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1.0 OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY OF RESULTS

1.1 Introduction

The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act, signed into law in

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 access 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.

Title IV, Section 403 of the Perkins Act required the U.S.

Department 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 thL

coordination of vocational education with employment and training

activities. To carry out this mandate, the Department of Education

established the National Assessment of Vocational Education (NAVE) to gather

information about 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 it deliberates the

reauthorization of the Perkins Act.

This report presents findings from a national survey of secondary

and postsecondary institutions offering vocational education. A companion

volume* contains 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 of information from

local vocational providers since the passage of the Perkins Act, NAVE

contracted with Abt Associates to conduct a national survey of vocational

education practices at the secondary and postsecondary levels. The purpose of

the survey was to collect systomatic, descriptive information from local

providers about the use

vocational education.

of Perkins' funds and about general changes in

Two surveys were developed, one for the secondary level and another

for the postsecondary level. The two questionnaires contain many common

questions to enable a cmparison between vocational educational programs and

services at the two education levels. However, each survey also has unique

questions that address issues specific to secondary and postsecondary

education.

National

Five general topics for survey questions were identified by the

Assessment of Vocational Education as key to their information needs:

General information about vocational providers;

Activities undertaken with Perkins' Title IIA and IIS

funding;

Difficulties associated with specific requirements

the legislation;

Changes in

years; and

of

vocational education over the last five

Vocational education and the Job Training Partnership

Act (JTPA).

General information about vocational 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 vocational education in



districts and institutions. In addition, on the secondary survey, information

was obtained about high school graduation requirements.

The Perkins Act directed states t' apportion the Basic State Grants

(Title II monies) from the federal government in the following way: 57% 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 vocational 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 vocational 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 vocational 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 collect 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

enrollments, (2) vocational course offerings, and (3) course content.

supplemental services and other program activities. Since public education in

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.



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

well as tc, 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

tieframe 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 Nztional Assessment of Vocational Education, members of the

study's Advisory Panel, representing state directors 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, and 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 comprehen7ive high

schools offering vocational education as well as secondary area vocational

schools, and represented large, urban schools any smaller suburban

districts. The postsecondary survey was field- tested at inur sites in two

states, and included community colleges as weLl as postsecondary area

vocational schools.

The final version of the secondary sure r 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



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 awl 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 agencies (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

district (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.

At the postsecondary level, we were interested in community

colleges, postsecondary area vocational schools, technical institutes, and

four-year colleges or universities offering 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 all

possible types of postsecondary institutions.

In order to obtain 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 Largest 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 importanc,a 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 institutions were selected based on vocational enrollments

obtained from state education offices. Using these enrollment data, cases

were selected through probability proportional to size sampling so that a

greater number of large districts and institutions would 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 this

group of secondary providers.

The secondary sample totaled 1502, including 1121 school districts

and 381 area 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 to

all respondents. Thig 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 a 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 slrvey. 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

6



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

After the original sample was selected, 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 determine) to be ineligible and deleted from our total sample of

respondents. 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%. 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 th-ough

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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Exhibit 1.1

Characteristic's of Survey Respondents aad Monrespondenta
in School Districts

District Characteristic

Nonrespondents Respondents

t Statistic of
Group DifferencesMean Median Mean Median

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 4.17***

cc,
Percentage of black students 7.5 1.0 8.8 2.0 -1.36

Percentage of Hispanic students 4.1 1.0 7.6 2.0 -5.00***

Number of schools 12.9 5.0 18.0 7.0 -2.01*

Number of students 7,926.9 2,315.0 11 779.8 3,806.0 -1.90

Number of teachers 434.9 146.5 557.9 226.0 -1.68

* p < .05

-4-** p < .001

2?

Total n; 265 837



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 di:ftrent, are not that large (4% versus 8%). In addition,

nonresponding districts have fewer schools (13) than responding districts

(18).

In addition to the differences displayed in Exhibit 1.1, the

urbanicity of respondents differed from that of nonrespondents. Specifically,

60% of nonrdspondents are from rural areas, while only 48% of responding

districts are in rural areas. In addition, 13% of responding districts are in

urban areas, compared with 7% of nonrespondents. The proportion of suburban

districts is nearly equivalent among - espondents (392) and nonrespondents

(34%).

Taken together, these data suggest that districts responding to the

survey were 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 not complete 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 likely 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

Each 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 were adjusted for

nonresponse within states.
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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

Secondary AVS 881

Posts Wary 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 statistical tests. Thus, a standardized

weight was creetsd for each case by dividing the individual case weight by the

average weight for the group (i.e., district, AVS, postsecordary). In this

way, the :-erage standardized 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

unweighted sample size and the weighted sample size associated with the

national estimates are presented.

1.6 .Summary 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 districts (81Z) nationwide offer

vocational education in a single comprehensive high

school; 77% of districts do not have a vocational high

school within the district. When the number of

vocational and comprehensive high schools are combined,
the results indicate that 64% of districts have one high

school and 21Z have two high schools offering vocational
education.

Nationally, 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 (742) provide access to
an AVS than districts in urban (59%) or rural areas
(42%).



The majority of secondary area vocational schools (86%)

primarily provide vocational and related instruction;

only 13% provide a full range of academic and vocational

courses. In most states, area vocational schools at the
secondary level are not full-time educational experi-

ences; 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.

Forty 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.

Vocational Programa Offered

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

All of the AVS surveyed offer programs in trades and
industry. In addition, 911 offer programs in business
and office, 82Z offer programs in health and 732 provide
technical training.

Business and office and health are the two most preva-
lent vocational or' rams at postsecondary institutions,
offered by approximately 902 of institutions.

Coals of Vocational Education

In general, school districts indicate; that the primary
goals of secondary vocational education were to expose
students to various occupational areas and to impart

general 'lolls necessary for further education or

training. In contrast, secondary AVS and postsecondary
institutions rated preparing students for specific

occupations as the most important goal of their voca-
tional program.

Student Enrollment Patterns

On average, total enrollments in school districts have
decreased 1.6% over the past five years. In secondary
AVS and postsecondary institutions offering vocational
education, total enrollments have increased

approximately 6Z, on average. However, while 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.

High School Graduation Requirements

Fifty-one percent of districts have raised math require-

ments for graduation by one course or more between 1982-

83 and 1986-87; 421 of districts increased their science

requirements by one course over the past five years.

The percentage of ':istricts requiring vocational educa-

tion courses for graduation case from 181 in 1982-83 to

342 in 1986-87; in addition, 761 of districts count

vocational courses with academic content towards high

school graduation requirements.

Proportion .gM!tais,Lanc1Rslisunrglmsdics 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 disadvantage" students, as compared with

approximately 502 of school districts. Half of the AVS

spent Perkins' funds for program improvement, while only

261 of districts spent these federal dollars.

At the postsecondary level, community colleges were more

likely to spend Perkins' funds than postsecondary AVS,

technical institutes or four-year colleges offering

vocational programs. Approximately ?OZ of community

colleges spent Perkins' handicapped, disadvantaged or

program improvement funds, compared with about half of

other types of postsecondary institutioni.

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 institutions 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 not 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

receive funding indicated that they did not apply

because the likely awards were too small.
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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 areas than in rural or suburban

areas. Nearly all urban districts (942) spent handi-

capped and disadvantaged funds, compared with 541 of

suburban and approximately 452 of rural districts.

Fifty-six percent of urban districts spent Perkins'

program improvement money, compared with 29Z of suburban

and 232 of rural districts.

Districts spending
tion of nonwhites
vocational funds.
below the poverty
Perkins' funds.

Amount of Perkins' Funds Spent

Perkins' funds had a higher propor-
than districts without these federal
However, the percentage of students
level was not related to spending

The total amount of Perkins' Title IIA and IIB funds

spent by the average secondary AVS ($151,463) was

significant;.' larger than the total expenditure by the

average schoo's. district ($42,460). Ralf of all school
districts spent less than $8,000 in total Perkins' funds
during 1986-1987, while the median total expenditure at
AVS was just over $91,000. However, because there are

more school districts than AVS nationally, districts

accounted for 71Z and AVS 29Z of the total Perkins'
spending by secondary providers.

At the postsecondary level, the Perkins' expenditure by
community 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, 621 was spent by secondary
providers and 38Z by postsecondary institutions.

On average, AVS spent significantly more per student in

total Perkins' dollars ($143) than either school

districts ($43) or postsecondary institutions ($128).

The median per student value also was higher for AVS
($87) than for postsecondary institutions (!',72) or

districts ($20). These figures are based on "head

counts" of total student enrollment in school_ districts
and AVS, and FTE enrollments at postsecondary institu-
tions.

13
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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
aides in the regular vocational classroom; and equip-
ment. For example, more than half of all districts and

postsecondary institutions spent a portion of their
handicapped funds on guidance, assessment or counseling,
averaging 242 of their handicapped expenditures.

Secondary AVS were most likely to spend handicapped
funds on direct instructional costs such as teachers or

classroom aides. Sixty-two percent of AVS spent an
avenge of 362 of Perkins' handicapped eanis to pry for
paraprofessionals or aides in the. regular vocational

classroom. Handicapped funds were used by 372 of AVS to

pay teachers' salaries for separate vocational classes,
averaging 19% of their Perkins' expenditures for handi-
capped students.

On average across providers, a 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.

School districts were most likely to spend Perkins'
funds for disadvantaged students on guidance, assessment
or counseling; equipment; or paraprofessionals/aides in

regular vocational classes. More than half of all

districts spent some Perkins' disadvantaged money on

guidance, assessment or counseling, dreraging 222 of
their total disadvantaged expenditures during 1986-87.
Approximately 302 of districts spent disadvantaged funds
on equipment or classroom aides, averaging about 153 of

their disadvantaged expenditures.

On average, AVS were most likely to spend disadvantaged

funds on direct instruction. Sixty-one percent of AVS
spent disadvantaged 'unds on paraprofessionals or aides

for regular vocati tl classes, averaging 332 of their
total disadvantages 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 132 of spending.

rostsecondary institutions were must likely to use

Perkins' disadvantaged funds on aides in the regular

vocational classroom; basic skills instruction; and

guidanc', assessment or counseling services. Sixty

percent of postsecondary institutions spent an ovrage
of 20% of Perkins' disadvantaged funds on guidance,
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assessment and counseling. Approximately 40% 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.

In districts and AVS, Perkins' fund for limited -

English-proficient (LEP) students WeI. spent primarily

on classroom aides and guidance, assessment or counsel-

ing services.

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.

Across providers, the largest proportion of Perkins'

funds for single parents/homemakers (25-30!) was used

for guidance, assessment or counseling services. In

addition, approximately IS! of Perkins' single

parent/homemaker funds paid for teachers in separate

vocational classes.

The two most prevalent uses of Perkins' funds for sex

equity were to recruit students to nontraditional fields

and to provide counseling and career development

activities. More than half of all districts, AVS and
postsecondary institutions receiving sex equity funds

used these federal dollars for these activities,

accounting for approximately 20% of spending.

The majority of program improvement funds was spent on
equipment in 1986-87. Approximately 80-85% of

vocational providers spent a portion of their program
improvement funds on equipment. School districts spent

an average of 63% of program improvement funds on

equipment, with half of districts spending more than 75%

of their Title ITS funds in this one category. At

secondary AVS, an average of 62% of program improvement

funds was spent on equipment, with half of all schools
spending more than 80% on equipment. Postsecondary
institutions spent on average of 54% of Title IIB funds
20 equipment, with 6JZ of institutions spending all of

their Title IIB money in this one category.

Supplemental Services for Handicapped and Disadvantaged Secondary Students

Approximately half of all districts and AVS proviA

counseling and assessment services to all handicappea

and disadvantaged students. Another 20% of respondents

provided assessment and counseling services to most

handicapped and disadvantaged students.

2S
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Other types of supplemental services, such as modified

curriculum or remedial basic skills instruction, were

generally not offered to all handicapped and disadvan-

taged studento.

School districts receiving Perkins' handicapped funds

were more likely to provide high-cost supplemental

services such as modified facilities and equipment for

handicapped students than were districts without these

federal funds.

Although the number of AVS that did not spend handi-

capped or disadvantaged funds was small, these

institutions were 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.

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

The enrollment of handicapped students in vocational
education has increased in 572 of secondary AVS, while
it remained unchanged in 632 of school districts and 632

of postsecondary institutions.

The majority of AVS (612) and postsecondary institutions

(621) reported an increase of more than 102 in the

number of disadvantaged students enrolled in ,r.c.otional

education. Moreover, 522 of AVS and 621 of postsecond-

ary institutions where totkl student enrollments had

reclined reported an increase in the number of

disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education.

Nearly 402 of AVS and 341 of postsecondary institutions

reported decreases in overall vocational enrollments of

more than 10Z. In contrast, 402 of school districts

reported no or minimum enrollment shifts.

Postsecondary institutions with increases in vocational

enrollment were most likely to attribute this upswing to

increased student interest in vocational education or to
increased recruitment of students.

Postsecondary institutions with decreases in vocational

enro:lment were most likely to cite decreases in the
number of students coming directly from high school and

overall decreases in institution enrollments as factors

in these declines.

Secondary AVS and school districts were most likely to

cite increased graduation requirements as factors

related to declines in vocational enrollments.
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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 courses iffered in

school districts has remained unchanged ova_ the last

fire years. In particular, more than 702 of districts
reported no change in the number of courses or teaching

personnel in health or in marketing and distribution
programs. Approximately 581 of districts reported 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

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, 492 of postsecondary institutions and 321

of school districts reported expanding course offerings

in business and office programs. In technical programs,
502 of postsecondary institutions, 35Z of secondary AVS

and 28% 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 211 of school districts

reported reducing course offerings in agriculture

programs. In trades and industry, 23% of postsecondary
institutions, 222 of secondary AVS and 26% of districts
reduced course offerings oN,3r the last five years.

Where course offerings were expanded, greater student
interest was one rirson for this expansion cited by a
majority 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 training, and

_:rades and industry by each type of vocational providPr.

Additional federal' funding from the Perkins Act was

cited by approximately 20 -30% of respondents as related
to expanding vocational course offerings in specific

program areas. For example, 23% of school district.'
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indicated that an increase in these federal funds was an

important factor in expanding technical programs. Among

postsecondary institutions expanding programs, 37% cited

Perkins' funds as a reason for expanding course

offerings in trades and industry, 32Z in home economics

and 272 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
frequent type of change
districts (622), AVS
institutions (842).'

in technology was the most

in course content repurted by
(SOZ), and postsecondary

Remedial basic skills instruction and supplemental

services for handicapped or disadvantaged students have

been added or expanded over the last five years by 60-

70% of AVS and postsecondary institutions. Among school

districts, while 40-502 reported expending these

services, approximately 402 indicated that these

services had remained unchanged over the last five

years, suggesting that remedial basic skills instruction

and supplemental services were already in place in many

districts.

Vocational Education and the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

Only 25Z of school districts received JTPA funds in

1986-87, compared with 652 of secondary AVS and 60% of

postsecondary institutions.

The majority (622) 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.

A tarps'. percentage of postsecondary institutions than

secondary providers received JTPA funds for dislocated

workers (Title III) and 8% coordination grants.

)n average, the total JTPA award to 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

award to postsecondary institutions ($58,528) was also
higher than the median among districts ($20,000) and AVS

($44,154).



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 swIrces of funds were nearly

equivalent at AVS.

Performanca-hased contracts were accepted by approxi-

mately 60X of AVS and postsecondary institutions, but

only 41Z 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

risk if performance standards were not met.



2.0 DESCRIPTION OF DISTRICTS AND INSTITUTIONS OFFERING VOCATIONAL
EDUCATION

2.1 Introduction

The secondary and postsecondary surveys each included 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) piimary 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 a number of reasons. First, since the handicapped and disadvantaged

funds am 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 needs 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 selected 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

enrollment over the past five years.



Survey questions focused on total student enrollments as the 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., * sequenced course of study). Instead of actual 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 report).

In school districts, total student enrollment figures include

students taking both vocational and nonvocatir±nal 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 estimate enroll-

ment in grades 9-12.

The postsecondary survey inquired about the total lumber of students

enrolled (i.e., a "head count") during the 1986-87 and 1982-83 academic years.

In addition, we asked for the total full-time equivalent (FTE) postsecondary

enrollment during those two years.

Summary stet.4tics 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

total of 10.5 million students were enrolled in school districts chat offer

vocational programs. However, half of districts nationwide have less than 365

students at the secondary level.

Secondary area vocational schools are slightly larger than

districts, on average, with a mean of 1766 and median of 939 students.

However, the range of school size is smaller (20 to 62,543 students) as is the

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

Level and Type of
Institution

Secondary

School districts,
grades 9-124

Mean

Area vocational
schools, "H!ad count"
grades 9-12°

939

1,766

Total

mpMINEY

990

Postsecondary

Community colleges
FTEc
"Head count"d

Area vocational schools,
four-year colleges and
universities, technical
institutes
FTEe
"Head --)unt"f

4,093
7,112

2,881
4,042

Total
FTE
"Head count"

3,533
5,664

Student Enrollment 1986-87
Standard
Deviation Median Range Total

3,547 364 22-158,563 10,466,384

3,317 939 20-62,543 1,312,305

3,538 388 20-158,563 11,778,689

10,011 1,853 185-93,467 3,709,392

9,810 3,519 120-105,000 6,505,834

5,780 573 60-51.979 2,239,925
5,509 2,000 131-54,630 3,300,227

8,348 1,213 60-93,467 5,949,318
8,214 2,950 120-105,000 9,806,062

&Weighted n=11,152; unweighted n= 802

Neighted n= 743; unweighted no 235

cWeighted n= 906; unweighted n= 295
dWeighted n= 915; unweighted no 299
eWeighted n= 778; unweighted n= 104

(Weighted n= 817; unweighted n= 107



Tfo

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

equivalent (FTE) enrollments would be for 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

during that same

Statistics (NCES)

these figures to

is slightly lower than the 12.5 million students enrolled

year as reported by the National Center for Education

in The Condition of Education, 1988. We would not expect

be identical for two reasons: (1) students attending

district high schools for academic courses and AVS for part-time vocational

programs would be double-counted in our total and (2) some districts included

in the NMS counts do not offer vocational education. Nevertheless, the fact

that the two figures are so close increases the validity of our national

estimates.

The postsecondary enrollments in Exhibit 2.1 are separated out for

community colleges and other types of vocational providers. On the post-

secondary survey, respondents were asked to describe their institution.

Responses indicated that 52% of postsecondary institutions offering vocational

programs are community colleges. Slightly more Shan one third of postsecon-

dary institutions with vocational programs are public vocational- technical

institutes or area vocational schools. A small proportion (6%) of institu-

tions are four-year colleges or universities offering associate degrees or

certificates. Because of the snail number in this latter category, their

enrollment figures are combined with postsecondary AVS and technical insti-

tutes in Exhibit 2.1.

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 unit' head count at 6.5 million.

