Workers) 2.9 13.0 12.9 42.28e (.33)
.E 8% Coordination Grants 23.3 32.8 50. ! 21,5108 (23)
Other JTPA Funds 20,7 28.3 52.0 4.1 (.10)

%1ncludes only those receiving funds in at least one category
Yweighted n = 1441; unweighted n = 209
Cweighted n = 389; unkeighted n - 135
dHeigmed n 706; unweighied n
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of AVS were awarded Title III funds for dislocated workers and 28% received

other JTPA funds.

Half of the postsecondary institutions receiving JTPA funds were
awarded 8% coordination grants. Title IIA Block Grant monies were awarded to
322 of postsecondary institutions, Title IIB funds for summer youth were
received by 36%Z of the institutions, and Title III funds for dislocated

workers went to 33% of postsecondary institutions receiving JTPA funds.

Comparing the participation across types of providers, we see that
school districts were more likely than AVS or postsecondary institutions to
have received Title IIB money for Ssummer youth programs. In contrast, a
larger proportion of postsecondary institutions received 8% coordination funds
than either school districts or secondary AVS. Postsecondar; institutions
also were more likely to receive Title III montes for dislocated workers than
either of the secondary providers. However, block grants were awarded to
districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary imstitutions in roughly the same

[roportions.

8.3 Amount of JTP/. Funds Received by Category in 1986-87

Exhibit 8.2 summarizes the size of the awards in the 1individual
categories of JTPA funds. Again, these estimates are based only on those

respondents that receivad JTPA funds in at least one category.

School Districts

School districts received an average of $40,150 in Title IIA funds,
with a maximum of $2.8 million. While these block grants totaled $57.9

miJ " 1on, half of all districts received no monev in this JTPA category.

The average award to districts of Title IIB funds for summer youth
was $47,150. The maximum award was $4.5 million, although half of the
districts veceived $2,500 or less. Title IIB awards to school districts
totaled $68 million in 1986-87.

Title III awards for dislocated workers averaged only $1,333, with a
maximum of $§369,643. In 1986-87, these awards to school districts totaled

$1.9 million, with half of all districts receiving ao funds.
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Exhibit 8.2

Natioral Estimates of Funds Recelved from the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

in 1986-87 by School Disiricts, Secondary Area Vocational 5chool (AVS)

and Postsecondary Iastitutions

F Statistic of

Type of District/ Standard Ditferences Between
Category of JTPA Funds institution Mean Deviation Median Range Total Group Means
Titie VIA (Block Grant) School district® $40,150 $160,501 0 0-2,626,071 $57,855,012 1.74
Secondary AVS® $24,113 348,874 0 0-145,000 $9,381,944
Postsecondary® $99,441 2544,071 0 0-6,905,812 $70,186,327
Titie 1IB (Summer Youth) School district $47,150 $216,515 $2,500 0-4,500,000 367,552,764 0.33
Secondary AVS $31,462 $103,425 ¢ 0-1,000,000 $2,241,134
Postsecondary $32,877 $154 .41 0 0-1,499,399 $2%,204 ,647
Title 111 (Disiocated Worke-) School district $1,333 $15,423 0 0-369,643 $1,921,824 9,57
Secondary AVS $8,132 $32,239 0 0-377,000 $3,164,008
Postsecondary 731,756 $89,239 0 0-1,126,349 $22,413,704
8% Coordination School district $10,612 $36,236 0 0-550,000 $15,293,626 8.06%4
Secondary AVS $11,911 123,767 0 0-223,235 $4,634,139
Postsecondary $35,027 582,173 $1,700 0-699,562 $24,722,55
Other JTPA School district $10,77 4,795 0 0-1,150,000 15,523,829 1.51
Secondary AVS 319,397 $46,373 D 0-430,000 $36,968,019
Postsecondary $23,003 369,284 0 0-788,501 $16,236,044
SWeighted n = 1441; unweighted n = 209 <73
bweightea n = 389; unweighted n = 135
Cweighted n = 706; unweighted n = 197
.01
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The average avard of JTPA 82 coordination funds was $10,612, with a
median of zero and a maximum of $550,000. Awards in this funding category

totaled $15.3 million to s:zhool districts during 1986-87.

Secondary AVS

Secondary AVS received an average of $24,113 in Title IIA funds,
with a maximum of $355,000. While these block grants to AVS totaled $9.4

million, half of all AVS received no money in this category of JTPA funds.

The average award to AVS of Title IIB funds for summer youth was
$31,462. The maximum award was $1 million, although again half of the AVS
received no funds in this category. Title IIB awards to secondary AVS totaled

$2.2 million in 1986-87.

Title III awards for dislocated workers averaged only $8,132, with a
median value of zero and a maximum of $377,000. In 1986-87, these awards to

secondary AVS totsled $3.2 million.

The average award of JPTA 8% coordination funds was $11,511, with a
meximum of $223,235. Awards in this funding category totaled $4.6 million
during 1986-87, although half of all institutions received no funds in this

category.

Postsecondary Institutions

Postsecondary institutions received an average of $99,441 1n Title
IIA funds, with a range to $6.9 million. While these block grants totaled
$70.2 million, half of »11 institutions received no money in this category of

JTPA funds.

The average award to institutions of Tirle IIB funds for summer
youtt. was $32,877. The maximum award was $1.5 million, although again half of
the institutions received no funds in this category. Title IIB awards to

postsecnndary institutions totaled $23.2 million in 1986~87.

Title III awards to postsecondary institutions for dislocated
workers asveraged $31,756. This mean value ii significantly higher than the
average award to either school districts or secondary AVS. The maximum award
to postsecondary institutions in this category was $l.1 million. In 1986-87,
these awards to postsecondary institutions totaled $22.4 million, although

half. of all institutions received no funds in this category.
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The average award of JTPA 82 coordination funds to postsecondary
instituti as was $35,027, with the median at $1,700 and the maximum just under
$700,000. This average 1is significantly larger than the average awarded to
either type of secondary provider. Awards to postsecondary institutioms in

this funding category totaled $24.7 million during 1986-87.

8.4 Total Amount of JTPA Funds Received in 1986-87

Exhibit 8.3 shows the total amount of JTPA funds received by
districts, sscondary AVS and postsecondary ins' itutions during 1986-87. These
figures represent the sum of awards in the individual categories displayed 1in

Exhibit 802-

School districts received an average of approximately $§110,000 'in
total JTPA funds. The range of JTPA funds was from $1,000 to $5.5 million,
although half of all districts received less than $20,000. An estimated total

or $158.6 million was awarded to school districts in 1986-87.

Secondary AVS, on average, received approximately $95,000 in cotal
JTPA funds during 1986-87, with a range from $800 to just over $1 million and

a median value of $44,154. Awards totaled just under $37 million.

Postsecondary institutions received an average of $806,242 in total
JTPA funds during 1986-87, with a median of $58,528 and a range from $1,700 to
just under $10 million. Awards to postsecondary institutions totaled $156.8

million.

The average total JTPA awards to districts, AVS and postsecondary
institutions are not statistically different. Fowever, the medians suggest
that the majority of school districts received the smallest amount of JTPA

funds and postsecondary institutions the largest ($20,000 versus $58,528).

In order to consider the total JTPA awards .n the context of student
enrollments, the total JTPA award was divided by the 1086 student enrollment
in districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions. These figures are

summarized in Exhibit 8.4.

On average, school dis .icts received just under $60 per student and
secondary AVS received approximately $98 per student in total JTPA tunds. In
contrast, postsecondary institutions received an average of approximately $285

per student. Since the standard deviations of these means are so large, the
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Exhibit 8.3

Naticnal Estimates of Total Funds Received from the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)
by Districts, Secondary AVS and Postsecondary institutions

Total JTPA Funds Raceived

F Statistic cf

Type of District/ Standard Differences Between
Institution Mean Deviation Median Range Total Group Means
Schoo! district® $110,016 $355,659 £20,000 $1,000-5,458,062 $158,557,056 2.24
Secondary avsP 195,014 $139,234 $44,154 $800-i ,030,000 $36,968,019

Postsecondary $222,10% $806,242 $58,528 $1,700-%49,767,124 $156,763,276

institution®

(=]
[
L)

%eighted n = 1441; unweighted n = 209
bweignted n 389; unweighted n 135
cweighted n 706; unweighted n 197

]
#
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Exhibit 8.4

Nationa) Estimates of Total Amounts of Funds Received froa the
Job Tralning Partnership Act (JTPA) per Student Enrolled in
School Districts, Secondary AVS and Postsecondary Institutions

Total JTPA Per Student

Standard F Statistic of Ditference
Type of District/institution Mean Deviation Median Between Group Means
School district® $59,92 $111.24 $24.65 1.05
Secondary AvsP $98.01 $148.49 $36.86
Postsecondary institution® $284.99 $2,029.81 $71.45

“Neighted n = 1348; upweighted n
bwﬁighved n = 323; unweighted n
‘Wweighted n = 622; unweighted n

190
112
179



mean values that would appear to be quite discrepant are not statistically
different. However, again, the median values suggest that posusecondary
institutions received more JTPA funds than secondary providers, even taking
size into account. The median per student value for postsecondary institu-
ticns was $71.45, compared -sith a median of $24.85 for school districts and a

median of $36.86 for AVS.

8.5 Relationship Between JTPA Funds and Perkins' Funds

Exhibit 8.5 shows the proportion of districts and institutions that
received Perkins' and/or JT?A funds in 1986-87. A small percentage of school
districts (17%) received funds from both Perkins' and JTPA. We would expect
this figure to be small, knowing that only about 25 of school districts
received JTPA funds at all. Indeed, a larger proportion of districts (447%)
received Perkins' funds and not JTPA funds. Only 2% of districts received
JTPA funds without also receiving Perkins' monies, and 37% of districts did

not receive funds from either source.

In contrast with school districts, most secondary AVS (61%) received
funds from both Perkins' and JTPA. Twenty-nine percent of AVS reported
Perkins' expenditures without receiving JTPA funds. Only 7% of AVS did not

receive federal money from either source,

Among postsecondary institutions offering vocationali programs, 49%
received Perkins' and JTPZ money; 32% received Perkins' funds but not JTPA.

Thirteen percent of institut ons received neither Perkins' nor JTPA monies.

To consider the size of JTPA grants in relation to Perkins' funding,
we mputed the ratio of total JTPA to total Perkins' funds reported by
districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary 1institutlons. The results,
presented in Exhibit 8.6, include only those respondents who rece:ved funds

from both sources.

For districts receiving both Perkins' and JTPA funds, on average,
the JTPA awards were more than three and a half times larger than the alloca-
tion from Perkins. In fact, in 61% of districts, JTPA funds exceeded Perkins'

funds.

Among secondary AVS, Perkins' and JTPA funds were, on average, about
equal. However, only 34%Z of AVS rceported more funds from JTPA than fr-m

Perkins.
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Exhibit 8.5

National Estimates of School Districts,
Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS) and
Postsecondary Institutions Receiving Perkins’ Funds
and Funds from the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

4 Z Z
Type of Funds Received Districcs? avs® Postsecondary®
Both Perkins and JTPA 16.7 6l.4 49,2
Perkins, no JTPA 44,0 28.9 3l.6
JTPA, no Perkins 2.4 2.3 6.7
Neither Perkins nor JTPA 36.9 7.2 12.5

8yeighted n = 7286; unweighted n = 606
bWeighted n = 599; unweighted n = 212
CWeighted n = 1239; unweighted n = 285




Exhibit 8.6

Relationship Between Total JTPA Funds and ') tal Perkins' Funds During 1986-87
in Districts, Secondary AVS and i stsecondary institutions

Ratio of JIPA to Perkins' Funds®

F Statistic of 1 Respondents Total
Type ot Districi/ Standard Ditferences Between JTPA Funds Greater
tnstitution Mean Deviation Median Group Means than Total Perkins' funds
School district? 3.7 6.43 1.32 2.43 61%
Secondary AvS© 1.09 1.95 0.53 34%
'
~ Postsecondary institution® 3,08 13.28 0.57 a8
®Includes only those with tunds received trom JIPA and Perkins in 1986-87
bueighfed n = 12V4; unweighted n = 197
CWenghfed n = 368; unweighted n = 129
dweighted n = 61C; unweighted n = 184
253
50
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At the postseccndary level, JTPA funds were, on average, three times
larger than Perkins' funds. However, there were wide variations in this ratio
among postsecondary institutions. The median ratio was 0.57, indicating that
“or at least half of all institutions, Perkins' allocations exceeded JTPA.

Indeed, in only 34% of institutioans did JTPA monies exceed Perkins' funds.

8.6 Coordinated Activities at Postsecondary Institutions

Postsecordary institutions were asked a series of questions about
classes and activities for JTPA recipients. These results indicate that an
estimated 41%1 of postsecondary institutions hold separate classes for JTPA
recipients., However, the majority of institutions have a number of linkages

between JTPA programs and vocational programs.