Postsecondary institutions other than community colleges tend to be

smaller, with an average FTE enrollment of 288i students and an average head-

count of 4042. The median FTE for these institutions wps only 573 students,

while the median head count was 2000 students. These smaller enrollments

possibly reflect the fact that postsecondary area vocational schools,
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*ethnical 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

average 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 '4), NCEt, in The :Iondition of Education: Postsecondau

Education.

In Exhibit 2.2, histograms of student enrollments in districts, AVS

and postsecondary institutions are displayed. These categorizations of

enrollment figures reveal a different 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 not 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 studez.t enrollments are of great conc2rn to educators.

Increased enrollments have put a burden on some school districts, while

decreases have necessitated 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 in student

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

1Change was calculated by:

1982-83)] / (enrollment 1982-83).
[(enrollment 1986-37) - (enrollment

25
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Exhibit 2.2

National Estimates Of Distribution Of Student Enrollment Figures
For 1986-87 In School Districts, Secondary Area Vocational

Schools And Postsecondary Institutions Offering Vocational Education

Intl Student jnollment
more than 25,000

jliiirisaianiundiswi
less than 1%

School 10,000 - 24,999 1%

Districts,
grades 9-12

5,000 - 9,999
2,500 - 4,999

2%
4%

1,000 2,499 14%
Weighted no.11,152 750 - 999
Unweighted n.802 500 - 749

300 - 499
100 - 299

Secondary Area
Vocational Schools,
grades 9-12

Weighted n-743
Unweighted n-235

6%
11%

19%

less than 100 IMF 16%
0% 5%

28%

10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

more than 25,000 less than 1%
10,000 - 24,999 2%

5,000 - 9,999 5%
2,500 - 4,999
1,000 - 2,499

750 - 999
500 - 749
300 - 499
100 - 299

less than 100

11%
27%

1 7%

1 5%
1 2%

2 %, 4 I s -4 4

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

more than 25,000 1%
Postsecondary 10,000 - 24,999 6%
Institutions, 5,000 - 9,999 11%
FIE 2,500 - 4,999 15%

Weighted n1684
Unweighted n -399

1,000 - 2,499
750 - 999 9%

25%

500 - 749 9%
300 - 499 8%
100 - 299 13%

less than 100 4%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
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Exhibit 2.3 summarizes the 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 1.6%. In contrast, enrollments in secondary area

vocational schools have increased an average of 6.5%, while postsecondary

enrollments have increased an average of 5.5%. These national estimates of

mean enrollment 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-

ized. The exact percentage change in secondary enrollments between 1982 and

1986 from the NCES data is -0.5%. This slight decrease in enrollments is of a

similar direction and magnitude as the figure of -1.6% calculated from our

survey data. However, presumably the NCES figure includes both districts and

area 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 9% 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 a number of factors. One, we asked respondents for retrospective

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 -I.4Z indicates that at

least half of all schools saw student enrollments decline between 1986-87 L.nd



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 Institutions
Offering Vocational Education

Type of District/
Institution

School
districts,
grades 9-I2c

Secondary area
vocational
schools,
grades 9-12d

Postsecondary
institutions, rite

.111Y.

Percentage Change in Enrollmvit&

Meanb
Standard
Deviation Median Range

-1.6% 14.6% -3.5% -53.8% to +62.8%

+6.5% 49.5% -1.4% -2.0% to 327.3%

+5.5% 39.9% -2.3% -69.9% to 220.0%

&Calculated by: (enrollment 1986-87 - enrollment 1982-83)/(enrollment 1982-83).

bAnalysis of variance among groups means: F (2,1062) = 7.78, p < .001.
Scheffe test of differences between groups significant (p < .05) for (1) school
districts and area vocational schools and (2) school districts and postsecondary
institutions.

cWeighted n=8,328; unweighted n=644
dWeighted n= 531; unweighted n=190
eWeighted n=1,205; unweighted n=290
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1982-83. Similarly, at postsecondary institutions, the median value of change

is -2.3%. In both settings, a few zchools 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

adjusted means are nearly identical to the unadjusted values and enrollment is

not a significant term in the equation. In each 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 in

Exhibit 2.4, the majority of school districts (54%) experienced no or minimal

enrollment changes. Although 22% saw moderate declines in secondary student

enrollments, few school distriats had increases or decreases of more than

20%. In comparison, set ndary AVS and postsecondary institutions each were

more likely than school districts to have experienced increases ov decreases

of more than 20%. 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

shifts. Indeed, 31% of AVS and 34% of postsecondary institutions saw

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

Number of High Schools Offering Vocational Programs

The number of high schools offering vocational education programs is

another indicator of district size relevant to this study. School districts

were 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 vocational and nonvocational students; a

vocational high school focuses on vocational education an.4 may or may not

offer 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 Enrollments from 1982-83 to 1986-87
In School Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools, and

Postsecondary Institutions Offering Vocational Education

School
Districts

Weighted n328
Unweighted n.644

Secondary Area
Vocational Schools

Weighted n531
Unweighted n190

Postsecondary
institutions

Weighted n.1205
Unweighted n.290

Enrollment Changta percent of Dist ?lets/Institutions

than 20% increase 8%

11-20% increase

+/- 10% change

11-20% decrease

2. than 20% decrease

1 1 %

6%

22%

54%

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

+/- 10% change

11-20% decrease

than 20% decrease

19%

12%

47%

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

than 20% increase 11111111 14%

11-20% increase 7%

+1- 10% change 4 5%1111111111111=1.
11-204Ydecrease EMI 7%

than 20% decrease MIN 1 7%
e I I

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

a
Calculated by: [(enrollment 1986-87) - (enrollment 1982-83)] / enrollment 1982-83
Difference among groups is statistically significant (X2 - 47.76.8d1. p<.0001).
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Exhibit 2.5 arrays the number of vocational and comprehensive high

schools offering vocational programs in districts. The results reveal that

81% 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 64% of districts have one high school

and 21% 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 indicate that 61% of

districts provide access to an area or regional school outside of the district

for vocational programs. A total of 6.3 million students are estimated to be

enrolled in districts that provide access to an area vocational school; while

3.7 million students attend districts that do not send students to an AVS

(Exhibit 2.6).

Since the existence of a regional vocational delivery system is a

statelevel policy, de 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 that

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 those 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

tional 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, 74% of suburban districts send students to an AVS,
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Exhibit 2.5

National Estimates of Number and Type of High Schools Offering
Vocational Programs in School Districts

Vocational
High
Schools

percent of DIstrIgtfea

more than 10 less than 1%

6-10 less than 1%

3-5 1%

2 2%

1 19%

none 77%
I 1

more than 10 1

Comprehensive 6 -10

High Schools with

1%

2%

Vocational 3-5 8 %

Programs 2 6 %

1 81%

none I less than 1%

more than 10 3%

Total Number of 6-10 2%
High Schools with
Vocational Programs 3-5 10%

2 2 1 %

1 64%,i,
a

Weighted n8746; Unweighlud n-657
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Exhibit 2.6

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

District
Characteristic

=1.11Wmmerilk.

Student Enrollment Grades 9-12
Standard

Means Deviation Median Range Total

Sends studentsb

to AVS

931 3,158 425 46-158,563

Does not send
students to AVSc

902 4,070 200 22-138,989

6,282,756

3,705,973

aDifferences between means not statistically significant: F (1, 795) = .01, p = .91.

Weighted n = 6744; unweighted n = 433
cr,:cighted n = 4108; unweighted n = 330



compared with 59% of urban districts and 42% of viral districts. These

differences are statistically significant (X2 = 33.41, 2df, p(.001, measure of

association = .26). The results have the greatest educational signific:'nce

for students in rural areas, since urban districts are more likely tc 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 results, summarized in Exhibit 2.7, indicate that half

of the postsecondary institutions offering vocational programs have 50 or

fewer total full-time faculty and 25 or less full-time vocational faculty.

However, the range in the number of faculty per institution is rather wide,

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 36 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 colltges.

Instead, nearly 40% of postsecondary institutions offering vocational

education are designed for _Lidents to complete )ccupational education

programs. Nearly 50% 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 institutions that recruit different

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

34
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Exhibit 2.7

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

Type of
Faculty Mean

Number of Faculty
Standard
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

&Weighted ri1197; unweighted na283
bWeighted nim1228; unweighted
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Exhibit 2.8

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

Groups Activily Recrul %p
High school seniors

High school gradual

Disadvantaged

Displaced workers

Single parent/homemakers

Handicapped

High school dropouts

Welfare recipients

Limited- English - proficient

Senior citizens

College graduates

percent of InstputIonga

ilIMEF 41v

-.,4114et

16%

34%

33%

479/.

47%

55%

11.111...=1111=11,

73%

72%

68%

03/0 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

a Weighted n=1236, Unweighted n =310

1 SI

4 1

80%

88%

80% 90%



school seniors (88% of institutions) and high school graduates (80%).

Approximately 70% of institutions recruit disadvantaged students, displaced or

dislocated workers and single parents/homemakers. About half of the

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 Eun Cooperatively 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 PTE, 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,

with 83% of institutions reporting students involved. Across all insti-

tutions, there is an average of 121 students 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 602 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 t , of all institutions also run vocational programs

in collaboration with vocational rehabilitation agencies, although the maximum

number of students involved is small compared with other programs. Approxi-

mately 20-25% of postsecondary institutions run programs in conjunction with

welfare agencies, state employment 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

Type of
Agency

Standard
Mean Deviation Median Range

Percent of
Institutions
with Students
Participating&

41=1!....

Private Industry 121 444 48 0-7875 83%

Council

Employees (cus-
tomized training)

301 767 41 0-10,000 63%

Vocational
rehabilitation

29 74 2 0-466 51%

School districts 45 121 0 0-1750 342

Welfare agency 29 100 0 0-760 27%

State employ-
ment services

13 55 0 0-529 24%

Community-based
organization

43 392 0 0-6000 212

Other human
service agency

33 241 0 0-6000 19%

Unions 32 145 0 0-1500 16%

Economic develop-
ment or commerce
agencies

19 77 0 0-928 15%

Public housing
authority

3 30 0 0-825 9%

Other employ-
ment services

3 20 0 0-180 22

aWeighted 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 (86%) primarily provide vocational and related instruction. Only a

small portion of AVS (13%) provide a full range of academic and cational

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' fundo and the delivery of supplemental services are

explored. Programs 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 se mites

available to students who divide their time between comprehensive high schools

and AVS.

2.4 Vocational Programs Offered

Respondents to the secondary and postsecondary surveys were asked to

describe the changes in vocational course offerings over the past five 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 (83% of districts). A majority also offer programs in

agriculture (66%) as well as trades and industry (60%). Approximately 402 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, 91% offer programs in business and office, 822 offer programs in

health and 73% provide technical training. Slightly fewer AVS offer programs

in agriculture (602); distribution and marketing (67%); or home economics/

consumer and homemaking (66%).

Postsecondary Institutions

Business and office education as well as health programs are offered

by appcoximarely an% of postsecondary institutions with vocational programs.

In addition, 85% provide technical training; 79% have programs in trades and

industry; and 67% offer programs in distribution and marketing. Fewer

postsecondary institutions offer programs in agriculture (45%) or home

economics/consume: and homemaking (42%).

Differences /mong Districts and Institutions

Curses in home economics, including consumer and homemaking as well

as occupa:ional home economics, are more likely to be offered it school

districts (95%) rather than AVS (Sea) or postsecondary institutions (4219. In

contrast, programs in health are offered in a greater proportion of AVS (82%)

and postsecondary institutions (89%) than school districts (40%). Similarly,

technical programs are more likely in AVS (73%) or postsecondary institutions
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Exhibit 2.10

National Estimates of Vocational Course Offerings in

School Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools JAYS)

and Poshecondary Institutions

Program Area

Percent Offering Program X
2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of Association)Districts8 AVSb Postsecondaryc

Agriculture 66.2 60.2 44.6 34.106" (.19)

Business and office 83.4 90.8 90.4 10.61 (.11)

Distribution and marketing 39.6 66.7 66.9 68.01" (.27)

Health 39.9 81.5 89.4 217.40ami (.48)

Home economics
d

95.0 66.2 42.1 253.381" (.52)

TecHnical 38.4 73.0 85.2 175.74"' (.44)

Traes and industry 59.7 100.0 79.0 116.71"" (.36)

aWeighted n = 6196; unweighted n = 563

benighted n 581; unweighted n a 206

ckileighted n = 1208; unweighted n - 296
d includes consumer and homemaking as well as occupationJI home economics

" p <.01

'''p <.001



(85%) than in districts (38%). Each of these differences is statistically

significant (p <.001), 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 60% 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

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. To address the firs' objective, the

federal legislation stipulated that 57% of the Basic State Grants must be

allocated to vocational programs for special population groups, including

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 loce_ 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 vocational education in their district or institution. The

goals listed on the secondary survey included:

promote access to vocational education for disadvantaged
and handicapped students;

prepare students for specific occupations;

impart general employability skills;

enhance students' awareness of various occupational
areas;
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prepare students for further education or training;

ensure that students master basic skills;

prevent students from dropping our of school; and

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 goals were added:

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

meet 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

association 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 ra td

first by school districts. Approximately 27% of districts rated each of these

goals as primary, with between 41% orc 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 vocational program. This goal was rated first by 19% of districts,

while 29% rated it as the second or third goal.

4.1
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Erhiblt 2.11

National Estimates of Goals of Vocational Education In School

Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS) and

Postsecondary Institutions

Goal of

Vocational Education

Rated as Primary Goal Rated as Second or Third Goal Not One of Tot three Goals X2 Statistic

(Measure of

Association)DIstrictsa AVSb Postsec.c Districts AVS Postsec. Districts AVS Postsec.

Access for disadvan-

taged and handicapped

4.7 0 2.3 18.8 31.0 22.7 76.5 69.0 75.0 23.5300 (.10)

Prepare for specific

occupations

12.9 69.4 72.0 26.3 15.3 19.8 60.8 15.3 8.2 444.03*** (.44)

Impart general employ-

ability skills

27.7 12.6 9.3 41.4 39.8 34.3 30.9 47.6 56.3 82.15000 (.19)

Enhance awareness of

various occupational

areas

19.1 3.3 3.7 29.3 16.6 3.7 51.5 80.1 91.8 182.5000* (.28)

Prepare students for

further education

26.7 5.6 0.5 44.3 50.3 15.0 29.0 44.1 84.5 312.77*** (.37)

Prepare students for

transfer to other

training

' n/a n/a 1.4 n/a n/a 7.1 n/a n/a 91.5 n/a

Ensure that students

master basic skills

6.5 8.6 4.4 21.6 21.5 29.9 71.9 69.9 65.7 11.670 (.07)

Stimulate economic

development

0.2 0 1.7 1.0 13.0 21.7 98.3 87.0 76.5 1127.15*" (.241

Prevunt students from

dropping out of school

1.4 0 n/a 15.2 10.6 n/a 83.4 89.4 n/a 5.73 (.03

Meet 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

j,1.
d
Weighted n 8453; unweighted n = 6;1

L'Weightvd o = 634; unweighted n=222
cWuighled n = 1396; unweighted n.=335

I p .05

" p k .01



Approximately 40% of districts viewed preparing students for

specific 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 28% of districts

with vocational 1.40 schools and 25% of districts without a vocational high

school rated it as a goal for the district.

Promoting access to vocational education for handicapped and

disadvantaged students was rated as a primary goal by only 5% of districts.

Another 19% 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 22% 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 15% rating it second or third. Less than 2% 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 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% rated it second or third.

Among AVS, 30% of the respondents indicated that ensuring students

master basic skills was one of the top three goals of the institution, with 9%

racing it al 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, 68% rated basic skills as one of their top three

goals. In contrast, only 27% of AVS that primarily provide vocational-related
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instruction view basic skills as one of their top goals. This is a

statistically significant relationship (X2 13.79, 3df, p11.003).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 10% 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 majority (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 10% 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 9% rated this as most important. Similarly,

30% of institutions rated ensuring students master basic skills as second or

third, with only 9% rating it number one.

Less than 3% 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, 22-30% rated each of these activities as a second or thire, goal of

vocational 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'

2Tiis is the only statistically significant relationship between
goals and the mix of academic and vocational courses al. AVS.
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awareness of various occupational areas was a top goal of their vocational

program.

Differences and Similarities Among Coals

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 employment or further training. For example, approximately 20-

30% 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, 802 do not consider enhancing

awareness of various occupational areas as a top goal, although 40-50% race

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 postsecondary institutions view

preparing students for specific occupations as the most important goal of

their vocational program. Approximately 102 of both AVS and postsecondary

institutions rate this as their first goal, with 15-202 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 10-152 of school districts and secondary AVS considered

preventing students from dropping out of school as one of their top three

goals. Although educators sometimes view vocational programs as a way to

engage disenfranchised students and keep them in 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 5% 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 Perkins Act Congress

expressed concern about U.S. productivity and preparation of the labor force,

few respondents consider economic development as a primary goal of vocational

education. Here there is a significant difference between postsecondary

institutions and secondary LEAs. Virtually none of the school districts and

approximately 10% of secondary AVS rated economic development as one of the

top three goals for vocational 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 visible

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 present the number of credits that districts

require in the four core curses: English, math, science and social

studies. In addition, we report: (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 graduation 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.

EalLREEEELiktli1221E11

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, 771 of districts required four or more years of English

for high school graduation. By 1986-87, this percentage increased to 88%, 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, 341 of districts nationally required 1-1.5 math courses in 1982-83,

58% required 2-2.5 and only 6% required 3-3.5. By 1986-87, only 3% required

just one course, 681 required 2-2.5 and 23% required 3-3.5 courses. Simi-

larly, while 44% of districts required 1-1.5 science courses for graduation in

1982-83 and 502 required 2-2.5 courses, 72% of districts required 2-2.5

courses in 1986-87 and only 11% required just one science course. In

additi;Jn, 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 29% required 3-3.5; by

1986-87, 392 required 2-2.5 courses and 48Z 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-mandaled

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 882 of districts required four or more years of English in

1986-87, white the us survey of the fifty states and the District of Columbia
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Exhibit 2.12

Motional Estimates of Core Course Requirements
in School Districts During 1982-83 and 1986-87

Subject Area

Number of
Courses Required

Percent of Districts'
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 0.04

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 1.4

Math-Science comb.b 0.3 5.6

Science None 0.6 0.1

0.5 0.2 0.03

1-1.5 44.1 11.4

2-2.5 50.3 72.3

3-3.5 4.4 10.1

4.0 0.0 0.2

Math-Science comb.b 0.3 5.8

Social studies None 0.04 0.0

0.5 0.01 0.0

1-1.5 12.6 3.9

2-2.5 54.9 39.0

3-3.5 29.4 47.8

4.0 3.1 8.8

4+ 0.0 0.1

r=11=11111..d=1/
'Weighted n = 8078; unweighted n = 718
bRequirement 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 tctal of 5.
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r'dicated that 75% of the states mandated four years of English. Similarly,

ECS report that 20% 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 10% respectively. For social studies, our survey data indicate that an

estimated 57% of districts required at least three years of social studies,

compared with 512 of the state 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 state-level requirements reported by ECS.

Changes in Core Course Requirements

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 requirements. Districts that allow a combination of math

and science credits and those reporting data for only one of the two years

were excluded from this analysis.

Since the majority of districts required four years of English in

1982-83, this subject area saw the least amount of change, with 87% of

districts instituting no change and 11% increasing requirements by one

course. In contrast, graduation 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; 31% of districts raised

social studies requirements by one or more courses.

Vocational Requirements for Graduation

A small proi.:rtion of districts require vocational courses for high

school graduation. In 1982-83, 82% of districts had no such requirement, and

142 required only 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 18% Ln 1982-83 to 34% in 1986-87. Approximately 24% of districts
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fthibit 2.13

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

Subject Area

Change in Number of
Courses Required

Percent
of Districts&

Average
Change

Englxsh 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 Decrease: < 1 1.3 0.37

No change 59.9

Increase: 0.5 8.3

1-1.5 27.2

2-2.5 3.2

3+ 0.1

&Weighted n = 7611; unweighted n = 574

52

6 ,)



required one vocational course for graduation in 1986-87, and 10% 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 76% of all districts nationally have this option.

2.7 Smmmary and Conclusions

In this section, we highlight the major findings about the nature

and focus of vocational education in districts, secondary 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.

The majority of school districts (812) nationwide offer
vocational education in a single comprehensive high
school; 772 of districts do not have a vocational high
school within the district.

Comprehengive high schools are defined as schools offering academic

and vocational courses to vocational and nonvocational students. A vocational

high school focuses on vocational education and may or may not teach academic

courses. When the number of vocational and comprehensive high schools are

combiaed, the results indicate that 64% of districts have one high school and

21% have two high schools offering vocational education.

Nationally, 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 742 of districts in suburban areas send students to an AVS,

only 59% of urban districts and 42% of rural districts report that this option

is 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 in rural districts are less likely to have

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

secondary level.



The majority of secondary area vocational schools (86%)
primarily provide vocational and related instruction;
only 13% provide a full range of academic and vocational
courses.

There 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.

forty percent of postsecondary institutions offering
vocational education are designed for itudents to

transfer to four-year colleges; nearly 50% 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 60% of institutions involve

students in customized training programs, about 300 students a year are

involved, on average, with a median of 41 students. Thus, these collabovative

programs tend to be small.

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

More than 802 of districts offer business and office, while 95%

offer home economics/consumer and homemaking education. A majority of

districts also offer programs in agriculture (66%) and trades and industry

(60%). Approximately 402 of districts offer programs in health; distribution

and marketing; or technical training.

All of the AVS surveyed offer programs in trades and
industry. In addition, 91% offer programs in business
and office, 82% offer programs in health and 73% provide
technical training.
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Fewer AVS offer programs in agriculture (60%); distribution and

marketing (67%); or home economics / consumer and homemaking (66%).

Business and office and health are the two most preva
lent vocational programs at postsecondary institutions,
offered by approximately 901 of institutions.

In addition, 85% of institutions offer technical programs; 79% have

programs in trades and industry; and 671 offer distributive and marketing

education. Fewer postsecondary institutions offer programs in agriculture

(45%) or home economics/consumer and homemaking. (42%).

In general, school districts indicated that the primary
goals of secondary vocational education were to expose
students to various occupational areas and to impart
general skills necessary for further education or

training. In contrast, secondary AVS and postsecondary
institutions rated preparing students for specific
occupations as the most important goal of their voca
tional program.

Approximately 27% of school districts indicated that imparting

general employability skills was the primary goal of vocational education,

with another 41% rating this as a second or third goal. Similarly, 27% of

districts rated preparing students for further education as first, and 44%

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 69% of AVS and 72% of post-

secondary institutions.

On average, total enrollments in school districts have
decreased 1.6% over the past five years. In secondary
AVS and postsecondary institutions offering vocational
education, enrollments have increased approximately 6%,
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 or less than 10%, as compared with 47% of secondary AVS and 45% of

postsecondary institutions. Instead, 31% of AVS and 34% of postsecondary

institutions reported decreases of more than 10% in overall students enroll-

ments over the last five years. For school districts and postsecondary
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institutions, these enrollment patterns describe "overall" student enrollment,

not just vocational enrollments. At AVS, of course, "overall" enrollment is

synonymous with vocational enrollment.

On average across school districts, math and science

requirements for high school graduation 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 24%. In addition, 51% of

districts raised their math requirement by one course or more between 1982-83

and 1986-87. In science, 88% of district! required at least two courses in

1986-87, compared with only 55% of districts in 1982-83. Approximately 40% of

districts increased their science requirements by one course over the past

five years.

The percentage of districts requiring vocational educa-
tion courses for graduation rose from 182 in 1982-83 to
34% 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, 76% 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: 5774 to the

Vocational Education Opportunities Program to fund programs for special

populations (Title IIA funds); and 43% to the Vocational Education Improve-

ment, Innovation and Expansion Program to expand or develop high quality

education programs (Title IIB funds). The major focua of the secondary and

postsecondary surveys was 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 the 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 12-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 is 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 include

economically and academically disadvantaged, as well as students with limited

English proficiency. However, in a departure from previous Legislation, the

Perkins Act stipulated that funds for handicapped and disR.d-.antaged students
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must be distributed by a federally-specified formula based on the reletive

number of handicapped and disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational

programs and the number.of economically disadvantaged students enrollee .n the

district or institution. Districts with a high proportion of handicapped or

disadvantaged students should receive a substantial share of set-aside

dollars.

Further, the Perkins Act mandated that the federal dollars fot

handicapped and disadvantaged students could be used only for the additional

or excess costs of supplemental services 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 prorided 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, the 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 alust be matched either by state or loci'. 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 state 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 the 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,A, orthopedically

impaired, other health impaired deaf-blind, multi-

handicapped, or persons wits specific learning

disabilities; and 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 below the 25th percentile on a standardized
achievement or aptitude 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 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 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 educat. on programs.

"Limited Eullish proficiency" refers to individuals
whose native language is a language ocher than English;
or Woo 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 their level of English
proficiency; and who have sufficient difficulty
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.



"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

more dependable employment.

"Sex equity" refers to programs, services and activities
designed to eliminate sex bias and stereotyping of

career options and educational programs.

Similar definitions appear on the postsecondary survey, with some

modifications specific to that population 2(e 0.0, eligibility for Pell Grants

as one criterion of economically disadvantaged).

In addition to questions about Title IIA funds for special

populations, the surveys asked about Title IIB funds for program

improvement. 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 districts 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 national 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

foc disadvantaged and handicapped students now are distributed by a federally-

nttified 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 area 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 nearly all (97%) report handicapped students in vocational

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

Among school districts, 93% report academically or economically

disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education. Handicapped students

are enrolled in vocational education in 84% of districts, but only 19Z of

districts report LEP students in vocational programs.

A comparison of the proportion of districts

and disadvantaged students in vocational education

proportion of AVS than districts serve students

populations in vocational education. These result

both for the amount of Perkins'

and AVS with handicapped

indicates that a higher

from these

should have

funds allocated to AVS as well as

two special

implications

programmatic

impact on the educational and support needs of students in the area vocational

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 in vocational

education.
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Exhibit 3.1

National Estimates of Percentage of School Districts

and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS) with

Handicapped, Disadvantaged and lielted-EnglIsh-Proliclent Students

Enrolled in Vocational Education During 1986-87

Type 31 Student

S of

Districtsa (Weighted n)

5 of

AVSb (Weighted n)

X
2

Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of Association)

Handicapped 84.3 (9,670) 97.4 (838) 31.7511* (.17)

Academically or economically

disadvantaged 93.1 (10,685) 100.0 (861) 18.6811* (.13)

Limited-English-proficient 18.6 (2,136) 26.3 (227) 7.12' (.08)

a Unweighted total n = 841

b Unweighted total n = 277

so pc.01

"" V.001
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Proportion of Districts and Secondary AVS Spending Funds

Exhibit 3.2 presents the proportion of districts and secondary AVS

spending Perkins' funds during 1986-87. 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 handicapped and disadvantaged students during 1986-87.

'.'isle In funds for program improvement were spent by 26% of cistricts. A

small proportion of school districts spent funds for LEP students (7% of

districts), adults (3%), single parents/homemakers (52), or sex equity (7%).

Ovarall, 63% of districts spent Perkins' funds in at least one category of IIA

or In monies.

More than 802 of AVS reported spending Perkins' funds for

handicapped and disadvantaged students 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 16% of the AVS. Overall, 91% of AVS spent Perkins'

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

The results displayed in Exhibit 3.2 indicate that the percentages

of 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 chat of school

districts. In addition, a significantly higher percentage of AVS than

districts spent Perkins' funds for adults, single parents and sex equity.

Combining spending across Title IIA and INS funds, significantly more AVS

(91%) than districts (63%) 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 computed 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

National Estieates of Percentage of School Districts and

Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS) Spending

Perkins' Funds During 1966-87

Category of Perkins' Funds

School Districtsa Secondary AVSb

X
2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of Association),Spending (Weighted n) Spending (Weighted n)

Handicapped 48.5 (5,562) 82.2 (707) 94.89"" (.29)

Disadvantaged 50.2 (5,759) 82.8 (712) 89.35"1" (.28)

Limited-English-proficient 7.0 (799) 16.4 (142) 21.04Rem (.14)

Adult 3.4 (382) 29.3 (245) 151.012" (.38)

Single parent/homemaker 5.4 (60) 31.3 (268) 130.832" (.35)

Sex equity 7.2 (926) 29.4 (256) 90.81222 (.29)

Program improvement 26.1 (2,970) 51.0 (443) 58.192" (.23)

Any Perkins' funds 62.5 (6,735) 90.8 (771) 75.662" (.27)

aunweighted total n for handicapped, disadvantaged and LIP = 841, adults = 826; single parent = 835; sex equity = 840;

program improvement = 834; any Perkins' fund, = 808

bUhweighted total n for handicapped and disadvantaged, (IP and sex equity = 217; adults = 272; single parent = 2/5;

program improvement = 274; any Perkin,' lunds - 275

1114 P (.001

n



districts with handicapped students spending these Title IIA funds is 57.5%

(5562/9670); the denominator, the number of eligible districts, is shown in

Exhibit 3.1. In contrast, 84.4% of AVS (707/838) with handicapped students

spent these Perkins' funds in 1986-87. This difference is statistically

significant (X2 = 60.43, p < .0001, measure of association = .25). For LEP

students, 62.5% of eligible AVS (142/227) compared with 37.4% of school

districts (799/2136) spent these funds (X2 = 11.59, p < .001, measure of

association = .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, technical

institute, and four-year colleges).

The results indicate that the majority of community colleges

offering vocational programs spent Perkins' handicapped (67%), disadvantaged

(72%) and program improvement funds (65%). 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 39% of these postsecondary institutions. Overall, 85% of

community colleges spent money in at least one category of Title IIA or IIB

funds.

Approximately half of the ocher types of postsecondary institutions

reported spending Perkins' handicapped (49%), disadvantaged (54%) and program

improvement funds (51%). Approximately one third (34%) spent funds for single

parents/homemakers, while fewer spent funds for adults (30%) and sex equity

(21%). 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.

h5
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Exhibit 3.3

National Estimates of Percentage of Postsecondary inst'tutions

Spending Perkins' Funds During 1986-87

Category of Perkins' Funds

Community Collagesa Other Postsecondaryb
X
2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of Association)Spending (lieighted n) Spending (Weighted n)

Handicappers(' 67.4 (645) 49.1 (431) 14.131" (.19)

Disadvantaged 71.8 (679) 54.0 (466) 13.13" (.18)

Adult 44.3 (409) 29.5 (248) 9.02" (.15)

Single parent/homemaker 58.2 (550) 34.4 (294) i3.18"0 (.24)

Sex equity 39.1 (364) 21.2 (185) 15.341" (.20)

Program improvement 65.3 (626) 51.4 (442) 7.96 (.14)

Any Perkins' funds 84.8 (801) 73.9 (640) 7.15 (.14)

aUnweighted total n for handicappe ' 313; disadvantaged = 310; adult m 304; single parent = 312; sex equity - 308;

program improvement = 316; any Perk, fUndb -1 308

b Includes area or regional vocational schools, technical int:4itutes and four-year colleges; Unweighted total n for

handicapped and sex equity = 114; disddvontoq,d 113; adult ,Id program improvement = III; single parent = 112; any

Perkins' funds = 112

'.0)

1111 p (.001

s sk-



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 providers, it is of interest to look at

differences in the proportion spending Perkins' funds at these two education

levels. 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 funds, a similar proportion of secondary (57%) and

postsecondary (59%) respondents reported expenditures during 1986-87.

Similarly, there are not marked differences in the proportion of secondary and

postsecondary providers spending disadvantaged funds (58% versus 63%).

As would be expected, a greater proportion of postsecondary

institutions than secondary LEAs spent Perkins' funds for adults (37% versus

10%) and for single parents/homemakers (47% versus 12I). However, one caveat

to these findings is that school districts and secondary AVS were instructed

on the survey to focus on Perkins' funds spent for secondary vocational

education. Thus, it is possible that 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 Title

IIA funds.

Postsecondary institutions were more likely than secondary LEAs to

spend Perkins' funds to promote sex equity and program improvement.

Approximately 30% of postsecondary institutions reported spending sex equity

funds in 1986-87, compared with only 13% of secondary respondents. Nearly 60%

of postsecondary institutions spent program improvement funds, compared with

32% 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 HA 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

Secondarya Postsecondary
b

X
2 Statistic of

S Group Differences

Category of Perkins' Funds Spending (Weighted n) Spending .Weighted n) (Measure of Association)

Handicapped 56.8 (6269) 58.6 (1076) 0.36 (.02)

Disadvantaged 58.2 (64721 63.3 (1144) 3.05 (.05)

Adult 9.7 (627) 37.2 (657) 156.8266' (.33)

Single parent /homemaker 11.8 (882) 46.9 (843) 221.1266 (.38)

Sex pluity 12.7 (1082) 4 (549) 65.306 (.21)

Program improvement 32.3 (3413) 56.7 (1068) 89.176" (.24)

Any Perkins' funds 69.8 (7506) 79.6 (1441) 14.15"; (.10)

aUneeighted total n for handicapped, disadvantaged and tEP

1117; program improvement = 1108; any Perkins' funds = '083

bUnweipted total t; for handicapped arid program improvement

424; sex equity = 422; any Perkins' funds 42U

=

,

Illa; adult = 1098; single parent ,

427, disadvantaged -= 423; adult =

.,ex equity

parent

gli p 0.001



the most important reason why these funds were not received. Response options

included vneral 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 postsecondary 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-

60% of respondents from school districts indicated that this was the most

important reason why Perkins' funds were not received. In contrast,

approximately 20-30% 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, there is a moderate relationship and statistically

significant difference among the percentage of providers choosing this reason.

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 10-20% of respondents

indicated that they did not know what funds were available as matching

funds. 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-14g difficulty matching funds.

I's excess cost stipulation for Perkins' hand apped and

disadvantaged fur4I pats cited as a problem by more respondents from AVS than

from districts or postsecondary institutions. Approximately 177. of AVS
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Exhibit 3.5

National Estimates of Reasons Perkins' Funds Not Received by School Di tracts,

Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS) and Postsecondary Institutions in 1986-87

Category of

Perkins' Funds Reason Funds Not Received

School

District

Secondary

AVS

Postsecondary

Institution

X
2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of

Association)

Handicapped Did not know about program 7.0 7.9 50.2 66.281" (.48)

Not eligitle for these funds 12.4 39.4 6.6 15.3012 (.23)

Application rejected 2.7 1.7 0.0 1.82 (.08)

Did not apply: award too small 62.8 21.0 15.1 51.57" (.42)

Did not apply: unsure of match 8.7 17.2 16.9 4.11 (.12)

Did not apply: could not

identify eligible students

2.0 0.0 8.9 7.711 (.16)

Did not apply: could not match 12.8 4.F 8.6 1.89 (.08)

o-.I Did not apply: could not

identify excess costs

3.1 17,3 1.8 11.274" (.20)

WEIGHTED TOTAL N: 2733 65 273

UNWEIGHTED TOTAL N: III 18 38

Disadvantaged Did not know about program 8.0 7.4 53.8 65.3612m (.49)

Not eligible for these funds 12.9 24.5 7.7 4.13 (.12)

Application rejected 2.9 0.0 2.0 0.80 (.05;

Did not apply: award too soap 61.8 28.2 16.9 40.38 (.39)

Did not aply: unsure of match 10.9 20.3 18.5 3.27 (.11)

Did not apply: could not

identify eligible students

2.1 0.0 5.9 2.28 (.09)

Did not apply: could not match 15.8 4.3 9.3 3.37 (.11)

Did not apply: could not

identify excess costs

4.6 17.8 1.0 9.9310 (.19)

WEIGH1F0 TOTAL N: 2524 70 250

UNWEIGHTED TOTAL N: 115 19 31

(continued)

II I



Exhibit 3.5 (continued)

Category of

Perkins' Funds Reason Funds Not Received

School

District

Secondary

AVS

Postsecondary

Institution

X
2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of

Association)

Adult Did not know about program 15.5 18.5 35.5 22.060.0 (.20)

Not eligible for these funds 23.7 33.5 9.3 17.691" (.18)

Application rejected 0.9 4.3 5.4 12.480 (.15)

Did not apply: award too small 53.6 36.4 23.5 34.951" (.25)

Did not apply: unsure of match 9.3 7.9 13.5 2.21 (.06)

Did not apply: proposal 19.0 20.8 28.7 4.94 (.09)

WEIGHTED TOTAL N: 5064 262 488

UNWEIGHTED TOTAL N 405 82 79

Single parent/ Did not know about program 17.2 3.1 28.1 20.35"" (.19)

homemaker Not eligible for these funds 22.4 28.8 10.9 9.02" (.13)

Application rejected 0.6 9.1 11.6 31.57"" (.24)

Did not apply: award too small 56.5 33.3 27.2 33.68"" (.25)

Did not apply: proposal 11.9 21.2 23.7 0.63 (.03)

WEIGHTEC TOTAL N: 4957 280 384

INWEIGHTFC TOTAL N: 383 102 74

Si 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 11.73°' (.14)

Did not apply: award too small . 62.4 48.5 30.1 41.12"" (.27)

Did not apply: proposal 20.4 23.9 35.3 11.65" (.14)

WEIGHTED TOTAL N: 4811 270 566

UNWEIGHTED TOTAL N: 358 91 107

Program improvement Did not know about program 20.9 30.6 51.4 22.17**" (.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 (.11)

Did nov apply: award too small 58.9 3t.1 12.3 47.600" (.36)

Did r1,-.1 oply; unsure of match 11.3 13.1 19.6 2.87 (.09)

Did not apply: proposal 18.5 15.3 6.2 5.25* (.12)

WEIGHTED TOTAL N: 3301 180 245

UNWEIGHTED TOTAL N: 190 48 40

p <.05

I' p <.01

114 P (.001



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' IIA 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 ',17 AVS receive no federal dollars directly.