As Exhibit 8.7 illustrates, in 82% of postsecondary institutions,
JTPA recipients are taught by vocational faculty and in 85% of institutions
JTPA clients are placed in regular vocational programs. The majority of
institutions (87%) assess the vocational skills and interests of JTPA
recipients. In addition, more than 7U% of postsecondary institutions offer
career counseling and guidance, remedial course work, and job placement
services to JTPA recipients. A smaller percentage (61%) offer sequenced

coursework leading to eligibility for vocational education certificates or

degrees.
8.7 Acceptance of Performance-Based Contracts

Secondary and postsecondary respondents were asked if they accepted
funds that required recipients to meet performance objectives. Results

indicate that 59 of postsecondary institutions and 60% orf secondary AVS
accept these performarce-based contracts. In contrast, only 41% of school

districts accept these funds.

Exhibit 8.8 presents the reasons why districts and institutions do
not accept performance-based contracts. The most common response wWas that the
size of the award was not worth the risk if performance standards were not
met. This response was selected by 33% of districts and secondary AVS and 497%
of postsecondary institutions. In addition, 26% of districus and 28% of AVS
indicated that they did not accept these awards because they were not
consulted atout rhe testing of performance standards; this was less of an
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Exhibit 8.7

Activities at Postsecondary Institutions Run
Cooperatively Betweer Vocational Education and
Programs of the Job Training Partmership Act (JTPA)

Activiti. ‘lun Percent of

Cooperatively Institutions?

JTPA recipients taught by
vocational education faculty 82.2

Joint classes of JTPA recipients
and vocational education students 74.2

Sequenced coursework for JTPA

recinients leading to eligibilicy

for vocational education

certificates/degrees 6l.6

Placement of JTPA clients in

regular programs 85.1
Remedial course work 79.9-
Job placement 71.4

Career counseling and
guidance 77.7

Assessment of vocational
skills and interests 87.0

dWeighted n = 80l; unweighted n = 220
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Exhibit 8.8

BReasons Why Performance—Based Funding is Not Accepted
by School Districts, Secondary Area Vocational
Schools (AVS) and Postsecondary Institutions

Reasons for Not Accepting 2 4 2
Performance-Based Funding Discricts AVS Postsec.
Institutional poliicy 13.4 12.8 26.2
Not consulted about testing 25.8 27.7 12.4
of performance standards

Performance standards are 6.6 21.0 18.2
unrealistic

Magnitude of award not worth 33.1 32.7 48.7

the risk if performance
standards not met

Weighted n: 1550 249 507
Unweighted n: 237 66 102

256
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issue for postsecondary institutions, More than a quarter of postsecondary
institutions indicated that institutional policy prevents them from accepting
performance-based contracts, an issue cited by less than 151 of secondary

providers.

8.8 Summary and Conclusions

In this section we summarize the survey results about funds from the
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA).
e Ooly 251 of school districts received JTPA funds in
1986-87, compared with 65 of secondary AVS and 602 of
postsecondary institutions.
More than 902 of secondary AVS and postsecordary institutions used
JTPA funds for activities related to vocational education, as compared with
only 64% of school districts that received these funds.
* The majority (62X) of school districts receiving JTPA
funds were awarded Title IIB monies for summer youth, as

compared with only 36% of AVS and postsecondary institu-
tions.

e A larger percentage of postsecondary institutioms than
secondary providers received JTPA fuads for dislocated
workers (Title ITI) and 8% coordination grants.

e On average, the total JTPA award to districts. AVS and
postsecondary  institutions was oot  statistically
different, although the median values suggest that
postsecondary institutions received more than secondary
providers.

The total JTPA award to districts in 1986-87 averaged approximately
$110,N00 and to AVS, approximately $95,000., In contrast, the total JTPA award
to postsecondary institutions averaged approximately $222,000. When these
figures are converted tc per pupi. dollars, postsecondary institutions
averaged $285 per student, compared with $60 per student 1n school districts
and $98 per students in secondary AVS. Due to wide variability around these
means, the differences are not statistically significant. However, the
medians, which are less affected by extreme values, also suggest that
postseconcary institutions received more in JTPA funds per student ($71 per
student) than secondary AVS ($37 per student) or school districzs ($25 per

students).

2
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« Among providers receiving funds from both Perkins' and
JTPA, the average JIPA award to districts and
postsecondary institutions was three times greater than
that from Perkins; the two sources of funds were nearly
equivalent at AVS.
In 611 of school districts receiving funds from both sources, the
JTPA award was larger than the Perkins' award; however, it is important to

point out that only 172 of districts received funds from both sources.

At postsecondary institutions, although on average JTPA funds were
greater than Perkins' funds, there was wide variability. In »anly 34% of
institutions receiving both funds did the JTPA funds exceed the Perkins'
dollars. Similarly, at AVS, in only 34X of the schools, did JTPA funds exceed
Perkins' funds.

e Performance—based contracts are accepted by approxi-

mately 60% of AVS and postsecondary instituiions, but
only 41% of schoul districts.

The most common reason cited by each type of provider as to why
these funds are not accepted is that the size of the award was not worth the
risk if performance standards were not met. 1he second most common response
by secondary providers was that they did not accept these funds because they
vere not consulted about the testing of the performance standards. At the
postsecondary level, the second most prevalent response indicated that
institutional policies prevented them from accepting performance—-based

contracts.



Survey of
Vocational Education Practices
in Secondary Schools

This survey is part of a study sponsored by the National Assessment of Vocational Education.
We appreciaste your cooreration with this part of the Congressionally-mandated study of
vocational education. !’ Is the first national survey of its kind in aimost a decade.

Please ‘ake time now to answer all the questicns and
return the questionnaire in the enciosad envelope to:

Abt Agsociates Inc.

Survey of Vocational Education Practices
55 Wheeler Street

Cambridge, MA 02138-9990

While your cooperation is essential to the success of this project, if you choose not to participate
it will not affect your present or future fedsral funding.
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o8 8T
expires Jui:

Identification Number: I_I_I_I_I_Ll_l.

DIRECTIONS

This survey is bs:ng conducted for the National Assessment of Vocational Education (NAVE) as part
of a Congressionally-mandated study to obtein Information asbeut secondary vocational education
from a national sample of school distr'cts. This information will be used to prepare a report to
Congress on vocational education funding and services since the passage of the Car! O, Perkins
Vocational Education Act.

If you would |ike to receive s susmery Of the survey results, please check here |____|-!
and make any necessary corrections to the malilng address shown on the 3urvey cover,

This survey is a district su~vey of secondary vocational education.

¢ It your district offers both secondary and postsecondary programs, consider
only the secondary prograss in your responses to this survey.

* !t your district is an ares or regions! vocational school, the survey
applies only to secondary vocational education in that school and rot to
programs in the sending districts.

* It your district offers vocational education in comprehensive high schools
tnd In vocational high schkoois In the district, include all of these
rograms in your responses.

* f your district is a member ¢f a consortium that separately adeinisters a
regional or ares vocationai school, do not inciude programs at that regional
or area vocational school in your responses.

For the purposes of this studv, vocational education is broadly defined. It includes programs
in:

agriculture business and office education
hea!th home economics

Industrial arts distributive educat!on/marketing
technical training trades and industry

If your district does not directly offer any vocational sducation programs (inciuding industrial
arts or consumer and homemaking), please check here I and return the questiornaire without
completing it,

't oyou ari not In the best position 1o answer questions about vocaticnal education services ang
funding, please forward thi: gquestionnaire to the most appropriate person in your district.

Please fee! free to cal! _anet Swar z, Survey Director, at (617) 492-7100, it you have any
questions,

Thank you for your time and cooperation.

!
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GENERAL DISTRICT | NFORMAT |ON

In thig section, we are interested in general

overal i educational poiicies.

LIS

2.

descriptive information a»out the district and its

In 1982-83 and 1986-87, what was your total high school enrol iment?

Enrol imert

1982-83 1986-87
Al students, grades 9-12.....ivivicenrnnnnnns 16-22/ 23~29/
Al students, grades 10-12 (if high
schoois only cover that grade Span)....ceeee. 30-36/ 37-43/
How many Carnegie units (i.e., regular l-yesr courses or their equivaient) were required of
al| students for a standard high school dipioma in 1982-83 and in 1986-87 in the following
subject areas? (For less than fuli-yesr requirements, use decimais. For example, for a
hailf-year course, write in " . 5",)
Numi,er of Carnegias Units Required -
1982-83 1986-87
English/Languaqe Arts. .. ...ccccviiaeee 44~46/ 47-49/
M.fh“.f‘c.ll..l..Q.....ﬂll.l.'...... 50-52/ 53-55/
sc‘.nc.li‘lll......lb....-......l.... 56-58/ 59-6’/
Social Studies/History....eovvencnnce 62~64/ 65-67/
Vocational Education..e..vveose.. reee 68-70/ M1~73/
13-14/02|
Do vocational education courses with academic content count as core courses toward
graduation requirements?
Y.sll..l...ll.ll.llllll‘..l“‘ll.ll' I:Ih‘
m.-.--n---.-..--uon--oo--o ...... ) ,:I-z ‘5/
In 1986-87, what was the total district buiget for vocations! education (i.e., the total
smount of tunding from fnderai, state and local sources used by the district to support
vocational education)?
Total Vocationa! Education Budget: § .00 16~-23/
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5. Of the following choices, what asre the 3 most importar.. goals tor vocational education in
your district? (Rank the most |mportant goal as "1™, the next most important as "2" and the
third most importanr as "3",)

__Goel of Vocational Education Rank

Promote access to vocational sducation for dissdvantaged

and handicapped STUGBNTS . .. .iuviertnnteaontoosreorsonsnccsronsonossonrsssnsess
Prepare students for Specific OCCUPATIONS .t iueeneiotesoocccssocnresasonessns
impart general employabllity SKi I8, . cieuiieetroneeosarersosonaccanecssossnees
Enhance students' awareness of various occupat|ona! B8reds.........eoeveeeevens
Prepare students for further education oF treining....eeeeeeeereoeeeseennnnens
Ensure that students master DasIC SKIlI8...ueueeeereaouroreooncnncsaoacononess
Prevent students from dropping OUT Of SCNO0! uu.eeersncrinereocscoccccosennsnens
Stimulate eCONOMIC dOVEIOPMENT . o uute eatiteiercoeserooncsessnsnsscssacsnnsns

Other. Please specify:

IF YOUR SCHOOL IS AN AREA OR REGIONAL VOCATIONAL SCHOOL, GO TO QUESTION 6.
IF YOUR SCHOOL IS NOT AN AREA OR REGIONAL VOCATIONAL SCHOOL, GO TO QUESTION 7.

6. Pleese check the category that best describes your course offerings. (For area or regional
vocationa! schools only.)

8. Prisarily provide vocational-related —_—
. 'n'?rucf'moiolll.lallll-lq--.v...v...llé 889 et odaaoe '_I-'

b. Primarily provide full range of academic —
8nd vOCaTIONS! COUrseS....iveuuiieiinmnrarinnnnnnenss |__|=2

c. Other. Please specify:

—

|-

NOW PLEASE GO TO QUESTION 9,

7. Where are vocational education programs available for students who reside ina your
district? (Please write in the number of each type of public secondary school.)

Number O¢fering Vocational Programs

a. Comprehensive high school (s)
b. Vocational high schoo!(s)

8. Does your district send any students to an area or regional vocational school?

m..-------.loloaoo-nn--onoulclcnuuu
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VOCAT IONAL. EDUCAT ION SERVICES FOR SPECIAL POPULAT IONS

3 Mendicapped Students®

9. In 1986-87, were there any handicapped students enrolied in vocetional education programs in
your district?

Y.S (m.wE)...Q.Il.ll...t......l. l:'-‘

l -2 39/

No (GO TO QUESTION 14)..cevecccccres

10. In 1986-87, what proportion of handicapped students enrolied in vocational education
programs received any of the following supplemental services? (PLEASZ CHECK ONE BOX FOR
I EACH SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE.)

Proportion of Handicapped Students:

Suppiemental Services: ALL MOST SOME NONE
8. Assessment of vocational interests, —_ — - —_—
abilities and special n@eds....oeveeeeeee |__|-1 |__|-2 j_|-3 |_|-4 40/
b. Modified or adapted curriculume......... |__|-1 |__|-2 |_|-3 |__|-4 81/
c. Adopted or simplitied equipment.......... |_ |-t |__|-2 |_|-3 |_|-s 42/
d. Modified faCII ITi08murerernnrnrnneeeenees ||t |__J|=2 | __J-3 |__|-8 43/
e. Guidnnce, counseling and career - — — .
development activities...ceeeieseesecnens |__ |-t |__|-2 |_[-3 |_]|-4 a8/
f. Guidance and counsaling on
transition to further education o . - .
OF OMPIOYMENt . vneerennerreoecennnnoeeas | |-t |__|-2 |__]-3 |__|~* a5/
g. Other. Specify: —_ - _— _
NN T S N D P 46/

*"Mandicapped” refers to both physicai and mental handicapping conditicns. Handicapped
students include students who are mentally retarded, hard of hearing, danf, speech or !anguage
impaired, visuaily handicapped, seriously emotionaliy disturbed, orthopedica) !, impsired, other
health impaired, deaf-blind, multi-handicapped, or persons with specific learning disabilities;
and who require special services and assistance in order to enable them to succeed in vocational
education programs.
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Handlicapped Students (continued)

11, In 1986-87, did the district spend Perkins' Title 11A funds for handicapped students?