Student Enrollments in Districts and Institutions S ending 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 statistically significant for. adult and sex equity

funds. However, among school districts, T..EAs 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, are nearly three times larger than tl-ose 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 regardless of size. This distriburion of funding is expected for

handicapped and disadvantaged funds, which are distributed by formula re.oted

to size. However, it is 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 Enrollments in Districts and institutions

Spending Perkins' Funds During 1986-87

Type of District/

Institution

Category of Perkins'

Funds (Weighted total n)

Spent Funds Did Hat Spend Funds

t-test

of Group

Differences

Average

Enrollment (Unweighted n)

Average

Enrollment (Unweighted n)

School Hardicapped (11,077) 1477 (569) 432 (226) 4.060011

district Disadvantaged (11,077) 1385 :565) 487 (230) 3.60110

Limited-English-proficient (11,077) 3615 (140) 741 (655) 2.20
Adult (10,913) 6236 (89) 760 (696) 1.68

Single parent (10,990) 4527 (119) 756 (670) 1.83
Sex equity (11,059) 4204 (1S6) 708 (638) 2.25°
Program improvement (11,018) 1948 (31) 591 (397) 2.88

Secondary Handicapped (728) 1886 (199) 1294 (33) 1.74

area Disadvantaged (728) 1853 (198) 1428 (34) 1.24

vocational Limited-English-profiLlent (728) 3786 (27) 1398 (205) 2.00
school Adult (714) 2784 (91) 1283 (137) 2.010

Single parent (737) 2413 (73) 1443 (156) 1.53

Sex equity (720) 2748 (86) 1359 (145) 2.03
Program improvement (748) 2129 (138) ;370 (93) 1.76

Postsecondary Handicapped (1663) 3023 (288) 4211 (102) -1.26
institutivn Disadvantaged (1647) 3757 (3u9) 3185 (18) 0.77

Adult (1595) 3550 (218) 2751 (160) 1.30
Single parent (1630) 4216 (2451 3000 (1421 1.34
Sex equity (1637) 4004 (184) 3378 (202) 0.75
Progrdm improvement (1660) 4194 (289) )706 (102) 3.63.4.

4 P<.05

411 V.01

na P<.001



Percentage of Urban, Suburban and Rural Districts Spendink 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% 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

proportion of urban districts than districts in suburban or rural areas spent

Perkins' funds during 1986-87. Nearly all urban districts (94%) spent

handicapped and disadvantaged funds, compared with 54% of suburban and

approximately 45% of rural districts. Half of the districts in urban areas

spent Perkins' funds for LEF students, when only 11% 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 29% of

suburban and 23% of rural districts.

While not a majority, a higher percentage of urban districts spent

Perkins' funds for adults, single parents/homemakers and sex equity than did

districts in rural or suburban areas. For example, approximately 31% urban

districts spent Perkins' funds for single parents/homemakers and sex equity,

while fewer than 10% of suburban or rural districts reported spending these

funds. For adult monicl; 16% of urban districts spent funds, compared with 5%

of suburban and 2% of rural districts. Combining all categories of Title IIA

and IIIII funds, nearly all urban districts (97%) spent money in at least one

funding category, compared with 66% of suburban districts and 60: of rural

districts.

Percentage Below irwUtI 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 school districts nationally are below the

poverty level, with a median of 13% and a range from 2% to 62%. Using these

census data, the average percentage of poverty was compared for school
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Exhibit 3.7

National Estimates of Percentage of Urban, Suburban and Rural School Districts

Spending Perkins' funds During 1986-87

Category of Perkins'

Funds (Weighted total n)

Percent Spending Funds

x
2 Statistic of

Urban Suburban Rural Group Differences

(Unweighted n) (Unveighted n) (Unvelghted n) (Measure of Association)=111==11
'capped (11,414) 94.1

(104)

54.4

(254)

44.2

(241)

30.79*** (.191

Disadvantaged (11,414) 94.1 54.1 46.9 25.63*** (.17)

(102) (248) (245)

Limited - English- proficient 50.0 11.3 3.4 98.71*** (.34)

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

Adult (11,174) 15.8 4.9 2.2 17.39" (.'5)

(31) (40) (23)

Single parent (11,326) 31.2 6.5 40.23*** (.22)

(4?) (60) (:3)

Sex equity (11,395) 31.7 9.3 5.2 31.22*** (.19)

(47) (75) (46)

Program improvement 01,330) 55.8 29.2 23.3 16.32*** f-'al

(79) (179) (58)

Any Perkins' t,inds (10,7091 96.9 65.6 59.8 16.71 * 1..51

('07) (274) (292)

1.11.
*

q.01

p<.001
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districts spending Perkins' funds and compared with poverty rates in districts

that did not spend funds. These results are displayed in Exhibit 3.8.

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

percentage of poverty in districts spending Perkins' funds for disadvantaged

students is 17%, compared with 15% among districts not spending these federal

dollars. Moreover, 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 16% poverty among districts not spending single parent

money versus 13% among districts spending these fund!.

Overall, the percentage of poverty among 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 (16.2% 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

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, is 12.,%, with

the median of 4%. 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' dollarJ have

a significantly higher proportion of nonwhites than districts chat did not

report Perkins' expenditures. In particular, districts spending LEP funds

are, on average, 29% nonwhite, compared with 11% in districts not spending

these funds. The proportion of nonwhites in districts spending disadvantaged

funds is nearly twice that of dis not spending these funds (17% versus

9%). For adult, single parent snd 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

Category of Perkins'

Funds (Weighted total n)

Spent Funds Did Not Spend Funds

t-test

of Group

Differences
Average % Below

Poverty Level (Untfeighted n)

Average $ Below

Poverty Level (Unmeighted n)

Handicapped (11,318) 16.0 (595) 15.5 (232) 0.07

Uisadvantaged (11,319) 16.6 (591) 14.9 (236) 2.46'

-.4

-.I Iimited-English-proficient (11,319) 16.2 (149) 15.7 (678) 0.37

Adult (11,080) I5.0 (90 15.6 (718) -0.35

Single parent (11,231) 12.9 (133) 16 0 (6881 -2.79E'

Sex equity (11,300) 13.2 (166) 15.9 (660) -2.63'

Program improvement (11,236) 14.4 (415) 16.2 (405) -2.49'

Any Perkins' funds (10,614) 16.2 (669) 15.5 (1251 -0.92

' pt.05

" P,01

Li



Eichlbit 3.9

National Estimates of Percen:ege of Nonwh.tes in School Districts

Spending Perkins' Funds

Category of Perkins'

funds (Weighted total n)

Handicapped (11,414)

Disadvantaged (11,413)

limited-English-proficient (11,413)

Adult (11,175)

Single parent (11,325)

Sex equity (11,395)

Program improvement (11,330)

Any Perkins' funds (10,108)

Spent Funds Old Not Spend Funds

Average %

Nonwhite (Unueighted n)

Average S

Nonwhite (Unweighted n)

t-test

of Group

Ditierenceb

15.9 (599) 9.5 (233) 5.00116

16.7 (595) 8.5 (237) 6.54'''

28.7 (150) 11.4 (682) 5.92 1"

22.4 (94) 12,2 (723) 2.39"

19.8 (134) 12.1 (692) 2.38'

20.0 (168) 12.0 (663) 2.62'

17.0 (416) 11,0 (409) 3.87"0"

li.4 (673) 7.5 (126) 6.49°6"

' p <.05

' pc.01

"1 P(.001



nonwhites among spending districts averaged approximately 207. 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 (15% versus 8%).

Percentage of Pell Grant Recipients in Postsecondary Institutions Spending

Perkins Funds

In order to calculate a poverty index for postsecondary institu-

tions, information was obtained about the number of Pell Grant recipients.

This figure was converted into a percentage 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 (31.1%) was

significantly different (t = 2.58, p = .01) 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 Grants in community

colleges, the relationship to Perkins' spending was computed separately for

these and other types of postsecondary institutions. As Exhibit 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%). On average, a higher percentage of

students received Pell Grants in the small number of community colleges that

did not spend any Title IIA or II8 funds than in those community colleges that

spent funds in at least one category (407. versus 30%).

/
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Exhibit 3.10

National Estimates of Percentage of Pell Grants

Awarded in Community Colleges and Other Postsecondary Institutions

Spending Perkins' Funds

Type of Institution

Category of

Perkins' Funds

(Weighted total n)

Sent Funds Did Not Spend Funds

t-test of

Group DifferencesPell Grants (Unweighted n) % Pell Grants (Unweighted n)

Community College Handicapped (859) 29.8 (216) 34.3 (54) -1.08

Disadvantaged (848) 29.8 (224) 35.5 (44) -1.41

Adult (830) 32.6 (160) 31.0 (102) 0.29

Single parent (850) 26.8 (189) 37.5 (80) -1.92

Sex equity (837) 26.7 (141) 34.2 (125) -1.72

Program improvement (850) 30.6 (217) 32.5 (55) -0.47

op Any Perkins' funds (851) 29.6 (251) 40.2 (17) -2.33*
cp

Postsecondary AVS, Handicapped (688) 38.7 (45) 40.6 (38) -0.40

technical institute or Disadvantaged (662) 38.9 (54) 41.1 (28) -0.46

four-year college Adult (649) 30.9 (32) 43.4 (47) -2.85"

Single parent (663) 31.2 (29) 44.3 (51) -2.98"

Sex equity (682) 40.6 (20) 39.6 (62) 0.14

Program improvement (685) 33.6 (43) 46.4 (39) -2.68"

Any Perkins' funds 34.1 (64) 54.9 (19) -3.41"

" p.05

1.1.01
t()

c-)



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 disadvantaged 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 46% receiving Pell Grants among nonspending

institutions, compared with 34% among spending institutions. Overall, 55% of

students received Pell Grants in institutions that did not spend any Title IIA

or IIB funds, compared with 34% of students receiving Pell Grants in

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 Grants 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 during 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 institutions.

In addition, three composite indices were calculated: (1) the total amount of

Perkins' funds spent across all 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 3.11 presents the summary statistics of the federal dollars

spent by vocational providers during the 1986-87 school. year. After

describing these results, we discuss differences in the amount spent by school

districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions in each category of

Title IIA and LIB funds.
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Exhibit 3.11

National Estimates of Amount of Perkins' Funds Spent in 1986-87 by School Districts,

Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS) and Postsecondary institution

Category of

Perkins' Funds

Type of District/

Institution (Weighted n)

Amount of Funds Spent

Mean

Standard

Deviation Median Range :Unveighted n) Total

Handicapped School district (5123) $1!,398 $57,085 $3,000 1100- 1,666,018 (567) $58,391,011

Secondary AVS (687) 145,222 $185,&'6 $16,929 1640-2,000,000 (234) $31,090,071

Postsecondary institution (1056) $20,863 $26,966 $11,137 $424-245,656 (304) $22,022,977

Disadvantaged School district (5204) $19,627 $79,416 $4,000 1100-2,905,173 (568) $102,130,958

Secondary AVS (687) $54,952 $92,090 $27,418 $793-1,000,000 (229) $37,736,624

Postsecondary institution (1136) $43,729 $56,752 $22,734 1300-750,000 (331) $49,662,807

limited- English- School district (642) $15,824 $104,250 $1,749 125-1,845,777 (134) $10,160,012

proficient (LIP) Secondary AVS (95) $11,895 $21,792 $3,026 $30-100,000 120 $1,178,750

Adult School district (355) $64,564 $164,616 $9,500 127- I,520.157 (88) $22,926,884

Secondary AVS (224) $51,515 $62,901 $29,718 11,160-368,635 (109) $11,564,235

Postsecondary institution (612) $43,938 $55,888 $25,900 122- 397,280 (226) $26,868,671

Single parent/ School district (531) $21,108 $71,776 $8,000 1300-1,220,363 (123) $11,199,480

humeMdker Secondary AVS 1227) $35,121 $21,805 $32,696 12,500-113,229 (83) $7,961,868

Postsecondary institution (826) $36,952 $34,435 $32,696 1693-290,491 (261) $30,525,268

Se* equity School district (743) $10,939 $24,960 13,600 1250-419,625 (163) $8,131,965

Secondary AVS 1226) $15,694 $17,606 S8,120 1350-75,000 (100) $3,582,518

Postsecondary institution (525) $16,115 $18,014 $9,000 1300-100,000 (192) $8,453,100

Program School district (2660) $27,453 $112,997 19,887 197 3,823,031 (391) $73,017,606

limprovement Secondary AVS (408) $58,163 $173,357 125,000 11,500-2,000,000 (154) $23,704,783

Postsecondary institution (IWO: $104,344 $250,767 150,000 11,217-1,500,000 (196) $105,402,615

SOI p(.001

F Statistic of

Differences Between

Group Means

7.51010

i6.6156"

0.04

0.86

2.67

1.39

8.51"

10.d'



HandicautLiunds. Forty-nine percent of school districts nation-

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 to $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 uas $58.4 million.

Among the 822 of secondary AVS spending funds, the average expen,'

ture during the 1986-87 school year was $45,222, with a range from $640 to $2

million. The median expenditure was $16,929, with a total of $31.1 million.

Fifty-nine percent 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' handicapvd funds

expended by postsecondary institutions was $22 million.

The average amount of Perkins' funds spent by AVS for handicapped

students is significantly 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 eb..eing 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 spelt by districts is

close to that spent by AVS. The maximum expenditure reported by school

districts was $1.7 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 $19,621,

with a range from $100 to $2.9 million. Half of all districts spent less than

$4000 in Perkins' funds for disadvantaged students. A total of $102 million

in disadvantaged funds was spent by school districts during 1986-87.



Eighty-three percent of AVS spent Title IIA funds for disadvantaged

students during 1986-87. Their average expenditure was $54,952, with the

median 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 $300 to $750,000,

with total of $49.7 million.

On average, the amount of Perkins' funds for disadvantaged students

spent by school districts ($19,627) is less than half of that spent by AVS

($54,952) or postsecondary institutions ($43,729). These differences are both

statistically significant (Scheffi 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-En lish-Proficient (LEP) Funds. Only 72 of school districts

spent LEP funds during 1986-87. Among this subset of districts, the average

expenditure was $15,824, with a 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 is 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 $30

to $100,000. The total amount spent was $1.2 million, although half of the

AVS spent $3000 or less.

There is 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 $27 to

1,520,157. Half of the districts spent $9,500 or less. The total amount of

adult funds expencA by districts in 1986-87 was $22.9 million.

Nearly 302 of AVS spent adult funds during 1986-87, with an average

expenditure of $51,515 and a median of $29,718. The spending ranged from

$1,160 to $368,635, with a total of $11.6 million.



Thirty-seven percent of postsecondary 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 $397,280. In totai, postsecondary

institutions spent $26.9 million in adult funds.

Although a small percentage of school districts 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 $65,000 average among school districts and the $52,000 and $44,000

averages among secondary AVS 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 4 wide range in funds spent by school districts--from $27 up to

$1.5 million. These results suggest that although a few school districts

received large grants for adults, most received small grants in this Perkins'

category. In contrast, the largest 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 by

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

Nearly one third of AVS reported expenditures for single parents/

homemakers in 1986-87. The average expenditure was $35,121, with the median

at $32,696. Spending ranged from $2500 to $113,229 and totaled nearly $8

million.

Single parent funds were spent by 47% of postsecondary institutions.

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 pattern of expenditures in this funding category by the three

types of vocational providers is similar to adult funds. There i4 not a

statistically significant difference among the average expenditures reported

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

-1 5

1 t



$35,000. However, the range among school districts of $300 to $1.2 million is

wider than for the ether two types of providers. A few large values would

inflate the mean. In contrast, the median value, which is not as sensitive to

a few extreme values, is only $8,000 in the school districts, compared with

more than $32,000 in the ocher two samples. Taken together, these results

indicate that a few school districts received large grants for

parents/homemakers, but that the majority of districts received smaller

than AVS or postsecondary institutions.

single

awards

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 (3.5%). This is reflected in the expenditures

reported by local vocational. providers.

Only 7% of school districts spent Perkins' sex equity funds in 1986-

87. Spending averaged $10,939 and ranged from $250 to $419,625. galf of al1

districts spent $3600 or less, with the total across all districts at $8.,

million.

Nearly 30% 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 spent Perkins' sex

equity fund ;, ranging from $300 to $100,000. The average expenditure was

$16,115, although half of all institutions spent $9,000 or less. Spe,,,.'ng

totaled $8.5 million.

The average expenditure of sex equity funds among the three types of

providers ranges from $10,000-$16,000 and is, on average, the smallest expen-

diture of the Perkins' categories 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 percent of school districts

spent Perkins' funds for program improvement. Their spending averaged $27,453

and ranged from $97 to $3.8 million. Spending totaled $73 million, although

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

Sh



Approximately half of the AVS spent program improvement funds in

1984-87, ranging from $1,500 to $2 million. The average expenditure was

$58,163, with the median at $25,000 and a total of $23.7 million.

Nearly 601 of postsecondary institutions spent program improvement

fund,. Their average expenditure was $104,344, with the median at $50,000 and

a range 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 deviations 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 students 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 improvement 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 were summed across the individual cate-

gories of Title IIA and IIB funds. These results, presented in Exhibit 3.12,

include only those 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 Eunds during 1986-87.

87
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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 Sent

Typo of District/

institution (Weighted n) Mean

Standard

Deviation Median Range Total (Unweighted n)

F Statistic of

Differencus Between

Group Means

Secondary

SchoOl district 142,460 1249,491 $7,910 1100-13,501,747 5285,957,916 (681) 22.520"

(6,735)

Secondary AVS $151,463 S368,741 $91,309 1500-5,100.000 S116,618,851 (257)

(771)

Total (7,506) 553,661 5266,272 18,882 1100-13,301,747 V32,776,767 (938)

Postsecondary

Comodnity college $155,181 5163,773 SI01,450 51,350-1,658,122 1124,256,940 (289) 1.23

(801)

Postsecondary AVS,

technical institute

or four-year college

$185,468 1326,848 579,000 19,000-2,467,509 5118,678,497 (91)

(640)

Total (1,441) 5168,634 5250,073 592,395 51,350-2,467,309 5242,935,437 (380)

Total (8,947) 572,174 5267,082 $12,000 5645,712,204 (1318)

IIM PC.001



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

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

larger than the average spent by districts. However, of the

total Perkins' funds spent by secondary providers, school

expenditures accounted for 71% and AVS accounted for 29%.

was significantly

$402.8 million in

districts' total

While the larger proportion of federal funds to school districts

reflects student enrollments, the ratio of spending is not commensurate

with the ratio of students. As described in Chapter 2, school districts

enrolled a total of 10.5 million secondary students

estimated that about 80% of all secondary students

vocational course, or about 8.4 students.

in 1986-87. It is

take at least one

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 60% 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 proportion of secondary funds greater

Chan their share of students. Of course, since .wynmra tend to offer more techni-

cal courses, the cost of vocational equipment and facilities would be more

expensive than in most school districts.