12,

13.

Yos (CONTINUE).e.eeurenarneennnnenes |__ |-t

No (@ TO WESTIW !‘)oooocooou.-no. '____I-Z

What was the tota! amount of Perkins' Title 1A funds used by the district in 1986-87 to

support programs for handicapped students?

Handicapped Funds Spent Iin 1986-87: §

For the Perkins' funds for handicapped students reported in Question 12, please estimate the

.00

percentage of funds spent on each activity below,

b.

Perceniggo of Funds

Paraprofessionais/aides in reguler
vocational classrooms

Teachers or other stafft for separate
vocational classes for handicapped students

Modified or new vocational equipment
Consuitation services
Guidance, assessment or counselling

Development or modification of vocational
curriculum

Job placsment services

Other. Specify:

TOTAL

Ho
&
sy,

100



13-14/03
. Academically Disadvantaged Students®

14, In 1986-87, were any academicaliy disadvantaged students eanrolled in vocational education
programs in your district?

Y.‘ (mlws).Oci.hl.'..cn..nnoot-l

NO (GO TO QUESTION 16) euvuneeraneens |-2 15,

15. in 1986-87, what proportion of academically disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational
education received any of the following supplemental services? (PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX FOR
EACH SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICL.)

Prosortion of Academically

i Disadvantaged Students:
| Suppiemental Services: ALL MOST SOME NONE

a, Asssssment of vocational interests, .
abilities and special needs.....o.ceeeees |__|=tv | _f-2 |__|-3 |_|-s 16,

b. Remedial basic skills Iinstruction

b —— i— — —

in vocational classes.......cccvevuvvences |_|-| I__I-Z I__'-S |___|-4 17,
¢. Remediail basic skills instruction - - — —
in other classes (e.g., English)..eeewnss |__ |-V | __j-2 |__|-3 |__|-8 18,
d. A summer job combined with - - — -
voCational education,.eeeeseseneesnnenees |__ |-V |__|-2 |__|-3 |__|-¢ 19/
e. Enroliment in vocationally-
oriented school-within-a~school - —_ - .
or alternative school....ccccveeeccncnnen I___I-I I___I-Z |___|-3 |___|-4 20/
f. A modified vocational curriculum
(e.9., simpiified language in — . . _
technical manuals)...cciernncerecccsneess I_I-—l I_____I-Z |___.|—3 |___|-4 2y,
g. CGuidance, counseling and career - — . .
covelopment activities....eeeveuvieneeens | |0 |__|-2 |__|-3 |__|-¢ 22,
h. G idance and counseling on
- * ansition to further education _— — .
X or employment.... eoveereierscoccnncncnnee I_I—l |_|-2 |_|-3 |___|-4 23/
- 1. Other. Specify: . _ . -
JEN B TN L T £ I M 24/

*Academically disadvantaged refers to a student who scores at or below the 25th
percentile on a standardized aschievement or aptitude test, whose secondary school grades are
below 2.0 on & 4.0 scale, or who fails to attain minimal academic competencies; and who requires
special services and assistance to e.-able them to succeed in vocational education programs. |t
does not include students with learning disabilitles,




Economically Dlsadvanugo_d'

16. In 1986-87, were any economically disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education
programs in your district?

Yos (WIWE)IO.t.ll.o.aoo.tooua.a. I___I"‘
"b (mmWESTNN 'a)-.u........-. I:I""z

17. In 1986-87, what proportion of economically disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational
education received any of the following suppiemental se~vices? (PLEASE CHECKX ONE BOX FOR
EACH SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE.)

Proportion of Economically
Disadvantaged Students:

Supplemental Services: ALL MOST SOME NONE

a. Assessnent of vocational lnforos.fs, -
abilities and special needs.......ccuuno. | |1 | |2 |__|-3 | |-4

b. A summer job combined with _
vocstional education.....ceevevevvennnnn. |__|-v |__J-2 |_|-3 | _|-e

¢. Paid esployment through a school-
coordinated prograa (e.g., coop- —
erative vocationa! education)............ |__ |-+ | _|-2 |_|-3 |_|-4
d. A stipend or subsidized empioyment
in conjunction with vocational . —_— _
aducation (e.g., work-study program)..... |__|-1 |_|-2 |__|-3

e. Modification of curriculum to
accommodate a job during school

mrSI.cllOQQUQQOQJ.ll..l.lalaaoaa...-a-- l_l“ I:I"'z l:l*} |_|-4

f. Guidance, counseling and career _ .
development aCtIviti@s.cceer vecrsscconcan I____I-I I_____I-Z |___|-3

g. Guidance and counseling on
transition to further — _— L _
.d; 'ﬂ‘”OﬂOf' OID'OYM."?.--.........--.... l_*_l-l I-—l-z

b, Ofter., Specify:

N N B £ g B

“Economicz!ly disadvantaged refers to an individual identified as low income by an
indlicator such as: annual family income at or below the poverty level established by the Cffice
of Msnagement and Budget, eligibility for free or reduced-price school tunch, or eligibility for
Ald to Families with Dependent Children or other public assistance program; and who requires
special services and assistance to enable them 1o succeed in vocational education progrars,

3¢




Academically and Econcmically Disadvantaged Students Comblned

18. In 1986-87, did the district spend Perkins' Title IIA funds for disadvantaged students?
Yes (CONTINUE) ceveerrnnvssnecancnses |__|=1

No GO TO QUESTION 21).euiesnnnscnes |__ =2 38/

19. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title I11A funds used by the district in 1986-87 to
support programs for disadvantaged students?

Disadvantaged Funds Spent in 1986-87: § .00 35-41/

20, For the Perkins' funds for disadvantaged students reported in Question 19, please estimate
the percentage of funds spent on each activity beiow.

Perceniggg of Funds

a. Paraprofessicnais/aides in regular
vocationai classrooms 4 42-44/

b. Teachers or other staff for separate
vocational classes for disadvantaged students A 45-47/

¢. Basic skills instruction in nonvocational

classes 5 48-~50/
d. Guidance, assessment or counseling 4 51-53/
e. Development or modification of
vocationai curriculum 1 54-%6/
f. Stipends or subsidized emplioyment 4 57-59/
g. Recruitment of out-of-school youth — 5 60-62/
h. Employability and/or job search activities s 63-65/
i. Child care services 1 66-68/
Jo Equipment R | 69-71/
k. Other, Specify:
4 12-74/
TOTAL 1008
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Limi fed-EngJ ish-Proficient Students?®

21. In 1986-87, were any |imited-English-proficient (LEP) students enroiled in vocationai
education programs in your district?

|1

Y.' (mlmE)..............I....U..
Pb (mmWESle 26)----------..0- I____I-Z
2. In 1986-87, what proportion of | iml ted-Engl Ish-proficient students enrolied in vocational
education received any of the following supplemental services? (PLEASE CHECK ONE 80X FOR
EACH SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE.)

Proportion of LEP Students:

Sugg iomental Services: QL_L MOST SOME NONE

8. Vocational tutoring or assistance
by native speaker outcide of

regUIAr Class..ceeeiniiiniiiniennennenns | |-1 | |2 | l-3 | |-
D. Assessment of vocational Interests, _ —_ - .

abilities and special nesds.............. |__[|-v |_|-2 | _[-3 |_|-e
C. Modified vocational curricuium

(e.g., technical manuais in —_ —_ - -

ﬂl‘”v. |lﬂgu¢g.).......-..-..-...-....-.. Ihl‘-l l__l-2 I_I"‘} I_ﬂ_l'4

d. Guidance, counseling and career , _
development activities......ccvveveencess '_.,...I“ |____|-2 l___l-S ]__|-4

e. Guidance and counseling on
transition to further education .
Or'”DlOyun"’..................--........ '_l-‘ |__l‘2 l__l-.} '__l"

t. Billngual basic skills Instruction....... |__[|-1 | _|-2 | _|-3

g. Other, Specify:

*Limited English Proficiency™ refers to individuals whose native fanquage is a |anguage
other than English; or who come from an environment where a language other than English is
dominant; or who come from an environment where a language other then English has had &
significant impact on their ievei of Engiish proficiency; and who have .ufficient difficulty
spsaking, reading, writing or understanding the English ianguage to de: these students the
opportunity to learn successfully in vocational education classes where the |anguage of
instruction is Engliish,
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Limi ted-Engl ish-Proficient Students (continued)

23. In 1986-87, did your district spend Perkins' Title 11A funds for !imited-English-proficient
(LEP) students?

Y“ (m'mE)oo.l.o.--...-nnnonnlou I-._I"

|-2 18/

No (GO TO QUESTION 26)...cescsesenee

24. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title |IA funds used by the district In 1986-87 to
support programs for |'mited-English-proficient students?

LEP Funds Spent in 1986-87: § .00 19=-25/

2%. For the Perkins' funds for |1imited-English-proficient students reported in Question 24,
please estimate the percentage of funds spent on each activity below.

Percentage of Funds

a. Paruprofessiorails/aides in reguiar
vocstional classrooms 4 26-28/

b. Tezchers or other statf for ssparate
vocational ciasses for LEP students | 29-31/

c. Tutoring by native spesker outside

of vocationsl clesses 4 32-34/
d.. Guidance, assessment or counse!ing g 35-37/
_ e. Bllingual vocational curriculum

deve!opment 4 38-40/
t. Equipment 1 41-43/
g. Employability and/or job sea-ch activities 4 44-46/

h., Other. Specify:
s 47-49/

TOTAL 100%
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Single Porent/Homemaker*®

26. In 1986-87, did the district spend Perkins' Titie IIA funds for singie parents/homemake:s?

Yes (CONTINUE)..eivvenenianennnanns ||t

No (GO TO QUESTION 29).i.vvuvunannns | |-2

27. What was the fotal umount of Perkins' Title I1A funds used by the district in 1986-87 to

support programs for single parents/hcmomakers?
COMPET ITIVE AND DISCRETIONARY AWARDS,)

Singia Parent/Homemaker Funds Spent in 1986-87: §

28. For the Perkins'

funds for singie parents/homemaskers reported

(INCLUDE- ALL FUNDS FROM FORMULA-BASED,

.m

estimate the percentage of funds spent on each activity beiow.

d.

Paraprofession2is/aides in vocationz|

classrooms

Teachers or other staff for separate

vocational ciasses

Custodial or support staff to keep
facilities open longer hours

Basic skilis instruction in
nonvocational ciasses

Guidance, assessment or counse!ing
Equipment

Student recruitment activities
Child care services

Transportation

Job pilacement services

Other. Specify:

in Question 27,

Percentage of Funds

l

*"Single Parent™ refers to an individual

who

TOTAL 100X

s unmarried or iegally

>

please

jeparated from a

spouse and has a minor child or children for whom the parent has either tJstody r joint
custody. "Homemaxer" refers to an individual who is an adult and has worked as an adylt
primerily without remuneration to care for the home and family, and for that reason has
diminished marketabie skiils,

10

I
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Aduits®

20, In 1986-87, did the district spend Perkins' Title 1A funds for adults?

Y.’ (WTINUE).“-...U...u........ I I"‘

No (GO TO QUESTION 32'.....ceeeveen. |__[=2

30, that was the tote! amourt of Ferkins' Title IIA funds used by the district in 1986-87 to
support programs for adults? (PLEASE INCLJUDE FUNDS FROM FORMULA-BASED, COMPET!TIVE AND
DISCRET |ONARY AWARDS.)

Funds for Adults Spent in 1986-87: § .00

31. For the Perkins' funds for adults reported in Question 30, please estimate the percentage of
funds spent on each activity below.

?orconfaga of Funds

a. Peraprofessionals/aides in vocational
classes in school or other “T?lngs ) 3

b. Teachers or other staff for separate
vocational ciasses In school or
other settings | 4

¢. Custodial or support stuif te keep
facilities open longer hours 4

d. Basic skills instruction in non-

vocational classes 4
e, Guidance, assessment or counseling 3
f. Equipment 4
g. Student recruitment activitles
h. Child care services 4
i. Transportation £
J. Job piacement services
k. Other. Specify:
4

TOTAL 100%

"Aduits" include individuals who have graduated from or left high schoo! and who need
additional vocationa! education for entry into the lsbor force; unemployed individuals who
require training to obtain employment or increase their employability; or employed individuals
who require retraining to retain thaeir jobs or trgining to upgrade their skills to qualify for
higher paid or more dependable empioyment,
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27/

28-34/

35-37/

38-40Q/

41-43/

44-46/

47-49/

50-52/

33-55/

56-58/

59-61/

62-64/

65-67/



Sex Equity*®
32. in 1986-87, did the district spend Pofklns' Titie 11A funds for sex equity?
Yes (CONTINUE).euuivvuvunneencannnns | |1
No (G0 TO QUESTION 35)......c0veueee | [-2
33. ¥What was the total amount of Perkins' Titie IIA funds used by the district in 1986-87 to

~upport sex equity progress?  (PLEASE INCLUDE FUNDS FROM FORMULA-BASED, COMPETITIVE AND
DISCRETIONARY AWARDS.)

Sex Equity Funds Spent in 1986-87: § .00

34. For the Perking' sex equity funds reported in Question 33, please estimate the percertage of
funds spent on each activity balow.

Percentage of Funds

8. Inservice staff development in sex

equity 4 —
- |3
b. Development or modification of
vocational curriculum 4

€. Active recrultment of students to
nontraditional fields ) 4

d. Salsries for staff to provide srograms
targeted to increase participation in

nontraditional tields | 4

e. Counseling and career development
activities in nontraditional fieids 4 :

f. Job placement services in non-

traditional fields _ 4 i
g. Child care services 4 :
h. Transportation 4 :
i. Other. Specify:
1 2

TOTAL 100%

"MSax Esuifz" refers to programs, services and activities designed to eliminate sex bias
and stereotyping ot career options and educationai programs.



Sex Equity (continued)

B 35. In 1986-87, did your district expend funds from other sources (i.e., non-Perkins' funds) on
any specific activities to promote sex equity in vocational education?

Yes (CONTINUE) . ouevroncosoccecnsnnns |:|-'

No (6O TO QUESTION 3T)uuveunvrnecnss |__|-2

35. Pleose indicate beiow the types of activities undertakesn., (PLEASE CHECKX THE BOX IND!CATING
"YES" OR "NO" FOR EACH ACTIVITY,)

YES NO
8. Information to studenis to counteract - .
- sf.r”fyMsOO'O...0"00..1'00"l.l."l"ll'Oll"'l'lll I_I-‘ I—_|-2
b. Inservice staff development in sex — _
.qulfy.-oluoﬁo'oo.ocnllIll.tll..ll.vlllil-i-ltlltlulo |—-|-3 l_l"‘
c. Adoption of bias-free curriculum - —
.lfll’"ll’.....o.....oo.......e.........o............. I__-I"" '_|-2
d. Actlive recruitment of students to —_— -
noﬂ*rad'f'oﬂal f'.ld'.'..'l."'ll"'l.'OOOOll.IllOOOl i_'"s |—|-4
e. Vocational education programs designed
- for students in nontraditional fields
) for their gender (e.g., women in fire- - _
'lghf'ng prwr“)oﬁOO....'...I'...IOO'O....l....ln". |__|"" I__l"'z
f. Hiring or placement of faculty in — .
nontraditional fields for their gender............... l___l-S I____l-4
9. Counseling and career deveiopment _ .
activities in nontraditional f1e@ldS...ereeeeeenacnnss |- |__|-2
h, Specific job placement activities _ _
. in nontraditional fields....o.veivncncnnnnnsnnnnnonns l____I-S |____|-4
B i. Opportunity to meet individuals
employed in fields nontraditional tor - .
‘ fh.‘r g.nderon-nnuconu.ollluon--.t-u‘.-ouu-l-o...- P l_!"' l___i—z
J. Other, Specify: . .
I3 ___|-¢
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PROGRAM |MPROVEMENT, INNOVATION AND EXPANS!ON

37.

38,

39.

In 1986-87, diId your district spend Perkins' Title 1IB funds for program improvement,
innovation and expansion?

r.‘ (m‘me’l.l....l.l‘l.'n'l..'ol ':"‘-‘

No (GO TO QUESTION 40)......cceveen. |__|-2

What was the totsl amount of Perkins' Title 1I1B funds used by the district in 1986-87 for
program improvement? (PLEASE INCLUDE FUNDS FROM FORMULA-BASED, COMPETITIVE AND
DISCRET IONARY AWARDS.)

Program Improvement Funds Spent in 1986-87: § .00

For the Perkins' funds for progras improvement raported in Question 38, please estimate the
percentage of funds spent on each activity below. Activities |isted telow Summarize the
examp les appearing in the law,

Percentage of Funds

8. Estadblished industry-education

partnership agreements 4
b. Hired staff for new or expanded

program z
C. Inservice and preservice training 4
d. Expanded counseling and guidance

services 4
@. Instituted development of new or

modified curriculum f
f., Purchased naw aquipment s
g. Renovated or expanded facilities b4
h. Arranged an articuiation agreement

with a postsecondary 1nstitution 4
i. Other. Specify:

b4

TOTAL 1008

14

1

67-

70-




UNSPENT FUNDS

40, I|f you were awsrded Perkins' Title |!A Handicapped or Disadvantaged .funds in 1986-87, please
irdicate below the doliar amount of these funds: (a) carried over Into 1987-88, and (b)
returned to the state in 1986-87.

a. Funds carried over b. Funds returned to the
into 1987-88 state in 1986-87
Handicapped: ] 00 *1-26/ 3 .00 27-3.
Disadvantaged § .00 33-38/ 3 .00 39-4:

(IF YOU HAD NO UNSPENT FUNDS IN EITHER CATEGORY, G0 TV, QUESTION 12.)

41. It the district had unspent Title |IA Handicapped or Disadvantaged funds in 1986-87, what
were ti.e primary ressons for not spending these monies? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.)

Reasons for Not Spending Title 11A

Funds in 1986-37: Disadvantaged Handicapped
8, P!‘Ogl'"(!) d'd 001' 81'!"1' on *'u.l'otcocuntooo. l-._l" I:I"‘ 45"‘46
b' Uﬂd.r.ﬂf0| l"n’ o‘ ’*ud.n*".0'0..!0'0000..05.. I:I-z ’:I-z 47-48

c. Accounting procedures too complex

fQ dmnsfflf. excess CO“"S....-.-............. l_.-l-} I-___I-S ‘9""50

d. Suificient matching funds not - .
ava‘labl...n..'uooooouooooc-tooo.lonocnu.ouuooo l_,““ i“l-‘ 5‘-52

e. Did not know what matching funds — _
were OVBl'Obl.-,........oo.-.-...--.......-.... l_l"“ |“|"‘ 53"54

f. Actua! costs lower than original . L
budg'f...................-........-...-.-.-.... I._-_"z I#I‘z 55-56

g. Other. Specity: N —
|__|-6 | _|-s 57-58




FUNDS NOT AWARDED

42, In 1986-87, were you awsrded funds in ali categories of Perkins' Title || monies?

Yer (GO TO QUESTION 44)....... cesnas |-
m (mlmE).. .......... sseoess s I:|-2
43. If you disi not receive Perkins' Title Il funds in a particular category, what were the most

isportant reasons why you did not recelve these funds? (FOR EACH PROGRAM CATEGORY LISTED
BELOW, PLEASE CHECK THE MOST IMPORTANT REASONS WHY YOU DID NOT RECE|VE FUNDS.)

Single

Recson Funds Not Handi - Disad- Parert/ Sex Progrsa
Racei ved capped vantaged Homemaker Equity Adutt Improvesent
Did not know szbout — —_ —— — — —
Progrom....... tesrsavasssne I__I-l I_l-l |_|-1 |____i' |_|-' |___|"' 60-
Not eligibie for funds — —_ — —— —_— —
In this category........... |___]-2 |“|-2 |__|-2 |__|-2 |__|-2 ___|-2 66-
Appiication rejected....... I__—_l—S l:l-S I:l-B l:l-S l:l-S |:i~3 12-
Did not apply: !likely '._._m
award not large enough — _— —_ — w— —
to make it worthwhile...... |__|-4 | |- |__|-* |-+ |_]|- |_|-s 18-
Did not apply: did not
know what funds were
available as matching _— _— —_— —_— — -—
funds....... D N = T g [22/] |227] |- |__|- 21-
Dld not apply: could
not identify eligib e - - _— — _— _—
Students......cooeeinnnnn. -2 |_]-2 |2/] |777] 17271 |77/] 25-
Did not apply: could
not meet matching of
excess costs —_ — —_ e — —
requirement................ -3 |__|-3 l217) L1/ |/27] |72/] 27-
Did not spply: could
not identify the —_— — - —_— _— —_—
excess costs......... vesens | |-& | __|-4 171/| l727] 2 |77/} 29-
Did not apply: statt
or other resources were
insufficient to prepare — —_— — —
PrOPOSBIS. . eueurnerrnnannss |22/ |722] | = |-+ | |- |- 31-
Other. Speciiy: —_ — _— — _—

|l |_|-s I_l-s [_l6 |__|s | |-6 35-

JUy

16



CHANGES IN VOCAT IONAL EDUCAT ION PROGRAMS

in this section, we are Interested in sovoéal types of changes in vocational education
programs: changas in enroliment (Q. 44-48); changes in the number of sections or courses offered

(Q. 49-51); and changes in course content, suppiemental services or other program activities (0.
52). Please consider al! vocational programs, not just those funded with federal monies.

Enrol iment Changes

44, Over the last 5 years (i.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87), has the number of handicapped
students enrolled in vocational education changed In your Zistrict? (PLEASE CIRCLE THE
CATEGORY BELOW THAT BEST DESCRIBES CHANGES (N HANDICAPPED VOCAY IONAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENT IN
YOUR DISTRICT OVER THE LAST 5 YEARS )

Large Moder .te No or Minimal Moderate Large
Decrease Decrease Change Incroase Increase
(> 20%) (11-20%) (+ 10%) (11-20%) (> 20%)

-2 -1 0 +1 *2

45, Over the last S years (i.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87), has the number of academicaily or
sconomical ly disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education changed in your
district? (PLEASE CIRCLE THE CATEGORY BELOW THAT BEST DESCRIBES CHANGES (N DISADVANTAGED
VOCATIONAL. EDUCATION ENROLLMENT IN YOUR DISTRICT OVER THE LAST 5 YEARS.)

Large Moderate No or Minimal Moderate Large
Decreasc Decreases Change Increase Incraase
(> 20%) (11-20%) (+ 10%) (11-20%) (> 20%)

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

46, Over the iast 5 years (l.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87), has the total vocational education
enrol 'ment changed in your district? (PLEASE CIRCLE THE CATEGORY BELOW THAT BEST DESCRIBES
THE TOTAL VOCAT IONAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENT IN YOUR DISTRICT OVER THE LAST 5 YEARS.)

Large Moder-ate Ko or Minimal Mcderate Large
Decrease Decrease Chanqge Increase increase
(> 20%) (11-20%) (+ 100) (11=-20%2) (> 20%)

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

(IF INCREASE OR NO CHANGE IN TOTAL ENROLLMENTS, GO TO QUESTION 48.)

307

17

41-4;

45-44

4%5-46



Enrol 1munt Changls_ (continued)

47, |f the total vocational education enroil iments have decreased over the last five years, what
factors do you feel ara related to this dec!ine? (CHECK THE BOX THAT INDICATES THE EXTENT
TO WHICH YOU FEEL EACH FACTOR IS RELATED TO THE OECLINE |IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

ENROLLMENTS.)
Strongly Somewhat Not
Related to Enroliment Decline: Rnlafod_ Reiated Rylated
a. Minisum competency test - - .
required for graduation........eeeee |_ |- |__|-2 |__|-3
b. Increase in core course — - -
requirements for graduation......... |__|-4 e |__|-6
¢. [Increase in other graduation - — _
r.quir““*'-o.o-oaoo------u-.ouoooa l__l"'" '_l-z |ml"3
d. Academic diploma/certiticate
required for graduat.on in - —
addition to standard diploma........ |__ |-4 3 R
e. Overall decrease in district - - —
enroliments, ... cocnnscscicescacececs I_._I" l__l'z I_I"'3
t. Decliing in student interest — . .
in vocational education............. |___|-4 HRE |__|-6
g. Less parental support for _ _ _
vocational education......ecvveevsns |__ |- | |-2 |__|-3
h, Declining job placement - — —
3 PO I = S IHRE:
I. S$hortened schoo! d8Y.......eeceeenns |__ |- | {-2 | |-3

J+ Reduced support or guidance —
from district administration........ |__|-8

k. Other. Specify: —_—
|__I- |_I-2 |-

18




Enrol Iment Changes (continued)

[

48. For each program area listed below, plesss indicate what changes have occurred in totai
vocationa! education enroliments over the iast 5 years (i.e., 1982-83 through 1986~87),
Enrol Iment should be considered changed only if there has been more than a 10§ increase or
decrease. (P EASE CHECX THE BOX THAT INDICATES YOUR RESPONSE FOR EACH PROGRAM AREA.)