EUEIEEETAaLTLEL. Community colleges spelt an average of

$155,181 in Perkins' funds during 1986-87, with a range from $1,350 to $1.6

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). In addition, of the $243 million total spent at the

postsecondary level, there was a fairly even split among spending by community

colleges (51%) 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, 62% ($402.7

million) was spent by secondary providers and 38% by postsecondary institu-

tions ($242.9 million). This ratio is similar to the ratio of enrollments 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 Districts 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

only those respondents who checked that they spent no funds in each

category of the Title IIA 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 in any category. (These

percentages are the reciprocal of the percentages reported in Exhibits 3.2 and

3.3.) The percentage 3f school districts nationwide that did not spend any

federal dollars for vocational education is estimated to be 38%. 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 !pent During 1986-87

Statistic of Group
Type of District/ Percent Reporting No Differences (Measure

Institution Perkins' Funds Spent of Association)

Secondary

School districts

Secondary AVSb

37.5 75.66*** (.27)

9.2

Postsecondary

Community collegec

Postsecondary AVS,
technical institute or
four-year college'

15.2 7.15** (.14)

26.1

&Weighted n = 10,772; unweighted n = 808
bWeighted n = 849; unweighted n = 275
cWeighted n = 944; unweighted n = 308
'Weighted n = 866; unweighted n = 112

** p<.01
*** p.c.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 (15%) than other types of institutions

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

Enrollments in Districts and Institutions Not Spending Perkins' Funds

Exhibit 3.14 presents a comparison of the average student enrollmect

among vocational providers that spent some versus no Perkins' funds in 1986-

87. Due to small sample sizes, all types of postsecondary institutions were

combined in this analysis. These results indicate that school districts and

postsecondary institutions that did not spend money in any category of Title

IIA or IIB funds are significantly smaller than those spending funds. For

example,

Perkins'

Perkins'

the average student enrollment among school districts that spent

funds was 1284, compared with 411 students in districts spending no

funds. This finding is consistent with the primary reason given by

school 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 enrollments 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 II8 funds, the most prevalent reason related co

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 institutions 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.

funded

Only 13-14Z of students attending AVS did not have access to programs

by Perkins' money. Half of aL students attending postsecondary

institutions wi:h vocational programs wet in institutions that did not spend

Perkins' handicapped funds; 33% of students did not have access to programs

funded by Perkins' disadvantaged monies.
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Exhibit 3.14

National Estimates of Student Enrollments in Districts and

Institutions Spending and Not Spending Any Perkins' Funds During 1986-87

Type of Distric/Institution

Average Stud t Enrollment

Spent Some

Perkins' Funds

(Unxeighted n)

Spent No

Perkins' Funds

(Unweighted n)

t-test of

Group Differences

Scnool district° 1284 (641) 411 (123) 4.086111

Secondary area vocational schoolb 1731 (218) 1579 (14) 0.31

Postsecondary institutions 4004 (349) 1862 (38) 3.391.

a Weighted total n = 10,404
b Weighted total n = 722

Weighted total n = 1,652

B O

S OS

p<.01

p(.001



Exhibit 3.15

Percentage of Students in School Districts, Secondary Area
Vocational Schools (AVS) and Postsecondary Institutions

Not Spending Perkins' Funds During 1986-87

Category of Funds
Type of District/

Institution
Total Number
of Students

of Total
Enrollment

Handicapped School district 2,490,470 23.8

Secondary AVS 167,907 12.8

postsecondary 2,970,149 49.9

Disadvantaged School district 2,717,553 26.0

Secondary AVS 179,110 13.6

Postsecondary 1,955,711 32.9

Limited-English- School district 7,664,670 73.2

proficient Secondary AVS 855,525 65.2

Adult School district 8,038,018 76.8

Secondary AVS 668,783 51.0

Postsecondary 2,804,717 47.1

Sex equity School district 7,306,423 69.8
Secondary AVS 713,137 54.3

Postsecondary 3,857,914 64.3

Single parent School district 7,905,452 75.5

Secondary AVS 700,919 53.4
Postsecondary 2,618,830 44.0

Program improvement School district 4,855,607 46.4

Secondary AVS 499,358 38.1

Postsecondary 1,158,272 19.5

Total Perkins School district 1,619,184 15.5

Secondary AVS 92,207 7.0

Postsecondary 672,866 11.3
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Approximately 65-75% of secondary students attended district high

schools or Ayr 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 institutions 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 apt expend Perkins' program improvement funds in 1986-87. A slightly

smaller percentage (38%) of students at AVS did not have access to federally-

funded rrogram improvement projects. In contrast, only 20% of postsecondary

students were enrolled in institutions without Perkins' program improvement

funds.

When total Perkins' Title IIA and In expenditures are considered,

only 16% 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 16% of all students. The 9% of

AVS that f-,ent no Perkins' funds represent only 7% of students attending

secondary area vocational schools. At the postsecondary level, the 20% of

institutions offering vocational programs that reported no Perkins'

expenditures represent 11% of postsecondary students.

Total Perkins' Funds Spent Per Pupil

Since earlier analyses ha" -e shown that school districts tend to have

fewer students than secondary AS or postsecondary institutions, it is

important to consider the total Perkins' expenditures in relation to enroll-

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 significantly

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 ($20) also is considerably lower than that of postsecondary institu-
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Exhibit 3.16

National Estimates of Total Parkins' Dollars Spent Per Pupil During 1986-87

in School Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary institutions

Typo of District/

Institution (Weighted n)

Total Perkins' Funds Per Pupil

I Statistic of

Standard Differences among

Mean Deviation Median Range (Unweighted n) Group Means

School district (6468)

Secondary area

vocational schools (664)

Postsecondary

Institutions (1291)

$42.56

$143.28

5128.39

$91.52

5166.68

5173.22

570.23

$86.47

572.08

50.32-925.87

50.94-1527.11

50.32-1070.15

(641)

(218)

(349)

55.16041

2.9 <.001



tions ($72) ard secondary 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 80% 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

Thr secondary survey asked respondents for the total vocational

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 incluckg federal aources, since the budget was less than the total

Perkins' funds spent. In these cases, the budget amount was set to missing.

In addition, based on written comments on the survey, the inclusion of staff

salaries in this budget figure was not consistent across respondents. Thus,

the total 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 percentage of secondary vocational budgets. Among school

districts, Perkins' dollars account_ for 11% of vocational budgets, on

average. Among 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 institution budget. Since vocational programs are scattered across

departments, it was not considered feasible to inquire 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.
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Taken together, 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 dintr:cts, and still rep .sent a

small proportion of vocational monies.

3.4 Perkins' Funds Car 41 Over or Returned to the State

States differ in the regulations regarding the distribution and

expenditure of Perkins' funds. In some states, LEAs and postsecondary

institutions are reimbursed with Perkins' dollars for local vocational

expenditures. In this way, programs that start late or come in below

anticipated budgets are reimbursed only for actual costs. In other states,

LEAs and postsecondary institutions receive their Perkins' allocation up

front, and unspent funds are returned to the state at 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 interested in the extent to which LEAs and

postsecondary institutions returned or could not spend federal vocational

dollars for handicapped and disadvantaged students berause 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 over into 1987-

88; and (c) 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 -co -state differences, statistical tests of differences

among districts and institutions were not computed.

On average, les3 than $1,000 of Perkins' funds for handicapped

students was carried over or returned during 1986-87 across the three types of

vocational providers. Fewer than 10% of respondencs reported handicapped

funds carried over; 13-20% reported returning handicapped funds to the

state. On average, secondary AVS reported a greater amount of funds carried

over or returned than school districts or postsecondary institutions.
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Exhibit 3.17

National Estimates of Handicapped and Disadvantaged Funds

Carried Over Into 1487-88 and Returned to the State in 1986-87

Perkins' Funds

TYPO of District/

institution (Weighted n)

Amount of funds

% Returning cr

Carrying Over

Funds

Median

% of

SpendingMean

Standard

Deviation (Unweighted n)

Handicapped

Carried over School district (6117) $586 $7,226 (631) 8.6 50.3

Into 1987-88 Secondary AVS (700 $888 $4,846 (240) 7.0 75.0

Postsecondary institution (1086) $222 $1,786 (312) 6.3 15.8

Returned to the School district (6255) $532 $5,013 (6411 13.3 25.7

state in 1986-87 Secondary AVS (722) $1,006 $3,002 (243) 20.0 8.6

Postsecondary institution (1098) $971 $4,219 (316) 18.9 23.1

Disadvantaged

Carried over Scr3oi district (6220) $1,112 $15.802 (621) 6.5 79.5

into 1987-88 Secondary AVS (709) $2,211 $14,710 (237) 7.5 6.1

Postsecondary institution (1153) $655 $3,460 (3351 7.5 28.6

Returned to the School district (6362) $985 $10,513 (633) 13.2 25.7

state in 1986-87 Secondary AVS (725) $1,.44 $3,692 12421 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 tended 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

returned more than they spent, due to a district spending freeze or ocher

unusual circumstance described on the survey. Thus, Exhibit 3.17 presents the

median, rather than the mean, proportion of tunds 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 502 of handicapped funds spent in districts, 75%

in AVS and 161 in postsecillndary institutions. The median proportion of

handicapped funds returned to the state was 26% among districts, 9% among AVS

and 23% among postsecondary institutions.

Similar results are seen with funds for disadvantaged students.

Only 8-9% of respondents carried over disadvantaged funds, with the average

amount $1,000-$2,000 across the three providers. More respondents indicated

that they returned disadvantaged funds to the state (13-18%), although the

amount averaged only about $1,000.

The median proportion of disadvantaged funds carried over was 80%

among districts, 6% among AVS 29% among postsecondary institutions. The

median proportion of disadvantaged funds returned was 262 among districts, 15%

among AVS and 12% 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 responoencs that

returned or carried over these funds.

The reason for unspent funds cited most often by secondary AVS and

postsecondary inscitutions was that actual costs were lower than projected

costs. When actual costs are less, the excess costs are less, so that the

full federal allocation cannot be utilized. Nearly half of AVS and

postsecondary institutions selected this reason to explain unspent l',andicapped

100
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Exhibit 3.08

Reasons tor Unspent Handicapped and Disadvantaged Funds in School Districts,

Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions

Category of

Perkins' Funds Reason for Unspens Funds

Percent of District /Institution

X2 of Group Differences

(Measure of Association)

School

District

Secondary

AVS

Postsecondary

Institution

Handicapped Program did not start on time 7.2 11.5 18.2 4.18 (.14)

Underenrollment of students 1.3 1.5 14.9 14.900" (.27)

Too difficult to show excess costs 33.5 16.0 13.9 9.69" (.22)

Matching funds not available 19.1 14.6 10.5 2.03 (.10)

Unsure whether match available 10.2 0.0 0.0 12.53" (.25)

Actual costs lower than budget 25.5 46.4 47.7 9.50" (.22)

WEIGHTED TOTAL N 1111 171 270

UNWEIGHTED TOTAL N 148 46 80

Disadvantaged Program did not start on time 7.9 12.5 23.9 8.070 (.20)

Underenrollment of students 8.1 7,7 5.5 0.44 (.05)

Too difficult to show excess costs 32.7 8.5 8.3 20.17°1° (.31)

Hatching funds not available 21.7 8.5 10.2 6.24° (.17)

Unsure whether match available 11.4 0.0 0.0 14.9601" (.27)

Actual costs lower than budget 23.4 35.8 34.8 3.22 (.12)

WEIGHTED TOTAL N 1153 176 295

UNWEIGHTED TOTAL N 155 50 89

" p<.05

411 p<.01

4" V.001

123
I



funds, and approximately 40% attributed unspent disadvantaged funds to lower

than expected costs. In contrast, only 23-26% of school districts returned or

carried over these Tide 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 related

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 the amount of

Perkins' dollars spent during 1986-87 and the types of districts, secondary

AVS and postsecondary institutions spending these funds. Additional

information and tabular displays can be found in the earlier sections of this

chapter.

A greater proportion of secondary AVS than school

districts spent Perkins' funds in 1986-87.

More than 80% of secondary AVS spent Perkins' funds for handicapped

and disadvantaged students, as compared with approximately half of school

districts. Approximately 30% of AVS spent Perkins' funds for adults, single

parents/ homemakers or sex equity, compared with less than 10% of districts.

Half of the AVS spent Perkins' funds for program improvement, while only 26%

of districts spent these federal dollars.

At the postsecondary level, community colleges were more
likely to spend Perkins' funds than postsecondary 4VS,
technical institutes or four-year colleges offering
vocational programs.



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 34% of ocher postsecondary

institutions reported spending these federal dollars.

An equal proportion of secondary and postsecondary

providers spent Perkins' funds for handicapped and

disadvantaged students. As would be expected, more
postsecondary institutions spent funds for adults erd
single parents /homemakers. However, a larger proportion
of postsecondary institutions spent Perkins' funds for
sex equity and program improvement.

Approximately 60% of secondary and postsecondary providers reported

spending Title IIA funds for handicapped and disadvantaged students. However,

30Z of postsecondary institutions spent Perkins' sex equity funds, compared

with 13% of secondary LEAs; nearly 60% of postsecondary institutions spent

Perkins' program improvement funds, compared with only 32% of secondary

providers.

Postnecondary institutions that did not receive Perkins'
funds were more 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 institutions that did not

receive funds indicated that they did not know about Perkirs' funds for

handicapped and disadvantaged students or 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 woulci

be too small. In contrast, only 20-30% of AVS and postsecondary institutions

indicated that they did not apply for funds because of the size of the award.

School districts that did not 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 to be in urban areas than in rural or suburban
areas.

LO3

1?d



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 292 of suburban and 23% 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.

Th. percentage of nonwhites was significantly higher for districts

spending each category of Perkins' funds. The largest differe'rence was seen

for LEP funds, where districts spending Perkins' LEP funds averaged 29%

nonwhite, compared with only 112 nonwhite among districts not spending these

funds.

The amount of Perkins' Title rIA and HS funds spent by
the average secondary AVS was significantly lirger than
the total expenditure by the average school districts.
However, since there are so many more school districts

AVS nationally, school districts accounted for 71Z
and AVS 29Z of the total Perkins' spending by secondary
providers.

Across categories of Title IIA and IIB funds, expenditures of

Perkins' funds by secondary providers totaled $402.8 million in 1986 37.

Districts spent 71% 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 vocational costs would tend to be

higher than in most districts.

The total Perkins' expenditure at the postsecondary

Level was nearly evenly divided between community
colleges and other types of postsecondary institutions,
although community colleges have nearly 1.5 times more
students.

Community colleges spent a total 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 at community colleges was

3.7 million students, compared with 2.3 million at other types o7: post-

104



r

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 was spent in 1986-87. Of that amount, 62Z was
spent by secondary providers and 38Z by postsecondary
institutions.

Secondary AVS and school districts enrolled an estimated 11.1

million students in 1986-87, while postsecondary institutions offering

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.

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

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

($20).

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, 20% of institu-
tions offering vocational education did not spend any
Perkins' funds.

Although 38% of districts reported no Perkins' funds in 1986-87,

these districts enrolled only 16% of all secondary students attending district

high schools. The 9% of AVS without Perkins' funds represent only 7% of

students attending secondary area vocational schools. Similarly, only 11% of

postsecondary students were enrolled in institutions that did not spend any

Perkins' funds.
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4.0 HOW PERKINS' FUNDS ARE SPENT BY DISTRICTS AND INSTITUTIONS

4.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we describe how school districts, 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. Far 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 of disadvantaged individuals to quality vocational 2ducatfon.

The la4 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 co maintain funding of existing

programs. The list of acceptable activities includes: expanding career

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 equipment 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 stare agenci.s on 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 summar,ze the ways in

which each of the Title IIA and IIB funds were spent during 1986-87 in school

districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary 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 a 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 chat as much as

102 of funds were listed in the "other" category. In order to capture fully

the ways in which Perkins' funds were spent, 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 sLtcomings of coding open-ended responses post hoc. First, since these

response categories were not listed on the survey, respondents wrote in their

own 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, buc

not reliable data.
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Handicapped Funds

In school districts, an average of 247. handicapped funds was

spent on guidance, assessment or counseling services (Exhibit 4.1). Approxi-

mately 20% of funds paid for paraprofessionals or aides for vocational

classrooms, and nearly 20% was spent on modified or new equipment.

Among secondary AVS, an average of 36% of handicapped funds paid for

paraprofessionals or aides in vocational classes. Nearly 20% of handicapped

funds supported salaries of teachers for separate classes.

Postsecondary institutions spent an average of 24% of their handi-

capped funds on guidance, assessment and counseling, and another 23% on

paraprofessionals or aides in vocational classes. In addition, 18% of handi-

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

In school districts and postsecondary institutions, a significantly

higher proportion of Perkins' funds for handicapped students (24%) was spent

on guidance, assessment or counseling services than was the case among

secondary AVS, which spent an average of 13% 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.

Ac 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 (23%). AVS also used a

higher proportion of funds to pay for teachers in separate classes (19%) than

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

On average, a higher proportion of funds was spent on

paraprofessionals or classroom aides in regular vocational classrooms than on

staff for separate classrooms. For example, in AVS, 36% of funds paid for

paraprofessionals, while 19% paid salaries for staff in separate classrooms.

In addition, a large 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 than. Eor

separate classes.
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Exhibit 4.1

Melons, Estimates of Now Handicapped Funds Were Spent by School Distriets,

Secm4ary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions In 1966-67

How Funds Were Spent

Type of District/

Institution

Percent of Funds Spent

Standard

Mean Deviation Median

F Statistic

of Differences

Between Group Means

Paraprotessionals/aldos In

regular vocational classes

Teachers ar staff for

separate vocational classes

Modified or new equipment

ConsultaVon services

Guidance, assessment

or counseling

Development or modification

of vocational curriculum

JoD placement services

School districts°

Secondary AVSb

Postsecondary InstitutIonsc

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

19.6 35.3 0.0 15.47ges

35.9 35.8 26.0

23.3 33.3 0.0

13.1 28.9 0.0 3.99"

18.7 31.0 0.0

11.0 26.3 0.0

18.8 33.3 0.0 2.15

13.5 24,5 0.0

17.9 30.6 0.0

4.3 14.0 0.0 3.920

1.4 4.9 0.0

3.6 14.1 0.0

23.5 33.9 5.0 10.78""

12.6 22.3 0.0

24.2 32.6 10.0

7.1 19.5 0.0 2.93

4.7 9.8 0.0

4,3 12.2 0.0

2.6 10.6 0.0 0.66

3.6 10.0 0.0

2.8 10.4 0.0

(continued)



Exhibit 4.1

(continued)

New Funds Were Spent

Type of District/

Institution

Percent of Funds Spent

Mean

Standard

Deviation Median

Materials and suppliesd School districts 4.3 18.1 0.0

Secondary AVS 4.2 14.4 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 1.1 5.5 0.0

Administration/overhead d School districts 0.1 0.8 0.0

Secondary AVS 0.2 3.1 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 1.0 4.3 0.0

Instructional support stolid School districts 1.1 9.5 0.0

Secondary AVS 3.2 14.3 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 7.2 23.0 0.0

bWeighted n

bWeighted n

cWeighted n
dt.
1..ategories

a p c.05

p c.01

G e p (.001

5033; unweighted n 583

689; unweighted n . 234

. 1055; unweighted n = 304

coded from "other" responses and are likely to underestimate actual percentage of expenditures.
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Disadvantaged Funds

School districts spent an average of 22% 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 15% were towards equipment.