PROGRAM OFFERED IN LAST S YEARS

Overatl) Overal | PROGRAM NOT

Enrol iment Enrol Iment No OFFERED IN
Program Area Increase Decrease Change LAST 5 YEARS
Vocational _— —_— — —
Agricuiture........ I__I-‘ |___|'2 L._..I"-" |_.._l"
Business and — —_— a—— S
OffICOurnnnnannnaas  |__|=1 |__|-2 I3 |_|-s
Consumer and — — — —
Homemaking®........ [__|-i I__|-2 |__|-3 |__|-4
Distributive —_ — —_— —— .
Ed.Marketing...... |__ |- [__]-2 |_I|-3 |-
Health......... ceee |- |__I-2 il N
Technical.......... . |_I-2 |—I-3 |_]-4
Trades and - — —_ —_—
Industry,........... I__|~l I___I'Z '___I"-" |_....I‘4

®*includes occupational home economics,
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Course Of ferings

49. On the following chart, plesse indicste what incresses or decreases have occurred in the
nusber of vocationai education course offerings over the last 5 years (i.,e., 1982-83 through
1986-87)., A program should be considered reduced or expanded oniy if thers has been more
than a 10f increase or decreasse in the number of teaching personnel or in the number of
sections or classes offered. (PLEASE CHECKX THE BOX THAT INDICATES YOUR RESPONSE FOR EACH

PROGRAM AREA,)
PROGRAM OFFERED IN LAST 5 YEARS
PROGRAM NOT
Progrom Program No OFFERED IN
Prograa Area Expanded Reduced Change LAST 5 YEARS
Vocational —_— —_ — —
Agriculful‘l.......- I-__|-l l__l-z I__'ns |_........l..4
Business and - —— —_— —
OFfiCOurenrrnnnneen || |_—|-2 |__|-3 |__|-s
Consumer and —_ — — —_—
Homemaking®........ |__|-1 |__|-2 |__I-3 l__l"'
Distributive —_— — —— —_

- Ed./Marketing...... I__I-' |_|'2 |_|"3 |......|"4
HOaI theeueeueennans || I—|-2 I__I-3 |__|-a
OEhNica L.iiiiaans I:l-‘ |:|'2 |:|"3 l:l"
Trades and — — — —_—
Industry...ooennnns | |-t | |-2 |__|-3 e

*Includes occupational home economics.

IF THERE WERE NO CHANGES IN ANY OF THESE PROGRAM AREAS, PLEASE GO TO QUESTION S2.




Course Offerings (continued)

50. What were the most importasnt reasons for program expansion in each of the areas indicated on
Question 497 (PLEASE CHECK THE MOST IMPORTANT REASONS THAT APPLY FOR EACH FROGRAM AREA.)

Area of Program Expansion

Most Important Reasons Voc. B. -~ Distr. Trade/
tor Program Expension Ag. Offc., CeH Markt, Health Tech. Inous.

Greater student interest _ —_—

In Program.....eeesnseneese |__|-t ||V | __|-0 |- Y T Y T oy B 72-7
|13-14/0

Additional federal funds: — — —_ —_— —_—
Parking Act......... verrane -2 |__l-2 J_|-2 |J__lI-2 |_l2 [_|-= |_|-2 15-2
Additional federa! funds: — — — _— — —_
other sources...... Cemann . o TR T 15 Y T N 5. T O - I R I N S 22-2i
Additional state — — —_— —_—
funding.....oc .. ceverasens | |-« j__|-4 |=¢ |__|-4 J_|-¢ |__|-« |_|-s 29-3
Additional local —_ — —_— -

fUNding. . .ievirnnecaacnnnes A T N R U NN I Y P R I B R A B 36-4:

Desire to meet increased
|abor market demand..... o

-2 |_l-2 ||z |_l2 | |2 |—_)2 |_|-2 43-4¢

New state or district

policy (e.g., atl stu-

dents must take a career —
exploration course)..... ‘e I__I-J

T N O Y I T U . O P S S

Overal! incresse in voca- - —_— — — — —
tional ed. enroliments..... |__|-¢ |__[-4 |__|-4 |__|-a |_|-a |_|-a | _|-4 57-63

Program no longer offered — _— —_—
at another institution..... N T D S NN L NN I N R T N R Y Y 64-7C

Request by enployers or —_— - —
PIC (JTPA)ivineens ceeienan -2 |_|-2 |__|2 -2 |_|-2 | _|-2 71-77

|13-14/10
Other. Specify:

—l-s |l |l |1_I-s | _I-s |_|- |_|-s 15-21
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Course Offerings (continrad)

51. What were the most important reasons for reducing or discontinuing programs in each of the
arsas indicated in Question 497 (PLEASE CHECK THE MOST (MPORTANT REASONS THAT APPLY FOR
EACH PROGRAM AREA.)

Area of Program Reduction

Most 'mportant Reasons Voc. Bus., Distr. Trade/
for Program Reducticn Ag. Offc. CaH Markt. Health Tech. Indus,

Decreased student — —_— -
interest in program....... . I___I-l |__|-l I_I-l I___I-! I___I-! I I_I-l 22
Decreased fadera! funds:

Pork'ﬂ' Acfﬁﬁﬂl OOOOOO LN N N

Decreased federal funds:
Other SOUrCeS....ocvcvveees |____|-3

Decreased state —_— —
fUNAINg..ecnenennnnes |__|-4 J__|-& |__|-& |__|-¢ |_|-¢« |__|-s 43-

Decreased local _— —_—
FUNAINGeesunnsenennecnas AP RN R RN e NN A NN I (N P B PR A I 50-

Program started or expanded
at another institution..... l_1-2 |__|-2 -2 |__|-2 57-
Loss of appropriate teach- —_ —_ —
ors without repiacement.... |__|-3 [__|-3 |__|-3 |_]-3 |_|-3 | _|-3 |_|-3 64-

Ditficulty placing stu-~

derts in jobs for which

they were trained.......... |___|-4 |___|"'4 |__|-a |___|-4 l_l"‘ 71-
|13-14/

Students found course —
100 AIFFICultenereernnnnnns R A N Y X AN Ry N T M N Y S A Y 15-

Overail! decrease in voca- —_—
tional ed. enroliments..... | 12 |_l-2 |__l-2 |__|-=2 =2 | l-2 |__|-2 22-

Other. Specity:

— —— —— —— —— — ——r—
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Course Content, Supplementai Services and Other Program Activities

52. On the following chart, please indicate what changes
services or other prcyc-sm activities in vocational education have occurred over the past 5

in course

content,

supplemental

yesrs (i.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87).

OFFERED IN LAST S YEARS

Added or
Expanded

General or transferable vocational
skills courses (e.g., Principles
of T‘C""‘O'OQY)-.-...n."o-..-..--n.- lml-l

Specific occupational skills
ﬂ'llﬂlﬂﬁ ------ tseencvssceensrencsnevey . Iml-l

Remedial basic skills instruction..... |-

Integrated math and science

CUrriCuiUMe . seececacesonsonssracnnns . I__I-l
Work experience programs.......eoeeesee l:l-‘
Coreer exploration....ceees. cesssess l___l-‘

Responses 1o advances in

Assessment of interests and
abilities in vocational education..... N
Vocational guidance/counse!ing........ I:I—I

Supplemental services for handi- —
capped or disadvantaged students...... |_|-l

Activities to promote sex equity...... l:l-l
Articuiation agreements with
postsecondary institutions for

credit or advanced placement ......... I_I-l

Integrated curr.culum offerings S
with postsecondary institution........ I____l—l

Student leadership programs
(.-9-. FFA)... ------------------------ I_____I-I

Job placement activit es..c.ovireeronns I_____l-!

Other:

23

Raduced or

Discont i nued

|_I-2

|—I-2

|—I-2

|—I-2

| —I-2

|_I-2

|—I-2

No
Change

|—I-3

|—I-3

|—|I-3

|—I-s
|—I-3
—

—I-3

|3

I—I-3

|—I-3
|—I-3
|—I-3
|—I-3
|—I-3

|13

|—I-3

e

NOT
OFFERED IN

LAST 5 YEARS

3t

3¢

45

46

47

48

49

50
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND THE JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT (JTPA)

53. in 1986-87, did your district receive JTPA funds?
Y.‘ (m'mﬁ)........-.-.-..-...... l:l"'
No (GO TO QUESTION 36)...cueenueene. |_ |2

54, Please write in the amount of each award below. (If no funds were received, write in "0",)

JTPA Title 1A Funds (Biock Grant) $ .00 52
JTPA Title |IB Funds (Summer Youth) 3 .00 81
JTPA Titte 111 Funds (Disiocated Workers) $ .00 a9

|13-14
8% Coordination Grants s .00 15
Other JTPA Funds 3 .00 23
Total JTPA Funds Received $ .00 n

SS. Were any of these funds used In activities related to vocational education?

Yos...f............................. l___l—l

%6. Ooes your institytion accept funds that require recipients to meet performsnce object!ives
(6.g., performance-based contracts)?

YO8 .oueeeooscecsoracasassscrsacsnsse l___l-l

—

m....-...-.--..........-.o.......oo I_I-z

57. 1f your institution does not accept funds because of performance objectivas, what are the
primary reasons for not accepting these funds? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY,)

Reasons for Not Accepting Performance-Based Funding

3. 'ns*'*uf'oﬂ‘l m'lCYoono-oonooo...ototoloooocoln I '-‘

b. MNot consultad about testing of
performance 3tONAdards..ccceecerrsrascanarosncancns

¢c. Performance standards aré unredlistiC.ceeesivves

d. Magnitude of award not worth the risk
it parformance standsrds not met.........eeeeeee |__ |-4

e, Other. Please specify:

24




ADD| TIONAL COMMENTS :

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

PLEASE RETURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO ABT ASSOCIATES IN THE POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE PROVIDED.
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Survey of
' Vocational Education Practices
in Postsecondary Institutions

This survey is part of a study sponsored by the National Assessment of Vocational Education.
We appreciate your cooperation with this pea.. .»f the Congressionally-mandated study of
vocational education. it is the first national survey of Its kind In aimost a decade.

Please take time now to answer all the questions and
return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope to:

Abt Associates inc.

Survey of Vocational Education Practices
55 Wheeler Street

Cambridge, MA  02138-9990

While your cooperation is essential to the success of this project, if you choose not to participate
it will not affect your present or future federal funding.
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oMB #1187
expires Jul

ldentification Number: L_|_|._.[_.L..T_T
12
DIRECTIONS

This survey is being conducted for the National Assessment of Vocational Zducation (NAVE) as part
of & Congressionally-mandated study to obtain Iinformation sbout vocational education from a
national sample of postsecondary institut’ons., This information wili be used to prepare a report
to Congress on vocational education funding and services since the passage of the Car! D. Perkins
Vecational Education Act.

If you wouid |ike to receive & summary of the survey results, please check h.re : -1

and make any necessary corrections to the mail ing address shown on the survey cover.

This questionnaire is a survey of vocational education In postsecondary institutions, We are
interested ir all postsecondary vocational education in your institution, including short-term
training as wel! as degree and certificate programs.

* If your institution offers both secondary and postsecondary programs, consider only
the postsecondary programs in your responses to this survey.

* If your institution has muiltinle campuses under the some administration, please
include information about all campyses combdined.

* If your Iinstitution has muitiple campuses each with its own administration, piease
include information oniy sbout your campus,

For the purposes of this study, vocational education is broadly defined. It includes programs
in:

agri-business business/office

heatth home economics

msarketing/distribution technical training

trades and industry

It your institution does nut directly offer any vocational education programs, pisase cneck
here I__I and return the questionnaire without completing it,

It you are not in the best position to answer questions about vocational education services and
funding, please forward this questionnaire to the most appropriate person in your instityution.

Piasse feel free to call Janet Swartz, Survey Director, at (617) 492-7100, it you have any
questions,

Thank you tor your time and cooparation.




GENERAL INSTITUTION |NFORMATION

In this section we are Iinterested in general descriptive information about the institution and
its overali educational poiicles.

1.  Your institution is best described as s (CHECK ONLY ONE CATEGORY):

Pubiic Private
a. Community or junior college (i.e., offering . —
academic transfer and vocationa! education).............. |__ |- |__|-2
b. Four-year institution offering associate —
degrees or cortificates.....ccoeievvennriecnncsnonsnnnn,s |___|-3 I___|-4
¢. Vocational technical institute or collegl..ccvvvvnvensonss l:::l-s I-‘_|-6
d. Ares or regionai vocational school offering _— —
postsecondary education (@.g., AVTI of AVC)...euenercenas i___|-7 |__|-8
e, Other, Specify: _ .
i |_|-o

2. Plesse indicate below the primary mission of your institution. (CHECK ONLY gﬂg B80X.)

The institution is:

8. Primarily designed for students to transfer
*o four y.ar Cﬂ“.gl! [ N NN NN N N R R I-_“-l“

b. Primarily designed for students to compiete

occupational education Programs.............. e eeeeieas | |-2
¢. An equai balance batween fransfer programs
and occupational education programs.......... e | |-3
d. Other. Specify:
_ l_l-s
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3.

‘.

3.

Of the following choices, what are the 3 most important gosis for vocational education in
your institution? (Rank the most important goal as "I", the next most important as "2" and

the third most important as "3".)

Goal of Vocational Education

Promote access to vocational education for disadvantaged
.nd hand'capm mm*’l......l.l.......ll.lll.'......l.....ﬁ.ll.ll..l"-....

Prepare students for Specific OCCUPBTIONS . .cucrinerererirtoccovennovanssasnoane
impart genera! employabi Ity SKlllS.c.. oo iiotieereeececeersecsonnsacancansanns
Enhance students' awareness of various occupstional aresds...........ecceeeeus.
Prepare students for further education in four-year inStitutionS...coeereeeen.
Prepare students for trunsfer to other technical training......vceeeeeieonses.
Ensure that students master Baic SKIlI8. .uueeereneeeeirnnecorcncvccaasonvnns
Stimulate economic davEIODMENT, ... . 0. iititetetecarecesoaenconsocseasanccasenss

Meet the needs of specific empioyers or unions (e.g.,
CU‘*Q‘Z“ fr.‘n'"g).....oo..oo..o...-l.-o--.ol.ooooollt.i.llo.o.o.l..oalonn.-

Other. Please specify:

Rank

in 1982-83 and 1986-87, what was the total postsecondary student enrolliment in your

institution, both actual number (i.e., "head count™) and full-time equivaiency (FTE)?

1982-83
Total Number of Students Enrolled
('-.., "h..d COUI'I"’")..........................-.-.. 28-32/

Total FTE Postsecondary Enroliment......ovvivnuncans 38-42/

In 1986-87, what was the total budget for your institution?

Total Instituticn Budget: § .00

31y
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6. In 1986-87 what wes the number of fii-time and part-time faculty teaching at your
institutio, overall and in vocational courses? (For the count of vocational faculty, please
include raculty in each of the following sreas: . agri-business, business/office, hesith,
home economics, marketing/distribution, technical, and trades/industry.)

Number of Faculty

Full-Time Part=-Time
Tofal Facul’y-....'.'.....'.O'..'.OO-.O.....‘..'l.. - 56-59/ 6(
Vocational Education FaCUlTYeeeieenoonsocsnsrcsones 64-67/ 6¢

7. During 1986-87, did your institution provide vocational educat on programs in conjunction
with otner agencies?

Yes (CONTINUE) cevvvuivarecncannnones |__|=1

|-2

|—-p

No (GO TO QUESTION 9),eucecerncncoes

8. fn 1986-87, how wmany students were involved in vocational programs that you ran in
cooperation with other agencies? (FOR EACH AGENCY LISTED, PLEASE WRITE IN THE NUMBER OF

STUDENTS (INVOLVED.)
Number of Students

a. Welfare agencies 73

b. Privete Industry Councils or others connected

with the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) 77
12-13

c. Vocational rehabilitation agencies 14

Sty

d. Employers (ftor customized training) 18
¢. Public housing authorities 22
f. Community-based organizations 26
g. State employment servicus 30
h, Other empioyment services 34

I. School districts (through articulation

agreements) 38
,j . Uﬁ‘OﬂS 42-
k. Economic developmant Oor commerca agencies ' 46-

. Other human service agencies, Specify:

50-

m, Cther agercies. Specify:

54-
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9. During 1986-87, did your institution provide targeted recruitment or outreach activities for
vocational education programs?

Yes (CONTINUE) ....ovevnerennnnnsnnn |__|-1

s

No (GO TO QUESTION 11).eiiivvunnnnes |__|-2

10. Please creck ail groups for whom targeted outreach activities were undertaken.

8. Displaced or dislocated workers........evveveeeerneeencas |__|=!
D. Welfare recipients......vciiieinieieceniancentnncenccnens I:::I-Z
C. Single Parents/hOMeMBKErS.. .. ccceteveeeresenncnsnoccnnes I:::l-S
d. High SchOOl dropoutS...veceeieeenesecresiasccaccsecnnnans |___|-4
®. Handicaprad students......c.ceeeeeeeenennennnennneenneees |__ |
t. Limited-English-proficient students.........cceceeevuvans '___I-Z
g. Disadvantaged students.....sciveeeeenrecennsesancacscnan, l___|-3
. HIgh £chOO! S8ATOrSe.seeiennutennneeeennue vereeeneneonas |__|-4
f. HIgh schoo! gradustes......cceeeerrenninnenerieriiieannes |_|=I
J. College graduates........ ..cvieeencnnnininnniennneneeens |__|-2
K. Senior citizens.....coceerrviieiiniineenieecnensnnencenens |__|-3

I. Other. Specify:




CHANGES N VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

in this section, we are interested Iin several types of changes in vocational education
programs: changes in enroliment (Q. 11-16); changes in the number of sectlons or courses offered

(Q. 17-19); and changes in course content, supplemental services or other program activities (0.
20)., Please consider al! vocational programs, not just those funded with federal monies.

Enrol Iment Changg

11. Over the last 5 years (l.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87), has the numb~r of hand i capped®
students enrclled in vocational education changed in your insti+ution? (PLEASE CIRCLE THE
CATEGORY BELOW THAT BEST DESCRIBES CHANGES IN HANDICAPPED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ENROL!{MENT IN
TOUR INSTITUTION QVER THE LAST 5 YEARS.)

Large Moderate No or Minimal Moderaste Large
Decrease Decrease Change increase Increase
> 20%) (11-20%) (x 105) (11-20%) (> 20%)

-2 -1 0 +1 *2

12, Over the iast 5 years (i.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87), has the number of disadvantaged*~
students enroiled in vocational education changed in ycur institution? (PLEASE CIRCLE THE
CATEGORY BELOW THAT BEST DESCRIBES CHANGES IN DISADVANTAGED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENT
IN YOUR INSTITUTION OVER THE LAST 5 YEARS.)

Large ' Moderate No or Minimal Moderate Large
Decrease Decrease Change increase Increase
(> 20%) (11-20%) (+ 10%) (11-20%) (> 20%8)

2 -1 0 +1 +2

'"Handlcagped" refers to both physical and mentz| handicapping conditions, ' Handicapped
studonts include students who are mentaliy retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, fpeech or |anguage
impaired, visuaily handicapped, seriously emotionaiy disturbed, orthopedically impaired, other
health impaired, deaf-blind, multi-handicapped, or persons with specific learning dlisabilities;
and who require special sarvices and assistance in order to enable them to0 succeed in vocational
education programs,

"Dlsadvan'ragod includes both academically and economicaiiy disadvantaged st.dents who
require special services and assistance to enable them to succeed in vocational education
programs. Academicaily disadvantaged refers to a student who scores at or below the 25th
perzentile on a standardized achievement or aptitude test; whose grades are below 2.0 on a 4.0
scale; or who fzils to attain minimal academic competencies. It does not include students with
learning disabilities. Economically disadvantaged refers to an individual identified as low
income by an indicator such as: annual family income at or beiow the poverty level established
by the Office of Management and Budget; eligibility for AFOC or other public assistance program;
or eligibility for Pell Grants,




Enrol Iment Chungﬁ (continuad)

13. Over the last 5 years (i.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87), has th total vocational education
enroliment changed in your instituvion? (PLEASE CIRCLE THE CATEGORY BELOW THA: BEST
DESCR BES THE TOTAL VOCATIONAL EDUCAYION ENROLLMENT IN YOUR INSTITUTION OVER THE LAST §

YEARS.)
Large Moderate No or Minimal Moderate Large
Oecrease Decrease Change Increase Increase
(> 20%) (11-20%) (¢ 10%) (11-20%) (> 20%)
-2 -) 0 +1 +2 7

(IF HO CHANGE IN TOTAL ENROLLMENT, GO TO QUESTION 17.;

| 1221

14. If the total vocational education enroliments have increased over the last five years, what
factors do you feel! are related to this increase? (CHECK THE BOX THAT INDICATES THE EXTENT
TO WHICH YOU FEEL EACH FACTOR IS RELATED TO THE INCREASE IN YOCATIONAL EDUCATION

ENROLLMENTS . )

Strongly Somewhat Not
Related to Enroliment Increase: Reiated Related Related

8. Overall increase in - - .
institution enroliments............. |__|=1 |__|-2 |___|-3

b, Increase in student interest S - _
In vocational education............. |__|-4 |__|-5 |__|-6
c. Local economic growth......coveceees I:i-l I:l-i’ |:|-3

d. Incressed recruitment _ — -
activities.....oooeveaniininnnenn, [__|-4 | |- |__|-6

e, Change in state policy towards - _ .
vocational education................ l______l-l ]____]-2 I.._._|’3

f. Change in institutional poticy — — ___
towards vocational education........ |__|-4 |__|-s |__|-6
9. Increase in unemployment............ I:l-! |:|—2 I:I-}

h. Increase in available - - -
student flnancial aid............... | |-a I 15 |16

i. Increase in empioyment and o - _
training funds..........coiiiii, I___I-! |_____|-2 L____I-S

Jo Other. Specify:




Enrol Iment Changes (continued)

15. if the total vocational education enrol iments have decreased  ~ the [ast five years, what
factors do you feel! are related to this deciine? (CHECK THE OX THAT INDICATES THE EXTENT
TO WHICH YOU FEEL EACH FACTOR S RELATED TO THE OECLINE N VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

ENROLLMENTS.)
Strongly Somewhat Not
Reiated to Errol iment Decline: Related Re!lated Related

a. Overal! decrease in

institution enroliments....ocoeueees | |= |__|-2 I__|-3
b. Oecline in student interest — - -
in vocational education......cccvveee |_|-4 |_|-5 i__I-G
c. Local economic growth......ceevveves l:l-l |:'—2 I:'-J
d. Change in state policy towards — - -
vocational education...ccveevrensnes |__|-4 I____|-5 I_”_I-G
e. Change in institutional policy - - _
towards vocational education........ |__|-! | |-2 |__|-3
f. Decrease in avaiiable - —_— -
Sfud.ﬂf .‘dt-o-onooaoooo.oooo-uooo.- l_l"‘ l___l"5 I_I‘6
9. Decrease in number of
students coming directly — — -
from high SChool eeuseveneivenreneees |__|=1 |__]-2 |__|-3
h. Increase in unemployment.....c.conees ':|-4 |:|-5 |:|-6

i. Other. Specity:
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“arol Iment Changes (continued)

16. For each program area Iisted below, please indicate what changes have occurred in total
vocational education enroliments over the last 5 years (i.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87).
Enroliment should be considered changed only '¢ there has been more than a 10% increase or
decresse. (PLEASE CHECK THE BOX THAT INDICATES YOUR RESPONSE FOR EACH PROGRAM AREA.)

PROGRAM OFFERED IN LAST 5 YEARS

Overall Overail PROGRAM NOT

Enrol iment Enrol Iment No OFFERED IN
Program Area Increase Decrease Change LAST 5 YEARS
Agri-Business...... |:|-‘ |:|"2 l:|'3 I:l"
Business - — —— —
and Office......... |__|-! !_I-Z |_._|"‘3 [___|-4
Hoalth..e.uvuunnns |- | |-2 | }-3 | " |-4
Home - —_ —_ -
Economics...ccvnre. R |__I-2 |__|-3 N E
Marketing/ - S —_— —_—
Distribution....... R |__|-2 |__|-3 |__|-4
Technical.......... ||~ |_1-2 |_I|-3 |__I|-
Trades and —_ —_— —_— —
InduStry.eveeioonss | |- |__|-2 |__|-3 L
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Course Offortngs

17. On the following chart, please indicate what increases or decreases have occurred in the
nusber of vocational education course offerings over the list 5 years (i.e., 1982-83 through
1986-87). A program should be considered reduced or expanded only if there has been more
than a 108 increase or decrease in the number of teaching personnel or in the number of

sections or classes offered. (PLEASE CHECK THE BOX THAT INDICATES YOUR RESPONSE FOR FACH

PROGRAM AREA.)

Program Area

Agri-Business......

Business/
Office.vecceacns cen

*a'fh..-.----o.---

Home
Economics..oveences

Marketing/
D"?rlbuf'oﬂo.nooo.

Technical..eovevens

Trades and
Industry.,.ceeceeee

PROGRAM OFFERED IN LAST 5 YEARS

Program
Expanded

|—I-

|-

|—I-
|—I-1

|-

Program
Reduced

|—I-2

|—I-3

| —I-3
|—I-3

|_—I-3

|—I-3

| _I-3

PROGRAM NOT
OFFERED IN
LAST 5 YEARS

| —1-4

IF THERE WERE NO CHANGES IN ANY OF THESE PROGRAM AREAS, PLEASE GO TO QUESTION 20.
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Course Offerings (continued)

18. What were the most important reasons for program expansion in each of the areas indicated on
Question 177 (PLEASE CHECK THE MOST IMPORTANT REASONS THAT APPLY FOR EACH PROGRAM AREA.)