Secondary AVS spent an average of 33% of their Perkins' funds on

paraprofessionals or aides within the regular vocational classroom. AVS used

an averaga 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 1,,,tnt an average of 212 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 17% of disadvantaged funds for basic skills instruc-

tion in nonvocational classes and 13% for equipment.

Secondary AVS spent a higher percentage of ?erkins' disadvantaged

monies than districts or postsecondary institutions to help disadvantaged

students in the regular vocational classroom. For example, AVS reported an

average of 33% of disadvantaged funds to pay for paraprofessionals or aides,

as compared with 17% by districts and 212 by postsecondary institutions.

Secondary AVS alsc spent a larger proportion of disadvantaged funds

(13%) for basic skills instruction in nonvocational classes than districts

(6%), 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 En lish-Proficient (LEP) Funds

The secondary AVS and school districts that received Perkins' funds

for LEP students spent these monies in generally the same way. The summary of
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Exhibit 4.2

National Estimates of How Disadvantaged Funds More Spent by School UistrIcts,

Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions In 1986 -67

Haw Funds Were Spent

;Paraprofessionals /aides in

-fillgular vocational classes

Teachers or staff for

Separate vocational classes

Gamic skills instruction

in nonvocational classes

Guidance, assessment

or counseling

Equipment

Development or modification

of vocational curriculum

Stipends or subsidized

employment

Recruitment of

out-of-school youth

Typo of District/

Institution

Pe-cent of Funds Spent

Standard

Deviation Median

F Statistic

of Differences

Between Group MeansMean

School districtsa 16.6 32.4 0.0 17.7180*

Secondary AVSb 32.9 35.2 20.0

°ostsecondary lnstltutlonsc 20.5 31.3 0.0

School districts 12.9 27.6 0.0 4.340

Secondary AVS 18.3 31.3 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 11.2 24.3 0.0

School districts 6.3 18.7 0.0 16.1000°

Secondary AVS 13.4 28.0 n.0

Postsecondary Institutions 17.2 29.5 0.0

School districts 21.5 32.6 5.0 11.19110

Secondary AVS 10.7 21.3 0.0

Postsecondary Institutions 20.2 25.5 10.0

School districts 15.3 29.6 0.0 7.16000

Secondary AVS 7.2 16.7 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 12.9 25.3 0.0

School districts 7.6 21.6 0.0 7.30000
Secondary AVS 4.1 10.7 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 3.0 8.3 0.0

School districts 5.3 20.9 0.0 8.39°00
Secondary AVS 1.5 10.2 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 0.8 4.8 0.0

School districts 0.2 1.9 0.0 6.800"

Secondary AVS 0.3 1.9 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 1.1 5.5 0.0
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Exhibit 4.2

(continued)

How Funds Were Spent

Type of District/

institution

Percent of Funds Spent F Statistic

of Differences

Between Group MeanMean

Standard

Deviation Median

Employability and Job School districts 3.7 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"

SaconMscy AVS 0.3 2.0 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 1.1 8.0 0.0

Materials and suppliesd School districts 3.9 14.9 0.0 5.21"

Secondary AVS 3.3 10.5 0.0

Postsecondary Institutions 1.0 4.7 0.0

Administration/overheadd School districts 0.1 1.1 0.0 3.610

Secondary AVS 0.2 3.4 0.0

Postsecondary ;stituti3ns 0.7 4.7 0.0

instructional support staffd School districts 0.4 4.6 0.0 12.88c
Secondary AVS 3.4 16.0 0.0

Postsecondary instorutions 6,3 21.7 0,0

*Weighted n = 5315; unweighted n = 575
bWeighted n = 694; unweighted n = 233

cWeighted n = 1125; unweighted n = 328
dCategories coded from "other" responses and are likely to underestimate actual percentage of expendOures.

m p <.05

114
p (.01

a" p <.001
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how secondary 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-is paid for paraprofessionals or

aides in regular vocational classes. Another 20% of funds, on average, was

spent on guidance, assessment or counseling services. Slightly more than 10%

of LEP monies funded tutoring by native speakers outside of vocational

classes, with another 10% used for bilingual curriculum development and 10%

supporting teachers in separate vocational classes for LEP students.

Adult 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 three types of

vocational providers. Among school districts spending adults funds, nearly

40Z of funds supported staff in separate classes for adults, while secondary

AVS reported that half of adult funds, on average, were used in this category.

Postsecondary institutions spent 26% of adult funds for staff in separate

adult classes, a percentage significantly lower than that reported by

secondary AVS.

School districts and postsecondary institutions spent approxima-ely

25% of adult funds on equipment and 14% on guidance, assessment or

counseling. Secondary AVS spent a slightly lower percentage of adult funds on

these two activities (16% on equipment; 9% on assessment).

Single Parent/Homemaker Funds

Approximately 30% of Perkins' funds for single parents and home-

makers was spent on guidance, assessment or counseling in each of the three

types of vocational providers (Exhibit 4.5). The second largest ave-,zge

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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Exhibit 4.3

National Estimates of 110N Limited-English-Proficient Funds Were Spent by School Districts

and Setz..adary Area Vocational Schools in 1986-87

....nmnrrn

liom Funds Were ',pent

Type of District/

institution

Percent of Funds Spent F Statistic

of Differences

Between G-oup Mean-Mean

Standard

Deviation Median

Paraprofessionals/aides in School districtsa 21.9 37.6 0.0 1.34

regular vocational classes Secondary AVSb 34.1 40.2 20.0

Teachers or staff for School districts 8.3 24.2 0.0 0.89

,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

hutside of vocational classes Secondary AVS 12.1 26.0 0.0

ANidance, 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 7.1 20.2 0.0

Equipment School districts 7.7 22.7 0.0 1.54

Secondary /VS 2.0 6.2 0.0

Employability and Job School districts 6.0 t9.5 0.0 1.75

search activities Secondary AVS 0.6 3.0 0.0

Materials and suppllesc School districts 11.0 31.0 0.0 0.97

Secondary AVS 5.6 15.8 0.0

in
11

(continued)
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Exhibit 4.3

(continued)

Now Furds Wars Spent

Type of District/

Institution

Percent of Funds Spent

Median

F Statistic

of Differences

Between Group Means

Standard

Mean Deviation

Administration/overheads School districts 0.2 1.9 0.0 0.35

Secondary AVS 6.1 0.0 0.0

Instructional support staffs School districts 0.4 5.8 0.0 0.51

Secondary AVS 1.2 7.8 0.0

Alemediation/tutoringc School districts 1.4 11.3 0.0 0.27

Secondary AVS 2.2 15.0 0.0

°Weighted n a 556; unveighted n = 125

°Weighted n 104; unveighted n a 27

CCategories coded from "ether" responses and are likely to underestimate actual percentage of expenditures.
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Exhibit 4.4

National Estimates of Now Adult Funds Were Spent by School Districts,

Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary lustitutlons in 1986-87

Now Funds Were Spent

Type of District/

Institution

Percent of Funds Spent

Standard

Olean Deviation Median

Paraprofeckionals/aides

in vocational classes

Teachers or staff for

Separate vocational classes

Custodial or support staff

to keep facilities open

longer hours

Basic skills instruction

in nonvocational classes

Guidance, assessment

or counseling

Equipment

Student recruitment

Child care services

School districts.

Secondary AVSb

Postsecondary institutionsc

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School district's

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Pos econdary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

II

14°J

3.8

4.1

5.7

37.9

49.9

26.2

15.2

11.8

15.3

42.2

41.3

37.9

0.0

0.0

0.0

16.0

50.0

0.,..#

1.0 6.2 0.0

2.0 5.9 0.0

0.3 2.1 0.0

3.1 11.2 0.0

3.1 8.8 0.0

12.0 24.8 0.0

13.5 26.5 0.0

9.2 19.3 0.0

13.6 22.2 0.0

25.7 38.1 0.0

15.9 28.7 0.0

23.3 37.4 0.0

2,2 6.7 0.0

2.9 10.2 0.0

2.9 9.8 0.0

1.1 8.0 0.0

1.0 3.8 0.0

4.0 18.5 0.0



Exhibit 4.4

(continued)

How Funds Were Spent

Type of District/

institution

Percent of Funds Spent

Mean

Standard

Deviation Median

Transportation School districts 2.0 5.2 0.0

Secondary AVS 0.6 2.4 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 0.8 2.8 0.0

JOb Plecemu.t services School districts 1.7 8.0 0.0

Secondary AVS 3.3 11.8 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 3.9 15.6 0.0

Materiels and surpliesd School districts 1.0 4.5 0.0

Secondary AVS 1.1 4.4 0.0

Postsecondary Institutions 2.6 10.3 0.0

Administration/overheadd School districts 0.6 3.5 0.0

Secondary AVS 0.1 0.8 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 0.8 5.1 0.0

'Weighted n = 294; usweighted n = 81

'Weighted n = 205; unweighted n = 99

Clileighted n = 629; unweighted n = 2

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

p <.05

114
p '.01

P '.001



Exhibit 4.5

National Estimates of How Perent/Homemaker Funds Were Spent by School Districts,

Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary institutions In 1986-87

Now Funds Mere Spent

Type of District/

institution

Percent of Funds Spent

Standard

Mean Deviatio6 Median

Paraprofessionals /aides in

regular vocational classes

Teachers or staff for

separate vocational classes

Custodial a support staff

to keep facilities open

longer hours

Basic skills instruction

In nonvocatlonal classes

Guidance, assessment

or counseling

Equipment

Student recruitment

School districts

Secondary AVSb

Postsecondary institutionsc

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutims

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

14.),

3.2 9.7 0.0

8.6 22.8 0.0

7.8 21.5 0.0

18.6 31.1 0.0

17.2 27.9 0.0

13.8 24.9 0.0

0.7 3.0 0.0

0.2 1.4 0.0

1.0 5.2 0.0

11.8 30.1 0.0

2.8 6.3 0.0

5.2 15.8 0.0

28.1 34.2 10.0

25.9 32.8 10.0

31.4 33.0 0.0

10.5 26.0 0.0

1.6 4.3 0.0

2.2 8.7 0.0

5.5 13.0 0.0

6.1 14.0 0.0

5.3 11.3 0.0



Exhibit 4.5

(continued)

Hew Funds Were Spent

Type of District/

Institution

Percent of Funds Spent F Statistic

of Differences

Between Group MeansMean

Standard

Deviation Median

Child care services School districts 9.2 20.5 0.0 0.39

Secondary AVS 6.4 11.4 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 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 suppliesd School districts 0.6 3.3 0.0 0.16

Secondary AVS 1.1 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

Tuition reimbursementd School districts 1.3 10.0 0.0 4.29°

Secondary AVS 10.1 27.9 0.0

PostsuLdary institutions 3.3 13.8 0.0

aWeighted n = 418; unweighted n * III

bWeighted n = 189; unwuighted n = 71

cWeighted n = 629; unweighted n = 260
dCategories coded from "other" responses and are to underestimate actual percentage of expenditures.

p <.05
II n 143



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 10% of Perkins' funds for single

parents/homemakers for tuition reimbursement. While this percentage is higher

than the amount reported by either school distric,7s or postsecondary

institutions, all of these percentages are a result of coding information

originally listed by respondents in an "other" category. Thus, the differ-

ences between the three types 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 each 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, 25% 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 (92). Postsecondary institutions generally spent a larger

proportion of sex equity funds on child care services (8%) 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

122
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Exhibit 4.6

National Estimates of How Sex EqUity Funds Were Spent by School Districts,

Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions in 1986 -07

Now Funds Mere Spent

Type of District/

Institution

Percent of Funds Spent F Statistic

of Differences

Between Group MeansMean

Standard

Deviation Median

leservice staff development School districts 25.8 30.9 12.0 7.98
Secondary AVSb 13.1 25.2 0.0

Postsecondary institutionsC 8.7 19.0 0.0

Dovoiopoont or modification School districts 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

nontraditional fields Secondary AVS 22.3 32.0 2.0

Postsecondary institutions 21.1 30.0 5.0

Salaries for 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 fields Postsecondary Institutions 22.3 30.7 5.0

Counseling and career School districts 20.8 24.1 10.0 0.40

development Secondary AVS 17.9 29.7 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 7.6 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 2.2 9.0 0.0

Tahild care services School districts 0.6 3.0 0.0 4.44'

Secondary AVS 1.5 5.7 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 8.2 24.3 0.0

.ransportation School districts 2.2 6.8 0.0 0.65

Secondary AVS 1.3 3.5 0.0

Postsecondary institutions 1.8 5.0 0.0
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Exhibit 4.6

(continued)

Now Funds Were Spent

Typo of District/

Institution

Percent of Funds Spent F Statistic

of Differences

Between Group MIMSWean

Standard

Deviation Median

Materials and suppliesd 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

Administration/overhead
d School districts 0.2 2.0 0.0 0.79

Secondary AVS 0.0 0.0 0.0

Postseconc -y institutions 3.9 0.0

Tuition reimbursementd School districts n/a n/a n/a n/a

Secondary AVS n/a n/a n/a

Postsecondary institutions 4.1 16.9 0.0

°Weighted n 620; unweighted n 146

°Weighted n 203; unweighted n a 91

cWeighted n 416; unweighted n a 148
dCetegories coded from "other" responses and are likely to underestimate actuah percentage of expenditures.

p <.05

" p (.01
216 p <.001

It
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Exhibit 4.7

National Estimates of How Program Improvement Funds Were Spent by School Districts.

Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postseconeary Institutions in 1986-87

How Funds Were Spent

Tvpe of District/

.tstitution

Percent of Funds Spent

Standard

Mean Deviation Median

F Statistic

of Differences

Between Group Means

Hired staff for new School districtsa 6.2 20.5 0.0 7.47fils

or expanded program Secondary ASb 12.9 25.5 0.0

Postsecondary institutionsc 14.7 26.4 0.0

Inservice and School districts 7.2 19.4 0.0 2.35

preservice training Secondary AVS 6.8 18.1 0.0

Postsecondary Institutions 10.9 25.1 0.0

Expanded counseling and School districts 4.1 12.4 3.0 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 School districts 63.0 37.7 75.0 3.32
Secondary AVS 61.6 41.3 80.0

Postsecondary institutions 53.9 41.3 60.0

Renovated Of expanded School districts 0.8 6.5 0.0

facilities Secondary AVS 1.8 6.3 0.0

'ostsecondary institutions 0.6 5.3 0.0

Articulation agreement Sciool 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

1,17
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Exhibit 4.7

(continued)

Now Funds Were Spent

Type of District/

Institution

Percent of Funds Spent F Statistic

of Differences

Between Group MeansMean

Standard

Deviation Median

Industry- education

partnership agreement

Materials and suppliesd

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary institutions

School districts

Secondary AVS

Postsecondary Institutions

1.0

1.3

0.8

'.9

3.3

n/a

7.7

4.4

3.8

16.3

11.6

n/a

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

n/a

0.38

0.98

%sighted n = 2893; unweighted n * 410
13Weighted n = 420; unweighted n = 158
cWeighted n = 1031; unweighted n = 301
d
Categories coded from "other" responses and are likely to underestimate aclil percentage of expenditures.

I

14j

P <.05

p .01

P <.001



reported spending approximately 62% of Title IIB funds on equipment. Half of

the districts spent more than 75% of program improvement funds for equipment;

among secondary AVS, the median was 80%. Postsecondary institutions spent an

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

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 10% of program improvement funds supported inservice

and preservice staff training in each type of vocational setting. Postsecond-

ary institutions and school districts also spent an average of 9-10% of Title

IIB funds on curriculum 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. T., Such an analysis indicates the most prevalent spending

categories. In thii 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 (62%) 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

expenditures: that AVS are more likely to use Perkins' handicapped funds to

1'1
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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, 42% of AVS used disadvantaged funds for

guidance, assessment or counseling services, while 38% spent a portion of

Perkins' disadvantaged funds on equipment.

Among school districts, the most prevalent use of Perkins' disadvan-

taged funds was for guidance, assessment and counseling, with 54% of districts

spending funds for these services. Equipment was the second most common use

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

Sixty percent of postsecondary institutions spent a portion of

Perkins' 4isadvantaged funds on guidance, assessment or counseling. In

addition, 44% of these institutions used disadvantaged funds to pay for aides

in vocational classes, and 40% used the monies to provide basic

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 (42% of districts; 46% of AVS)

and (b) aides in vocational classes (34% of districts; 54% 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 70% 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 portion

of Perkins' adult money for equipment. In addition, 37: of districts, 384 of
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AVS and 42% of postsecondary institutions spent Perkins' adult funds on

guidance, assessment or counseling.

Parent /Homemaker

Approximately 70% 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

50% of providers used these funds to pay for child care services. More than

half of the AVS (57%) and 47% of postsecondary institutions used single

parent/homemaker funds for transportation, while 39% of districts reported

expenditures in this category.

Sex Equity Funds

The majority of vocational pro,,iders used a portion oc Perkins' sex

equity money for counseling and career development activities (Exhibit 4.13).

Sixty-six percent of districts, 54% of AVS and 56% of postsecondary institu-

ions spent sex equity money in this way. In addition, 50-60% of each type of

qocational provider spent a portion of their sex equity funds for recruitment

of students to nontraditional fields.

Half of the postsecondary institutions used Perkins' sax equity

funds to pay staff salaries, compared with 37% of secondary LEAs. In

contrast, 65% of school districts used a portion of these federal funds for

inservice staff development, compared with 38-39% of AVS and postsecondary

institutions.

Program Improvement

Clearly, equipment was the most common use of Perkins' program

improvement money (Exhibit 4.14). Eighty-six percent of school districts, 797.

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 35% of postsecondary institutions used a portion of

program improvement funds to hire staff for new programs, for inservice/

preservice training or for curriculum development.



Exhibit 4.12

Single Parent/Homemaker Funds-
Fervint of Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools and Postsecondary Institutions
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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 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 t.inds

for consumer and homemaking education. The results are displayed in Exhibit

4.15.