Area of Program Expansion

Most lhoorfanf Reasons Bus./ Home Markt./ Trades/
- for Program Expansion Agr. Office Health Econ, Distr. Tech. Indus,

Greater student interest —_— — —_— —— —
in progras........ vesecenae —l-v = v ) - Il ||~ 4

Additional federal funds:

—— e—— o— — ——— — ———

POrKINg ACt....senseconoans —I-2 I_l-2 |__|-2 |_|-2 |_|-2 |_|-2 |_|-2 54

Additional federal funds: _— — —_ —_— —_— — —

Other SOUrceS..ccevcercacne |__|-3 |___|-3 |___|-3 I__l-3 |____|-3 I___I-S |___|"3 61

Additional state —_ —_— — —_— N — —

funding....... eeeesereenns |—|-¢ J_l-¢ |_J-¢ |__|-¢ |"|-¢ |_|-s |__|-+ __e8
|12-13 ]

Additional local —
fUNAINg. . ieueeneennannnns |__|-1

S U i I o T I S B ¥

Desire to meet increased

—— n——— —— ——

iabor varket demand........ |:|-2 |___|-2 |_|"2 |__|"2 |_|'2 |_|"2 I.._..I'2 21
Overal! incresse in voca- - - —_— —_ — —_— —
tional ed. enroliments..... I__I-3 J__t-3 | _|-3 |__|-3 13 |__l-3 |_|-3 28
Program no longer of fered —_ — —_— — —_— e —
at another institution..... |_I-8 |__1-¢ |__|-¢ |__|-¢ |__|-a | _|-¢+ |_|-+ 35
Request by PIC (JTPA)...... ) P N Y O T T Y P I PO P 42
Introduction of —_— — — — _— —_ —
customized training........ |—I-2 | _l-2 |_|-= |__|-2 |__|-2 |_|-2 |_|-2 a9
Shift to shorter pro- - — — —_— —_— — J—
groms (e.g., 6 m0s.)....... |—f=3 d_l=3 |__I-3 J_I-3 |3 | _|-3 |_I-3 56-
More fisxible entry, g
exit or schedyling — _— — —_ — _— — )
POIICIOs. . viernnrnnearinnns |_I-¢ |_J-¢ |_|-o |__|-¢ | |-« | |-« | __|-a 63
Request by employers....... |:|" |:|"‘ N B B |__|-1 I:I" |- 70:
|12-13, -
Other. Specity: - —_— —_ — — —_— PR -
|l |__I-s |_|6 | __l- [_|-s |_ls |_|s 14
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Course Offcrlngg (continued)

19. What wers the most important reasons for reducing or dtsconﬂnuing programs in each of the
areas indicated in Question 177 (PLEASE CHECX THE MOST |IMPORTANT REASONS THAT APPLY FOR

EACH PROGRAM AREA.)

Area of Program Reduction

Most Important Reasons Bus./ Home Markt, Trades/
for Program Reduction Agr. Office Hea! th Econ. Distr, Tarh, indus.

Decreased student —_— — - - -
interest In program........ NN LA N N N T Y T Y P ™%

Decreased federal tunds: —_ —
Perking ACt....covecevecess I_I-Z |_|-2 |_|'2 l__|'2 |___|"2 |___|-2 I___l'2

Decreased federal funds:

Other SOUrCesS....vecvvecese |:|-3 |:|’3 |:|'3 |_:|'3 I:"’3 |:|"3 |:|"3
Dacreased state — — —_— — —_— —_— —
fUNdIng.ceeens vnennnnnnns |—f-¢ I_I-& |_|-¢ |__|-& |__|-4 [_|-¢ |_|-a
Decreased local — —_ — — _— — —
tunding.eeevenciencecccnses |__|= l___l*' |__|- |- |_|“ —[-v |-
Competing program —_— _— —_— —_— — cortiem S
at another institvtion..... I—l-2 |__l~2 |__l-2 |__l-2 |_J-2 |_|-2 |_J|2

Loss of appropriate teach- — _— — —_— —
ers without replacement.... |_ |-3 |__|-3 |__|-3 | __|[-3 -3 |_}-3 |_|-3

Ditficulty placing stu-
dents in jobs for which - —
they were trained.......... -8 |___|-s |__|-s l__l-‘ |__|-a | __|-4 |___|-4

Students found course - —
100 dIffiCulteeeeeirennnns R T RN 3 R S LT NN X R S S T A T I S

Overal| decrease in voca- —_ — _—
tional ed. enroliments..... 12 1|2 |_|-2 |_|-2 |__J==2 |_|-2 |_]J-=

Decreased |abor - —_— —
Market demand......c.v0v0.. I__l-S |_|-3 |_|~3 |__|“3 I___I"3 I___.I'-” '.._l‘3

Other. Specify: — - .
|l |_|-6 |_|-6 |__l-s |_|-s |__j6 | _]|-=6
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Course Content, Suppiemental Services and Other Program Activities

20. On the following chart, please irdicate what changes in course content, supplemental
services or other progras activities in vocational education have occurred over the past 5
vyears (i.e., 1982~83 through 1986-87).

QFFERED IN LAST 5 YEARS

_ NOT
Added or Reduced or No OFFERED IN
Expanded Discontinued Change LAST 5 YEARS

General vocational courses............ |:|-| I:|-2 |:|-3 |____|-4
Specific occupational skiills — _— —_ —
*r.'nlngo‘oooo ooooo tsessessesse ssssscsen I___I-' '_I"z l__l-! I__I-‘
Remedial basic skills Instruction — — — —
(0.g., r@ading 18b) .ccveeenvnnrnosnees |__|=1 |__|-2 |__|-3 |__|-4
Customized training for industry...... |:|-l |:|-2 |:|-3 | |-a
Contracting with other post-
secondary institutions to —_ —_ _— —_—
prov'd. voc, ed, Jo‘n’ly........-oo-oo |___I" I____I"z I____l') I__"‘
Competency-based curricula...ccvavneas |:|-l |:|-2 l:|-3 I:I-‘
Respcnses to advances in —_— —_ — _—
HRCNNOIOPY. ¢ e cvraerenccnansonsaccnnsas |- |___|-2 |__|-3 E
Vocational guidance, counseling — —_ -— —_
or sssessment of student interests.... |__ |- |__|-2 )3 I |4
Suppiemental services for handi- - — _ —
capped or disadvantaged students...... l___l-l |__|-2 |____|-3 |_|-4
Activities to promote sex equity...... |:|-l |:|—2 |:|-3 |:|-4
Articulation sgreements with
secondary schools for credit e - — —_
or advanced placement ,.......... vesas L__I-i L____l-? |_|-3 |_|-4
Integrated curricuium of ferings
witn secondary schools —_ —_— — —
(.ugo' 2 + 2 PFOQFMS)......“........ iﬂ_'"‘ '__i"'z I_‘___I-S '__l'd
Upgrading of employment skills - —— - —
for out~0f-SChool YOUth..cveseeranoens |___|-1 |__|-2 | |-3 | |-4
Business assistance programs.......... |__|-! |__|-2 | |-3 | |-
JOb DIacement BCtivities..eeseeeseenn. | |- | |-2 | |-3 | |-
Other: |- |__|-2 I3 I




PROGRAM | MPROVEMENT , INNOVATION AND EXPANSION

2.

22.

23.

in 1986-87, did the Institution spend Perkins' Title (1B funds for program improvement,
innovation and expansion?

Yos (CONTINUE) ... eeveeuonnnooceenens |__ [~

'b (mmWEsTlm 2‘)0.0‘0000000000 I-z

What was the total amount of Perkins' Title 11B funds used by the institution in 1986-87 for
program improvement? (PLEASE INCLUDE FUNDS FROM FORMULA-BASED, COMPETITIVE AND
DISCRETIONARY AWARDS.)

Program improvement Funds Spent In 1986-87: § .00

For the Perkins' funds for program improvement reported in Question 22, please estimate the
percentage of funds spent on each activity below, Activities |isted below summarize the
examples appearing in the law.

Porcgn?agg of Funds

a. Hired =taftt for new or expanded
program 1

b. !nservice and preservice training £

c. Expanded counseling and guidance
services g

d. Instituted development of new or

modi fled curricuium b4
e. Purchased new equipment [
tf. Renovated or expanded facilities 4

g. Arranged an articulation agreement
with secondary school(s) b

h. Arranged an articulation agreemant
with universities 1

1. Established Industry-education
partnership agreements 4

J. Qther, Specify:

TOTAL 1004
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VOCAT IONAL EDUCATION SERVICES FOR SPECIAL POPULAT!IONS

Hendicapped Sfudong'

24. in 1986~87, did the institution spend Perkins' Title (1A funds for handicapped students?

Yes (mlmﬁ)...................... I_l"
m (mmeST'm 27)....-.00-00--. l:l'z

25. What was the total amount of Perkins' Titie 1IA funds used Dy the institution in 1986-87 to
support programs for handicapped students?

Handicapped Funds Spent in 1986-87: § .00

26. For the Perkins' funds for handicapped students reported in Question 25, please estimate the
percentage of funds spent on each activity beiow. '

Perconfago of Funds

a. Paraprofessionals/aides in regular
vocational ciassrooms 4

b. Teachers or other statf for separate

vocational ciasses for handicapped students
¢. Modified or new vocational equipment ) 4
d. Consuitation services b4

e. Guidance, assessment or counseling g

f. Development or modification >f vocational
curriculum ]

g. Job placement services g

h. Other. Specify:

TOTAL 100%

'“Handlcagged" refers to both physical and mental handicapping conditions, Handicapped
students include students who are mentaiiy retarded, hard of hearing, desf, speech or Ianguage
impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionaily disturbed, orthopedically impaired, other
health impaired, deaft-biind, multi-handicapped, or persons with specific learning disabilities;
and who require special services and assistance in order to enable them to succeed in vocational

education programs.
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Disagvantaged Students*

27.

in 1986-87, did the institution spend Perkins' Titie IlA funds for disadvantaged students?

Y.S (mlms)............--...-;.o-

No (GC TO QUESTION 30).eccrccencnans

|—I-2

28. What was the total amount of Perkins' Titie I11A tunds used by the institution in 1986-87 to
support programs for disadvantaged students?

Disadvantaged Funds Spent in 1986-87: § .00

29, For the Perkins' funds for disadvantaged students reported in Question 28, please estimate
the percentage of funds spent on each activity beiow,

Porconfago of Funds

a. Paraprofessionals/aides in regular
vocational classrooms 1

b. Teachers or other staff for separate
vocational classes for disadvantaged students 1

C. Basic skills instruction In nonvocational
classes 4

d. Guidance, assessmant or counseling £

e. Development or modification of

vocational curriculum ]
f. Stipends or subsidized swmployment O §
g. Racruitment of out-of-school youth 4
h., Employability and/or jot search activities 4
i. Child care services 4
J+ Equipment 4
k. Transportation 1
t. Other. Specity: ]

TOTAL 100%

'Disadvanfaged includes Dboth academically and economically disadvantaged students who
require special services and assistance In order to enable them to succeed in vocational
education programs. Academically disadvantaged refers to a student who scores at or beiow the
25th percentile on a standardized achievement or aptitude test; whose grades are below 2.0 on a
4.0 scale; or who fails to attain minimal academic competencies. {+ does not inciude students
_With learning disabilities. Economically disadvantaged refers to an individual identified as low
income by an indicator such as: annual family Income at or below the poverty level established
by the Office of Management and Budget; eligibility for Aid to Families with Dependent Children
or other public assistance; or eligibility for Pell Grants.
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Single Psiant/Homemaker*

30. In 1986-87, did the institution spend  Perkins' Title IIA  funds for single
parents/homenskers?

Y“ (mlmE)..........-.....-.l.... I:l"‘

MO (G0 TO QUESTION 33)..veeuesenne. |__|-2

51. What was the total amount of Perkins' Titie |IA funds used by the ‘tution In 1986-87 to
support programs for single perents/homemakers?  (INCLUDE ALL | + FROM FORMULA-BASED,

COMPET ITIVE AND DISCRETIONARY AWARDS.)

Single Parent/Homeasker Funds Spent in 1986-87: § .00

32. For tha Perkins' funds for single pasrents/homemakers reported in Question 31, please
estimate the percentage of funds spent on esch activity below.

Percentage of Funds

8. Paraprofessionais/aides In vocational

classrooms 4
b. Teachers or other staftf for separate

vocational classes ) 4
c. Custodial or support statf to keep

facilities open ionger hours 4
d. Basic skills instruction in

nonvocational classes 5
e. Guidance, assessme 1t or counseling 4
f. Equipment
g. Student recrulitment activities 4
h, Child care services 3
. Transportation 3
J. Job placement services 3
k. Other. Specity: [

TOTAL 100%

'"Slnglc Parent™ refers to an individual who is unmarried or legaily separated from a
spouse and has a minor child or children for whom the parent has either custody or joint
- custody, "Hosemaker” refers to an Individual who is an adult and has worked as an adult
primarily without ramuneration to care for the home and family, and for that reason has
N diminished marketabie skills,

333
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Adults*®

33, in 1986-87, did the institution spend Perkins' Title i!A funds for aduits?

Yes (CONTINUE)s...vseennnennnecenens |__|=1

——

|-2

M (m 1.0 wesrlm ”)....tltlllﬂl..

34. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title |IA funds used by the institution in 1986-87 to
support programs for adults? (PLEASE INCLUDE FUNDS FROM FORMULA-BASED, COMPETITIVE AND
DISCRET I ONARY AWARDS.)

Funds for Adults Spent in 1986-87: § .00

35. For the Perkins' funds for adults reported in Question 34, please estimata the percentage of
funds spent on each activity beiow,

Porconfago of Funds

8. Parsprofessionals/aides In vocational
classes in school or other settiigs ) 4

b. Teachers or other staft for separate
vocational classes in school or

other settings | 4

c. Custodial or support staff to keep
facilities open longer hours 4

d. Basic skills instruction in non-~

vocationai classes [ 4
e. Guidance, assessment or counseling 5
f. Equipment b}
g. Student recruitment activities 1
h. Child care services 4
i. Transportation |
j. Job piacement services — g
k, Other. Specify:  §

TOTAL 100%

"Aduits" inciude individuals who have graduated from or lef+ high schooi and who need
additional vocational education for entry into the iabor force; unespliocyed individualis who
require training to obtain employment or increase their employability; > employed individuals
who require retraining to retain their jobs or training to upgrsde their skilis to qualify for
higher paid or more dependabie empioyment, ’

334

17

12=1;

25

28

N

34



Sex Equity®

36. In 1986-87, did the institution spend Perkins' Title 1A funds for sex equity?

Yes (CONTINUE).evuvuiucrninnnnnnnann |__|-1

No (GO TO QUESTION 39)..ccccrvcerens

|-2

37, What was the total amount of Perkins' Title |IA funds used by the institution in 1986-87 to

support sex equity programs?

DISCRETIONARY AWARDS.)

Sex Equity Funds Spent in 1986-87: §

(PLEASE INCLUDE FUNDS FROM FORMULA-BASED, COMPETITIVE AND

.00

38. For the Perkins' sex equity funds reported in Question 37, please estimate the percentage of
funds spent on each activity below.

b.

C.

d.

Inservice staff development in sex
equity

Developmeat or modification of
vocational curriculume

Active recrultment of students to
nontraditional tields

Saleries for staff to provide programs
targeted to increass participation in

nontraditional fieids

Counseting and career development
activities in nontraditional fields

Job placement services in non~
traditicnal fields

Child care services
Transportat.on

Other., Specify:

Percentsge of Furds

TOTAL

1002

‘"gax Egulf?" refers Yo programs, services and activities designed to eiiminate sex bias

and stereotyping of career options and aducational programs.
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Sex Equity (continued)

39. In 1986-87, did the Institution expend funds from other sources (i.s., non-Perkins' funds)
on any specific activities to promote sex equity in vocationai education?

Y.’ (m‘ms).......-.............. |__|"‘

| -2

I-un—

m (m To wESTlm ").O‘.I'........

40. Pilease indicate below the types of activities undertaken, (PLEASE CHECX THE BOX INDICATING
"YFS™ OR "NO" FOR EACH ACTIVITY.)

YES N0
a. Information t0 students to counteract — —
51’0(‘.0"’7”8-........-...........o....u.-....--.-.... '___!-l |_|-2
b. Inservice staff development In sex _ .
equlfy...‘..l".“.".'l‘..'ll....‘OOCQ#‘0.000000000I '—-—-I_3 l_—-l—4
' C. Adop*ion of bias-free curriculum . L
“f.rials..l..lloil“.l..l.ll..t...ll...-.t..."'l'.l l_l"' I_-|‘2
d. Active recrultwment of students to —_— —
nm*r'dl*‘oﬂ.l f'.'d’oooeoo...aoo-a..o..o-aaanoaaaao- I_'-3 I_I"‘
e. Vocational education programs designed
for students in nontraditional fields
- for their gender (e.g., women in fire- — .
fighf‘ﬂg progru)-..---.............................. l_l"" I__'-z
f. Hiring or placemsnt of faculty in — o
nontraditional flelds for their gender............... |__|-3 | |-a
g. Counseling and career deveiopment L _
activities In nontraditional flelds......cuvvuunvnss |__|-1 |__|-2
h. Specific job placement activities - o
in nontraditional fi@lds...cveecicviiiacsiecnsncnsaanns |___|-3 |_|-4
i. Opportunity to meet individuals
employed in fielids nontraditionai for _ —
*ho‘r g.ndorl‘..‘.l..".'ll."ll".ll.l‘.‘....‘-l.ﬁ.. |__|" l_’-z
J. Other. Specify: _ _
|__|-3 |__|-4
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COMBINING FUNDS

41. If the institution spent Perkins' |IA funds for either single parents/homemakers, sex equity
or adults in 1986-87, were any of these funds combined to run joint projects?

Yes (CONTINUE).evuuncennnnnnnnnnnnnn ||

No (GO TO QUESTION 43)....cvvvvennns [__|-2

42. Please indicate which funds were combined for jointly funded projects by checking "yes" or
"no" for each combination |isted below.

Perkins' Funds Combined Yes No
Single Parent/Homemaker and S@X EQUITY..ee.ueereeenroonnnonns |:|-l |:|-2
Single Parent/Homemaker and Adult... .cocveevvveneininninens | |3 | |-4
Sex EQuity 8nd Adult...ciueietiinratenenneeniornicirnconeens | |1 1—l-2
43. In 1986-87, did the institution spend Perkins' Titie !1! funds for consumer and homemak i ng
programs?

Y.’ (MIWE)..000.1000'0000'.00.00

—

No (GO TO QUESTION 46)......cevvnne. |__|-2

44, Vere any of these funds combined with other Perkins' funds to run joint projects?

Yes (CONTINUES ..viuveseesnaronnnoens |_|-T"

NO (GO TO QUESTION 46)...cevvvennnes |_ |2

43. Plesse indicate which funds were combined by checking "yes" or ™o" for each combination
Iisted betow,

Perkins' Funds Combined Yes No

Consumer and Homemsking with Single Parent/

Homemaker Funds........co seeiviiiinnioninnnineivonniioiinnas | |-1 |__|-2
Consumer and Homemaking with Sex €quity Funds......vveveueon. I_____I-S |:|-4
Consumer and Homemaking with Aduit Funds........couiuvuurnans |:|-—! |:|-2

20




UNSPENT FUNDS

46, |f you were awardad Perkins' Title !I1A Handicapped or Disadvantaged funds in 1986-87, please

indicate below the dollar

returned to the state in 1986-87.

Handicapped:

Disadvantaged §

amount of these funds:

a. Funds carried over
into 1987-88
$ .00
.00

(a) carried over

b.

43-48/ $

into 1987-88, and (b)

funds returned to the
state in 1986-87

55-60/ S

(1F YOU HAD NO UNSPENT FUNDS IN.EITHER CATEGORY, GO TO QUESTION 48,)

47. |f the district had unspent Titie |IA Handicapped or Disadvantaged funds in 1986-87, what

were the primary reasons for not spending these monies?

Reasons for Not Spending Title IIA

Funds in 1986-87:

b.

C.

9.

Disadvantaged

(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY,)

Handicapped

Prmru(s) d'd nof sfarf m f'”.cno.----..'o" ':l_l

Underenrol iment of studentS...cvcecccaccasccnes I:::l-Z

Accounting procedures too complex _
10 demonstrate exXCess COSTS..c.cvevcnccccranana I___|—3

Sufficient matching funds not

ava"ab'...o.ooo.ooo.------oooo--oo---o-------o '_I"
Did not know what matching funds —
were availabl®...cocececcccnctcaccnnionsiocanes I___I-!
Actuasl costs lower than original _
bUdg‘f..................o.-.o.....-.-.-.-.-...- I_I-z
Other. Specify: —
|__I-6

21
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FUNDS NOT AWARDED

48. In 1986-87, were you awarded funds in all categories of Perkins' Title !| monies?

Yes (GO TO QUESTION 50)............ I Y

No (W'ms) oooooo 2B 0c0ncccsstovomoe I_I-Z

49. If you did not receive Perkins' Title !| funds in 8 particular category, what were the most
important reasons why you did not receive these funds? (FOR EACH PROGRAM CATEGORY LISTED
BELOW, PLEASE CHECKX THE MOST IMPORTANT REASONS WHY YOU DID NOT RECEIVE FUNDS.)

Single

Reason Funds Not Handl - Disad- Parent Sex Program
Received capped vaniaged Homemaker Equity Adult improvement
Did not know about - — - —_ —_— — .
PrOgraM.ceeceecncescscocans I___I-l I___I-‘ l___l" |___|""" l_.__l" I.__I" !
Not eilgible for funds —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_—
in this category.....ccccee. |___|-2 I_____I-Z I____,I-Z |__|'2 I___.l"z l l"2 :
Applica’ion rejected....... I:I-J |:|-3 ':l-B I:I-S |:|-3 ':I-S <
Did not apply: |likely
award not large enough — —_— —_— — — — -
to meke it worthwhite...... |__|-4 |_|-4 |__|-4 | _[|-« | |- N 3
Did not apply: did not
know what funds were
available as matching — — — — —_— —
fUNdS...ooeeenn.. S I P e Y |727] |727] || [__|-1 3
Old not apply: could
not identify eligible —_— —_ - — —_ — '
STUdents......ooeiannnnnnn. |_l-2  |_]-2 |22/] |227] 177/ [777] 4
Did not apply: could
not meet matching of
excess costs — —_— —_— —_ — —_
requirement........ce00.... |__|-3 | |-3 l227] l227] j22¢] |22 4
Did not appiy: could
not ldentify the —_ —_ — —— —_ —
excess costs..... T I e | 22¢] 2241 |£22] | 22| 4
Did not apply: statf
or other resourcas were
insufficient to prepare — —_ —_— — — —_
proposais...... ceeeceraacns 22 [727] |__|- |- |- |- &
Other. Specify: —_— —_ — - — —_—

|l_—l-s 1_l-s i_l- |_]s |_|-s |__I-s 5

o
-
o
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND THE JOB TRAINING PARINERSHIP ACT (JTPA)

50. In 1986-87, did your district receive JTPA funds?

Y..' (mlmﬁ)...................... I:I-I

-2

NO (GO TO QUESTION 55)u.reecscrensee |

51. Please write in the amount of each award below. ('f no funds were received, write in "O".)

JTPA Title 1A Funds (P'nck Grant) $ .00 6C

JTPA Title |IB Funds (Summer Youin) 1 .00 68

|12-12

JTPA Titie Il Funds (Dislocated Workers) $ .00 14

! 8% Coordination Grants $ .00 b,
Other JTPA Funds $ . .00 3¢

Total JTPA Funds Recelived $ .00 8

32. VWere any of these funds used in activities related to vocational education?
Y.s (m'mE)--........u.......oooo I:I-'

NO (GO TO QUESTION 55)...ccuevrnnnn. | |2

53. Are there separate classes for JTPA recipients?

YOS, . veevtnrescsonssonnsrsnsssonnse I:::|~‘
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND THE JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT (JTPA) (continued)

54.

55.

56.

What activities, it any, took place through the coordination of JTPA programs and vocational

esducation programs in your institution?

Does your

JTPA recipients taught by vocat!anal
“uc‘f'm '“u'".....l"........‘.."..ll @ s 0 OovTabeve®ane e

Joint classes of JTPA recipients
and vocational education STudents....ccvecevncrcncraonsns

Sequenced coursework for JTPA recipients

leading to eligibility for vocational

education certificates/degrees....icceeeeccacorccctoncsss
Placement of JTPA clients In regular programs............
Md'a' cours. mk'..'I...........I..'O0.0'.'.Q‘.'.0.0.
J°b p'“mnf...O...0.0.0‘\O..O'O..D."‘"O..'OOO""......
Career counseling and guidanC@®....cceeeercvscecsencccnnsss

Assessment of vocational skills and Interests....ccceve..

Other. Specify:

institution sccept funds that require recipients 10 meet

(e.g., performance-based contracts)?

Y.’n....o...u..oooo.oooo.ooon.ot-oo- l—.—-l-‘

MO.o........0......0-0--ooooon....o I:I-z

(PLEASE CHECX ALL THAT APPLY,

)

performance objectives

It your institution does not accept funds because of performance objectives, what are the

primary reasons for not accepting these funds?

Reasons for Not Accepting Performance-Based Funding:

b.

ISt ItUt1ON " POIICYeeeeeuaonncnnsecosananosanos |:::|~I

Not consul*ed about testing cf ___
p'rfor.anc. sfaﬂdarGSl..0...00'000.-...lllll.... l_m'-z

Performance standards are unrediistiC.cecenseens i:::i-S

Magnitude of award not worth the risk
If performance standards not met................ |__|-4

Other. Specity:

1]
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

PLEASE RETURN THE QUEZTIONNAIRE TO ABT ASSOCIATES IN THE POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE PROVIDED,
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