Less than 20% 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 (18.9Z), out

of the 1305 institutions responding to this question, combined any

funds. Of the 247 institutions, 692 indicated that they combined

funds for

programs.

with adult

of these

Perkins'

single parents/homemakers with sex equity funds to run

Fewer institutions (572) combined single parent/homemaker

funds. Less than a quarter of institutions

funds with adult funds.

joint

funds

combined sex equity

A small percentage of postsecondary institutions (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

combination, 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 (14V.

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 postsecondary institutions were
most likely to spend Perkins' handicapped funds on

guidance, assessment or counseling; paraprofessionals or
aides in the regular vocational classroom; and

equipment.

More than nalf of all districts and postsecondary institutins spent

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



Exhibit 4.15

National Estimates of Percentage of Postsecondary

Institutions Combining Perkins' Funds in 1986-87
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Across districts and institutions, an average of 24% of Perkins' handicapped

funds was spent on these services. Thirty-five percent of districts and 41%

of postsecondary institutions spent handicapped funds on equipment, with an

average expenditure of approximately 20:.

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 36: of their Perkins'

handicapped monies to pay for paraprofessionals or aides in the regular

vocational classroom. Handicapped funds were used by 37% of AVS Lo pay

teachers' salaries for separate vocational classes, averaging 19% of their

Perkins' dollars for handicapped students.

On average across providers, :A 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 (3b% versus 19%) and

postsecondary institutions (23% 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 counseling; equipment; or paraprofessionals/aides in
regular vocational classes.

More than half of all districts spent some Perkins' disadvantaged

money on guidance, assessment or counseling, averaging 22% of their total

disadvantaged expenditures during 1986-87. Approximately 30% of districts

spent disadvantaged funds on equipment or classroom aides, averaging 15-17: of

their disadvantaged expenditures.

On average, AVS spent a large proportion of diaqdvan-
taged funds on direct instruction: aides in vocational
classes, teachers for separate classes and basic skills
instruction.

Sixty-one percent of VS spent disadvantaged fuud:; on paraprofes-

sionals or aides for regular vocational classes. On average, Lhese



expenditures were 33% of their total disadvantaged expenditures in 1986-87.

Approximately one third of AVS used disadvantaged funds for teachers'

salaries, averaging 18% of spending, and basic skills instruction, averaging

132 of spending.

Postsecondary institutions were most likely to use

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 20% 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 20% of their disadvantaged funds.

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 in

regular vocational classes. These expenditures accounted fcr 22% of LEP

spending in districts and 34% in AVS. Approximately 45% of secondary

providers spent an average of 20% of LEP money on guidance, assessment and

counseling.

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 teachers in

separate classrooms. These salaries accounted for 38% of adult expenditures

in districts and 502 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 institutions, 42% of institutions spent

an average of 26% 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 2f
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district spending, 16% of AVS spending and 23% of postsecondary spending. In

addition, 402 of each type of provider reported spending adult funds on

guidance, assessment or counseling services, averaging 9-14% of expenditures.

Across providers, the largest proportion of Perkins'
funds for single parents/homemakers was used 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

26-31% of spending. Approximately 35% of providers used single parent/

homemaker funds for staff or teachers in separate classes, averaging about 15%

of spending.

The two most prevalent uses of Perkins' funds for sex
equity were to recruit students to nontraditional fields
and to provide counseling and career development
activities.

More than half of all districts, AVS and postsecondary institutions

receiving sex equity funds used these federal dollars 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 17-21% of spending.

The overwhelming majority of program improvement funds
in 1986-87 was spent on equipment in 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 63% of program

improvement funds on equipment, with half of districts spending more than 75

of their Title IIB funds in this one category. Among secondary AVS, an

average of 62% of program improvement funds was spent on equipment, with half

of all schools spending more than 80% on equipment. Postsecondary institu

tions spent on average of 54% of Title IIB funds on equipment, with half of

the institutions spending more than 60% of program improvement funds in this

one category.



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:

assessment of the interests, abilities, and special

needs of each student;

special services, including adaptation of curriculum,

instruction, equipmelt, and facilities;

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 categorize the propor-

tion of students receiving each service or activity as :"all", "most", "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.



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 ti,nse results; the

small proportion of districts (16%) 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 60% of districts and 68% of

AVS indicated that all handicapped students had assessments of vocational

interests, abilities and special needs. More than 60% of each type of

secondary LEA reported that all handicapped students were involved in

guidance, counseling and career deve1opment activities. More than half of

school districts and 60% of AVS indicated that all handicapped students

received guidance and counseling on transition to further education or

employment.

Fewer LEP, reported either adapted or simplified equipment, modified

curriculum or modified facilities for all or most handicapped students. For

example, only 15% of districts and 17% of AVS indicated chat all handicapped

students had modified facilities. Rather, approximately 40% of respondents

reported that no handicapped students had modified facilities. In approxi-

mately 30% of districts, no handicapped students had adapted equipment,

compared with 14% 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 krudg.nts

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 education

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

National Estimates of Supplemental Services for Handicapped Vocational

Students in School Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Type of Supplemental

Service

Proportion of Students

Receiving Service

Percent

Districtsa AVSb

X
2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of Association)

Assessment of vocational

interests, abilities and

special needs

Modified or Adapted

curriculum

Adapted or simplified

e4lipment

Modified facilities

All 58.6 68.3 10.47*

Most 22.3 15.3 (.12)

Some 14.5 15.2

None 4.5 1.3

All 38.6 29.2 13.38"

Most 27.2 38.8 (.13)

Some 30.7 30.1

None 3.5 2.0

All 11.8 14.8 20.85."

Most 13.1 13.2 (.17)

Some 45.6 58.2

None 29.6 13.8

All 14.) 16.6 3.00

Most 9.8 10.1 (.06)

Some 14 . 18,4

None 41.7 '4.9

Continued



Exhibit 5.1

(continued)

Percent

Type of Supplemental Proportion of Students

Service Receiving Service Districts* AVS

X2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of Association)

Guidance, counseling and

career development activities

Guidance and counseling on

transition to further

education or employment

All 63.9 66.9 8.19"

Most 23.1 17.9 (.11)

Some 11.0 14.7

None 3.0 0.5

All 52.0 59.6 7.47

Most 28.2 22.4 (.10)

Some 16.2 17.1

None 3.6 0.9

aWeighted n = 6833; unweighted n = 618

bWeighted n

p <.05

= 664; unweighted n = 234

<.01

"11 p <.001

# I "



Exhibit 5.2

National Estimates of Supplemental Services for Academically Disadvantaged Vocational

Students In School Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Type of Supplemental Proportion of Students

Percent X
2 Statistic of

Group Differences

Service Receiving Service Districts8 AVSb (Measure of Association)

Assessment of vocational

interests, abilities

and special needs

All

Most

Some

None

51.2

23.9

19.9

4.9

57.2

18.4

22.9

1.5

7.62

(.10)

Remedial basic skills All 24.0 33.3 22.33"

instruction in Most 26.9 34.3 (.18)

vocational classes S:ime 33.7 24.5

None 15.4 5.9

Remedial basic skills All 33.0 27.7 25.071°'

instruction in Most 24.8 31.7 (.19)

other classes Some 34.4 22.3

(e.g., English) None 7.8 18.3

A summer job combined All 2.8 0.7 26.59"6

with vocational education Most 3.1 9.2 (.19)

Some 43.5 55.8

None 50.6 34.3

1

Continued

"
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Exhibit 5.2

(continued)

Percent

Type of Supplemental Proportion of Students

Service Receiving Service Districtsa AVSb

Enrollment in vocationally-

oriented school-within-a-

school or alternative

school

A modified vocational

curriculum (e.g.. simplified

language in technical manuals)

Guidance, counseling and

career development activities

guidance and counseling on

tfeatitiOu ta:r ;uither.

edu-ration or employment

X2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of Association)

All 4.2 14.8 39.34111

Most 5.6 9.6 (.23)

Some 21.9 29,2

None 68.2 46.4

Ai 8.3 15.9 43.68111

Most 14.5 16.8 (.25)

Some 37.1 52.6

None 40.1 14.6

All 56.4 55.2 0.94

Most 21.5 22.3 (.04)

Some 19.3 20.8

None 2.8 1.7

All 45.8 48.4 2.75

1401 25.1 24.4 (.06)

Sone 25.6 22.1

None 2,9 5.0

°Weighted n = 7169; unweighted n = 610

°Weighted n = 594; unweighted n = 214

sas p (.001



Approximately half of districts and AVS reported that all

academically disadvantaged students received assessment, guidance, counseling

and career aevelopment services. Another 20% indicated that most academically

disadvantaged students received these services. For example, 51% 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 24% of districts and 18% of AVS, most academically disadvantaged

students were assessed. Similarly, approximately 55% of both districts and

AVS provided guidance, counseling and career develovsent activities to all

academically disadvantaged students. Between 4'Z and 48% 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,

compzise 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 studen-:s, with nearly 40% of districts not undertaking this activity at

all.

One third of the AVS provided remedial basic skills instruction in

vocational classes to all academically disadvantaged students, while 28%

offered this remediation to all academically disadvantaged students in non-

vocational classes. The setting far remedial basic skills instruction was

somewhat reversed in school districts 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.

Of course, this difference in the setting of remedial basic skills instruction

in districts and AVS reflects the emphasis of course offerings in the two

types 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 the programs and services available
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to all students. However, about 66% of AVS and 49: of school districts

provided cannier 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 40-507. of secondary LEAs, all 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 56% of AVS indicated that all economically disadvantaged

students were involved in guidance, counseling and career development

activities, with another 25% indicating that most economically disadvantaged

students received these services.

Students at AVS were more likely to have jobs or stipends :Ian

students in school districts. For example, 72% 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

proficiency are summarized in Exhibit 5.4. Only those districts (19%) and AVS

(26%) with LEP students enrolled in vocational education are included in these

results; respondents that indicated there mere no LEP students enrolled in

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



Exhibit 5.3

National Estimates of Supplemental Services for Economically Disadvantaged

Vocational Students In School Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Percent

Type of Supplemental Proportion of Students

Service Receiving Service Districts.' AVSb

X2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of Association)

Assessment of vocational

interests. abilities

and ' T needs

A net' job combined with

vocational education

..-

Lro
.--

Paid employment through a

school-coordinated program

(e.g., cooperative vocational

education)

A stipend or subsidized

employment in conjunction

with vocationai education

(e.g., work-study program)

All 42.4 44.9 6.54

Most 23.7 23.0 (.10)

Some 27.7 30.4

None 6.2 1.6

All 4.3 0.8 20.70"
Most 7.1 15.2 (.17)

Some 40.4 47.1

None 48.2 37.0

All 3.8 0.6 54.35"
Most 5.1 7.7 (.27)

Some 35.4 63.3

None 55.8 28.4

All 3.6 0.2 31,871"

Most 2.6 5.4 (.21)

Swim 26.; ,-.
AA

...,
0

None 67.5 49.6

Continued
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Exhibit 5.3

(Continued)

Type of Supplemental Proportion of Students

Service

Modification of curriculum

to accommodate a job during

school hours

Guidance, counseling and

career development

activities

Guidance and counseling on

transition to further

education or employment

Percent X
2 Statistic of

Group Differences

Receiving Service Districts8 AVSb (Measure of Association)

All 4.8 2.9 23.3511"

Most 6.8 15.4 (.18)

Some 41.2 50.0

None 47.2 31.7

All 49.9 55.8 5.72

Most 23.7 26.2 (.09)

Some 23.7 16.8

None 2.6 1.2

All 41.4 46.0 10.13'

Most 24.7 30.2 (.12)

Some 31.2 19.6

None 2.7 4.2

`Weighted n = 7183; unweighted n = 589

bweighted n = 603; unweighted n 1." 214

p <.05

" p (.01
MOO p (.001

1 .1



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

Type of Supplemental Proportion of Students

X2 Statistic of

Group Differences

Service Receiving Service Districtsa AVSa (Measure of Association)

Vocational tutoring or

assistance by native

sneakor outside of

regular class

All

Most

Some

None

16.4

11.6

29.2

42.7

36.9

10.7

25.1

27.3

9.76*

(.24)

Assessment of vocational All 46.9 55.6 1.65

--
interests, abilities and Most 15.4 10.0 (.10)

Ln
L.)

special needs Some 28.0 24.4

None 9.7 9.9

Modified vocational All 6.9 7.8 10.45*

curriculum (e.g., technical Most 11.4 30.1 (.25)

manuals in native language) Some 23.1 22.2

None 58.6 39.9

Guidance, counseling and Ali 58.5 42.7 4.33

Loteef deveiopment Most 22.1 34.2 t.1A)
activities Some 15.5 7.9

None 3.3 5.2

Continued



Exhibit 5.4

kcontinued)

Percent

Type of Supplemental Proportion of Students

X 2 Statistic of

Group Differences

Service Receiving Service Districtsa AVSb (Measure of Association)

Guidance and counseling All 50.2 38,5 3.29
on transition to further Most 22.4 34.3 (.14)

education or employment Some 21.9 21.9

None 5.5 5.2

Bilingual basic skills Ail 40.3 15.6 11.87"
instruction Most 15.2 21.3 (.26)

Some 20.7 34.7

None 23.8 28.3

aweighted n = 1520; unweighted n = 244
bWeighted n = 192; unweighted n z 65

* p <.05

" p <.01

1so 191



proficiency. As Exhibit 5.4 illustrates, 47% of districts and 56Z of AVS

e

reportl that all LEP students received assessment of vocational interests,

abilities and special needs. In addition, 59% of districts. and 43% of AVS

provided guidance, counseling and career development activities for all LEP

students. Half of the districts and 39% of AVS offered guidance and

counseling 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 in

school districts. For example, 37% of AVS reported that all LEP students

received tutoring by a native speaker, as compared with only 16% of districts

offering this to all LEP students. In 43% of school districts, no LEP

students received this type of tutoring. However, 40% of school districts

reported that all LEP students received bilingual basic skills instruction, a

significantly higher percentage than among AVS (16%).

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 these

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.

naciiLliuniSLLIpnts

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
rl

hanetapped students enrolled in vocational education are included in the

analysis; the small proportion of districts (16Z) and AVS (3Z) wt.th no
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192



Exhibit 5.5

National Estimates of Relationship Between Supplemental Services for Handicapped Vocational

Students and Spending Perkins' Handicapped Funds in Schoo; Districts end Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Type of Supplemental

Service

Proportion

of Students

Receiving

Service

Percent of Districts

Not

Spending Spending

Handic. Handlc.

Fundsa Fundsb

X2 Statistic

(Measure of

Association)

Percent of AVS

Not

Spending Spending

Handic. Handic.

Fundsc Fundsd

X
2 Statistic

(Measure of

Association)

Assessment of vocational All 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)

special needs Some 14.5 14.8 12.5 31.0

None 1.9 8.9 0.4 3.0

Modified or adapted All 36.7 42.0 8.670 31.6 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

Adapted or simplified All 7.5 18.0 18.531" 15.5 11.1 1.89

equipment Most 15.8 9.2 (.19) 12.2 19.7 (.09)

Some 49.0 39.4 59.3 52.1

None 27.7 33.4 13.0 16.5

Modified facilities All 14.4 14.0 25.53'" 15.7 23.0 1.93

Most 13.1 4.6 (.23) 10.1 11.0 (.10)

Some 38.4 26.2 40.4 28.9

None 34.1 55.1 33.8 31.1

Continued
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Exhibit 5.5

(continued)

Type of Supplemental

Service

Proportion

of Students

Receiving

Service

Percent of Districts

Not

Spending Spending

Handic. Handic.

Fundsa Fundsb

X
2 Statistic

(Measure of

Association)

Percent of AVS

Spending

Handic.

Fundsc

Not

Spending

Handic.

Funds

X
2 Statistic

(Measure of

Association)

Guidance, counseling and

career development

activities

Guidance and counseling

on transition to further

education or employment

All 62.4 62.7 15.17"" 72.1 38.7 17.9410"

Most 27.2 17.5 (.18) 17.0 24.1 (.29)

Some 9.1 14.1 10.9 37.2

None 1.3 5.8 0.0 0.0

All 44.7 62.2 26.82"" 64.8 30.7 20.110"

Most 36.2 16.5 (.23) 21.5 29.1 (.31)

Some 16.8 15.5 13.7 37,2

None 2.3 5.8 0.0 5.0

aWeighted n

bweighted n

cWeighted n

dWeighted n

p <.05

re

al. <.001

195

= 4144; uniclighted n 493

= 2585; unweighted n 123

= 559; unweighted n 204

99; unweighted n 28

1Vi
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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 h2 related to high-cost expenditures such as modified equipment and

.facilities. Approximately 66X of 4istricts 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 federal dollars. Similarly, 72% of districts spending handicapped funds

indicated that they adapted or simplified equipment for at Least some handi-

capped students, compared with 67% 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. For example, only 9% of districts that did

not spend any handicapped funds, as compared with 2% 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. Similarly, 6Z of districts

not spending handicapped funds, as compared with 1% of districts spending

funds, did not provide guidance, counseling or career development activities

to any handicapped students, although 62 -63% 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, 45% provided guidance and

counseling services on transition to further education or employment to all

handicapped students, while 36% provided these services to most handicapped

students. In contr pt, among districts that did not spend handicapped funds;

a higher proportion (on) provided these counseling services to all handi-

capped students and a smaller proportion (In) to most students. By combining

these figures for both types of districts, the result is that approximately



80% of respondents provided these services to all or most handicapped

students; thus, these statistically significant differences shown in Exhibit

5.5 are of little substantive importance.

Area Vocational Schools (AVS). Since more than 80% 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 interpreted with

caution.

These caveats notwithctanding, 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, 73% of AVS spending handicapped funds provided

assessment of vocational interests, abilities and special needs to all handi-

capped students, as compared with 44% not spending these funds. Similarly,

guidance, counseling and career development activities were provided to all

handicapped students in 72% of AVS spending handicapped funds, as compared

with only 39% 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 65% of AVS spending Perkins' handi-

capped funds, and in only 31% of AVS not spending these funds.

AaLdsrnisallyild, iltaged Students

Exhibit 5.6 presents the relationship between spending Perkins'

disadvantaged funds and providing supplemental services to academically

disadvantaged students. Districts and AVS with academically disadvantaged

students enrolled in vocational education are included in the analysis; the

small proportion of districts (12%) 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 -not spend these federal dollars. However, while statistically

sinificant, these differences are generally small in magnitude. For exampl.e,



Exhibit 5.6

National Estimates of Relationship Between Supplemental Services for Academically Disadvantaged Vocational

Students and Spending Perkins' Disadvantagel Funds in School Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Type of Supplemental

Service

Proportion

Percent of Districts Percent of AVS

Not Not

of Student:. Spending Spending X
2 Statistic Spending Spending X

2 Statistic

Receiving Disadv. Disadv. (Measure of Disadv. Disadv. (Measure of

Service Fundsa Fundsb Association) Funds`' Fundsd Association)

Assessment of vocational

interests, abilities and

special needs

Remedial basic skills

instruction in

vocational classes

Remedial basic skills

instruction in

other classes

(e.g., English)

A summer job combined

with vocational education

All 54.2 48.5 16.28" 62.6 29.1 16.96110

Most 25.6 20.7 (.18) 18.8 22.7 (.30)

Some 18.4 21.7 18.0 48.2

None 1.8 9.1 1.2 0.0

All 25.7 23.3 25.52'11 35.7 11.6 18.056"
Most 33.1 18.6 (.2?) 35.8 44.6 (.31)

Some 31.6 34.9 25.4 24.2

None 9.6 23.1 3.1 19.5

Ali 21.8 47.8 45.54ssy 30.1 in.5 7.67

Most 32.6 16.2 (.30) 25.8 49.8 (.20)

Some 35.6 31.7 24.2 17.5

None 10.0 4.2 19.9 14.2

All 0.5 5.7 12.36" 0.2 0.0 3.31

Most 3.1 3.2 1.16) 11.0 2.8 (.13)

Some 45.0 42.8 55.7 51.7

None 51.4 48.3 33.1 45.5
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Continued
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Exhibit 5.6

(continued)

Type of Supplemental

Service

Percent of Districts Percent of AVS

Proportion Not Not

of Students Spending Spending X
2 Statistic Spending Spending X2 Statistic

Receiving Disadv. Disadv. (Measure of Disadv. Disadv. (Measure of

Service Fundsa Fundsb Association) Fundsc Funds d Association)

Enrollment in vocationally-

oriented school-within-a-

school or alternative

school

A modified vocational

curriculum (e.g., simplified

language in technical

manuals)

Guidance, counseling and

career development

activities

Guidance and counseling

on transition to further

education or employment

All 2.2 6.9 15.510° 17.8 1.0 6.57

Most 5.5 6.1 (.17) 8.1 7.5 (.19)

Some 26.1 14.6 29.5 32.7

None 66.2 72.4 44.6 58.7

Alt 7.1 10.4 5.79 19.9 1.0 12.84"
Most 16.9 12.3 (.11) 15.7 10.9 (.26)

Some 38.7 33.5 53.2 58 .

None 37.3 43.9 11.2 29.3

All 57.8 54.0 17.531" 65.2 19.9 25.510"
Most 24.1 10 1 (.18) 17.1 35.7 (.37)

Some 17.8 21 9 16.2 44.4

None 0.4 6,0 1.5 0.0

All 44.3 46.9 23.611." 56.6 17.0 25.060"
Most 32.4 16.9 (.21) 20.4 35.7 (.37)

Some 22.3 30.8 21.0 30.9

None 1.1 5.4 2.0 16.3

aWeighted n 3854; unweighted

bWeighted n 3143; unweighted

cWeighteC n 471; unweighted
dWeighted n 106; unweighted

di p <.01

*a p <.00)

n = 465

n = 138

n = 180

n = 31
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54% of districts spending Perkins' funds assessed the vocational interests,

abilities and special needs of all academically disadvantaged students, with

another 26% offering these assessments to most academically disadvantaged

students, making a total of 80% pros ding assessment to all or most

students. In comparison, 692 of districts not spending disadvantaged funds

offered assessments to all (49%) or most (21%) academical'y disadvantaged

st..-.dents. Similarly, 822 of districts spending Perkins' disadvantaged funds

offered guidance, counseling and career development activities to all or most

academically disadvantaged students, compared with 72% 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 districts not spending these funds offered

basic skills remediation in nonvocational classes. 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, 64% of districts not spending disadvantaged funds offered remedial

basic skills instruction to all or most academically disadvantaged students in

nonvocational classes, while 54% of districts spending 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 unreliable

national estimates for this subgroup. However, we see a pattern of results

similar to supplemental 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, 632 assessed the

vocational interests, abilities and special needs of all academically d'sad-

vantaged students, compared with only 297 of AVS not spending disadvantaged

funds. Similarly, 65% of AVS spending these federal dollars provided

guidance, counseling and career development activities to all academically

disadvantaged students, compared with only 20% of AVS not spending These

funds. Guidance and counseling services on transition to further education or

employment were provided to all academically disadvantaged students triy 57% of

AVS spending disadvantaged funds and In of those not spending these federal

dollars.

2
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AVS spending disadvantaged funds also vere more likely to offer

remedial basic skids instruction in vocational classes to all academically

disadvantaged students than other AVS (36% versus 12%) and to modify the

vocational curriculum for all academically disadvantaged students (20% versus

1%).

Economically Disad"antaged Sudents

Exhibit 5.7 presents the relationship between spending Perkins'

disadvantaged funds and providing supplemental services to economically

disadvantaged students. Districts and AVS with economically disadvantaged

students enrolled in vocational education are included in the analysis; the

small proportion of districts (111) and AVS (4%) reporting no economically

disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education during 1986-87 skipped

thi. 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, 721 of districts spending

these funds assessed the vocational interests, abilities and special needs of

all or most economically 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 jerkins' disadvan-

taged t ids 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 emploNnnent to economically disadvantaged students (38%

versus 27%).

Area Vocational Schools (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 petentage of economically

disadvantaged students than did AVS without these federal dollars. For

163
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Exhibit 5.7

National Estimates of Relationship Between Supplemental Services for toomomically Disadvantaged Vocational

ftudents and Spending Perkins' Disadvantaged Funds in School Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Type of Supplemental

Service

Proportion

of Students

Receiving

Service

Percent of Districts

Not

Spending Spending

Disadv. Disadv.

Funds° Fundsb

X
2 Statistic

(Measure of

Association)

Percent of AVS

Not

Spending Spending

Disadv. Disadv.

Fundsc Funds d

X2 Statistic

(Measure of

Association)

Assessment of vocational

interests, abilities and

special needs

A summer Job combined with

vocational education

Paid employment through a

school-coordinated program

(e.g., cooperative

vocational education)

A stipend or subsidized

employment in conjunction

with vocational education

(e.g., work-study program)

All 43.1 42.1 16.86111 50.7 25.4 8.370

Most 29.2 18.3 (.18) 21.9 29.2 (.21)

Some 24.5 29.7 26.0 45.4

None 3.2 9.9 1.4 0.0

All 2.9 6.0 3.24 1.0 0.0 3.61

Most 7.7 6.7 (.08) 17.7 5.8 (.14)

Some 42.2 39.2 45.1 47.5

None 47.2 48.1 36.3 46.6

All 1.5 6.5 32.59"" 0.7 0.0 12.95"
Most 7.2 3.0 (.25) 9.2 2.2 (.26;

Some 44,4 25.9 66.3 43.4

None 46.9 64.7 23.8 54.4

All 2.2 5.4 16.60'119 0.3 0.0 5.51

Most 2.9 2.8 (.18) 6.1 2.9 (.17)

Some 33.0 18.4 48.4 29.6

None 61.9 /3.3 45.2 67.5

Continued
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Type of Supplemental

Service

Exhibit 5.7

(continued)

Percent of Districts Percent of AVS

Proportion Not Not

of Students Spending Spending X
2 Statistic Sper.:".!ng Spending X

2 Statistic

Receiving Disadv. Disadv. (Measure of Disadv. Disadv. (Measure of

Service Fundsa Fundsb Association) Fundsc Funds
d Association)

ModifIcati,:n of curriculum

to accommodate a job during

school hours

Guidance, counseling and

career development

activities

Guidance and counseling on

transition to further

education or employment

All 3.2 6.8 4.50 3.6 0.0 10.96"

Most 7.6 6.2 (.09) 19.3 0.0 (.24)

Some 42.4 37.9 48.0 51.1

None 46.8 49.0 29.1 48.9

All 53.8 44.6 13.17** 65.3 18.1 29.8910"

Most 25.1 22.0 (.16) 22.2 38.5 (.40)

Some 20.1 28.7 11.6 43.5

None 0.9 4.6 0.9 0.0

All 42.6 39.0 10.36* 53.6 15.2 29.53110

Most 28.2 20.3 (.14) 27.7 35.9 (.40)

Some 27.7 36.5 17.6 32.2

NOM:, 1.4 4.2 1.1 16.7

aWeightcd n t 3716; unweightcd n 7 445

°Weighted n = 3300; unweighted n = 138

cWeighted n = 482; unweighted n . 182

dWeightec n z- 104; unweighted n = 29

p <.05

114 p <.01

I" p (.001
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example, an estimated 65% of AVS spending disadvantaged funds offered

guidance, counseling and career development activities to all economically

disadvantaged students, as compared with only 182 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 (76%) offered paid employment to at least some

economically disadvantaged students than did AVS without these funds (467).

In addition, more AVS spending federal dollars for disadvantaged students

modified their curriculum to accomodate a job during school hours (71% versus

51V.

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 small 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 reduced by

dividing each sample into those spending and not spending LEP funds. For

example, there are approximately 130 school districts in each category of

spending versus not spending LEP funds; for AVS, there are 24-35 scaools in

each subgroup. Since these small samples do not yield reliable national

estimate, these results should be interpreted with caution.

School Districts. Thera 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

differences are simply in the proportion of districts offering these supple-

mental services to "all" versus "most" of the LEP students For examp1P, 70Z

of districts not spending LEP funds offered guidance, counseling and career

development activities to all LEP students, compared with 36% of districts

spending these federal dollars. However, 41% 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 for "a.1" and
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Exhibit 5.8

k..tional Estimates of Relationship Between Supplemental Services for Limited- English Proficient (LEP) Vocational

Students and Spending Perkins' LEP Funds in Schobl Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Type 4 Supplemental

Service

Percent of Districts Percent of AVS

Proport;con Not Not

of Students Spending Spending X2 Statistic Spending Spending X
2 Statistic

Receiving LEP LEP (Measure of LEP LEP 64easure of

Service Funds* Fundsb Association) Fundsc Fundsd Association)

Vocational tutoring or

assistance by native

speaker outside of

regular class

Asse:ment of vocational

0 interests, abilities and

special needs

Modified vocational

curriculum (e.g., technical

manuals in native language)

GuidenCe, COor66:1Ay anit

career development

activitiet,

All 18.4 15.3 7.27 4/.7 22.7 5.62

Most 15.8 9.5 (.26) 5.6 17.7 (.33)
Some 40.3 23.8 27.5 21.6

None 25.6 51.5 19.2 38.0

All 26.9 57.3 10.220 74.1 42.1 6.70

Most 24.1 11.0 (.30) 9.3 8.2 (.36)

Some 39.2 22.4 13.8 37.0

None 9.8 9.2 2.8 12.7

Allo 1.9 9.6 10.45* 14,1 3.3 9.090

Most 20.1 6.8 (.31) 35.0 16.1 (.42)
Some 33.1 17.8 25.9 14.1

None 44.8 65.8 25.0 66.5

All 36.4 70,A 1A.!4" 54.2 43.8 1.73

Most 41.4 12.8 (.38) 33.2 32.2 (.18)
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

(continued)

Type of Supplemental

Service

Percent of Districts

Proportion Not Not

of Students Spending Spending X
2 Statistic Spending Spending X 2 Statistic

Receiving LEP LEF. (Measure of LEP LEP (Measure of
Service Fundsa Funds') , Association) Fundsc Funds d Associat:on)

Percent of AVS

Guidance and counseling

on transition to further

education or employment

Bilingual basic skills

instruction

All

Mc5t

Some

None

All

Most

Some

None

32.3 59.7 9.40" 50.2 37.4 1.77

37.1 15.0 (.29) 29.3 39.1 (.19)

25.1 20.4 20.5 20.2

5.5 4.9 0.0 3.3

39.3 40.8 7.03 23.8 12.6 10.246

10.2 18.0 ( .25) 6.7 32.2 (.45)

33.9 13.9 50.4 16.7

16.6 27.3 19.2 36.4

aWeighted n
bWeighted n =
cWeighted n =
4Weighted o 70; ufirkliOted et ;, 1,5

p .05

520; unweightod n = 113

991; unwelghted n = 128

89; unweighted n = 24

211



"most" are added together, the differences between the two grcups are less

meaningful (78% of districts spe7ding LEP funds versus 83Z of other

districts).

Districts spending LEP funds were more likely to adapt vocational

curriculum for at least some LEP students than were districts without these

funds. Among districts spending these Perkins' monies, 55% 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 oetween AVS

spending [EP funds and those not spending these monies, The only significant

results are for (a) modified vocational curriculum, where 75% of AVS spending

funds provided this help for at least some students, compaved with 33% of

other institutions; and (b) bilingual basic ,kills instruction, where 81t of

AVS spending LEP funds and 64% of AVS without these funds offered this

remediation to at least some LEP students.

5.4 Supplemental Services and Size of Perkins' Expenditure

Among districts and MS 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 IIA 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 "a11" versus "most"

versus "some" versus "none" of their handicapped students.

The lack of statistically significant results indicates that

districts offering supplemental services, such as assessments or modified

equipment, to all students are just as likely to report a large as a small

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 year. 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-

taged 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 districts to offer 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 dicussion and exhibits

presented earlier in this chapter.

Approximately half of all districts 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 handicapped and

disadvantaged students, is not being implemented in all secondary vocational

settings. During 1986-87, approximately 40-50t of districts and AVS provided

assessment, counseling and career development activities to all disadvantaged

students. A higher percentage (58-68Z) provided these supplemental services

to all handicapped students. Another 20Z of respondents provided aisses'arnent

and counseling services to "most" handicapped and disadvantaged Astudents,



some,' orleaving 20-30% of districts and AVS that offered these services to "some"

"none" of their handicapped and disadvantaged students.

There are few statistically significant differences between AVS and

school districts in the likelihood of providing assessment and counseling

services. Even though most AVS are not full-day schools, these supplemental

services seem to be as prevalent as in school districts.

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

Less than 10% of districts and less than 202 of AVS provided a

modified 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 ;- impossible to determine

how many students need these services in order -uccessfully complete a

vocational prugram. Unlike assessment, counseling and career development

activities, which would benefit all students, modified curriculum and reme4i-

ation may not be necessary for all handicapped or disadvantaged students.

Area vocational schoGls were more-likely than districts
to provide other types of supplemental services, such as
stipends or paid employment for economically disadvan-
taged students or modified curriculum to academically

disadvantaged students.

While few AVS or districts provided financial compensation to all

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 452 of districts oiEered 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 only 60% of districts.

School districts receiving Perkins' handicapped funds

were more likely to provide high-cost supplemental

services such 411 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 s4mplified

equipment for at least some handicapped students, compared with 57'7, of

districts not spending these funds.

Although the number of AVS that did not spend

handicapped or disadvantaged funds vas small, these

institutions were less likely to proviee assessment and

counseling services than AVS with these Funds.

Approximately 70% 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 65% of AVS spending disadvantaged funds provided assessment and

counseling services to all academically disadvantaged students, as comparid

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 students.

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 large

and small districts provided supplemental services to few handicapped and

disadvantaged students.
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64 CHANCES IN STUDENT ENROLLMENTS IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 1982-83 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 status of and changes in vocational education over 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 sneciric program

areas. In this chapter, we describe the enrollment shif it vocational

programs in school districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions.

In addition, we describe the changes in the proportion of handicapped and

disadvantaged students in vocational programs. For all ques..1=3, respondents

were asked to focus on changes between the 1982-83 and 1986-87 school years.

During the five-year time period under investigation, 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 took

action to increase the rigor and accountability of public education. Wide-

spread changes included increased course requirements and minimum tort, 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 of

students enrolled in vocational programs, with an increase in handicapped and

disadvantaged students requiring additional support services. :4e.begin this

chapter by presenting information an enrollment changes among these special

populations.

6.2 Changes in Handicapped and Disadvantaged Enrollments

Respondents were asked whether the number of handicapped and disad-

vantaged students in vocational education had changed over the past five years



(1982-83 through 1986-87). The response options categorized change in propor-

tional terms on a five-point scale:

large decrease (greater than 20%)

moderate decrease (11-20%)

no or minimal change (±10%)

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 (± 10%) in

handicapped enrollments over the past five years. In fact, 10% indicated a

moderate decrease (11-20%) 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 (11-

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 prograris than to remain in the school

district? While no causal links 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 in handicapped

enrollments reflect an overall increase in vocational enrollments. Exhibit

6.2 presents the relationship between changes in vocational enrollments and

changes in handicapped enrollments.
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Exhibit 6.1

National Estimates of Changes in Handicapped end

Disadvantaged Enrollments In Vocational Education 1982-83 to 1986-87

Percent of District /Institution

Enrollment

Changes

School

District

Secondary

AVS

Postsecondary

Institution

1.1.1.11..M.1.1.1 MR,MIPIRM
Handicapped students

Large decrease

(> 20%)

Moderate decrease

(11-20%)

0.3

9.8

0.7

2.1

0.9

0.5

No or minimal change 63.3 39.4 63.2

(+10%)

Moderate increase 21.7 47.4 27.6

(11 -201)

Large increase 4.9 10.4 7.7

(> 20%)

Weighted n: 8700 685 1381

eighted n: 689 238 325

Disadvantaged students

Large decrease 0.3 2.4 i.3

(> 20%)

Moderate decrease 11.8 4.6 1.2

(11-20%)

No or minimal change 55.6 32.4 35.0

(+10%)

Moderate increase 27.9 48,6 48.1

(11 -20 %)

large increase 4.4 12.0 14.4

(> 201

Weighted n: 8674 673 1380

Unweighted n; 686 736 32/

X2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of Association)

103.47""

(.21)

135.03""

(.24)
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Exhibit 6.2

Relationship Between Vocational Enrollment and

Handicapped Enrollment Patterns

Type of District/

institution

Handicapped Enrollment

Patterns

Total Vocational Enrollment

Decrease I No Change Increase

School district Moderate to large

decreases (>

22.9 5.8 0.0

(Weighted n = 8676)

(Unweighted n 688)

No or minimal change

op 101)

51.1 78.8 55.7

Moderate to large

increases (> 11P

25.9 15.4 44.3

Secondary area

vocational school

Moderate to large

decreases (> 11%)

6.3 1.3 0.0

(Weighted n = 673)

(Unweighted n x 236)

ND or minimal

change (! 10%)

35.1 56.3 27.9

Moderate to large

increases (> 11%

58.7 42.4 72.1

Postsecondary

institution

Moderate to large

decreases (> 11%)

2.4 2.3 0.0

(Weighted n x 1376)

(Unweighted n w, 324)

No or minimal

change (4. 10%)

65.2 80.8 46.5

Moderate to large

increases (> III)

32.5 16.9 53.5

X
2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of Association)

104.37*

(.29)

18.12"

(.21)

33.49'
(.21)
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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 enrollment

also reported an increase in handicapped enrollments. In school districts and

postsecondary institutions, approximately 30% of respondents reported a

decrease in overall vocational 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%. As with handicapped students, approximate.), 10% of districts have seen

moderate decreases over the last five years in 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 in

vocational education over the last five years. Approximately 48% indicate4

moderate increases, while 12-14). responded that disadvantaged enrollments have

increased more than 20%.

As shown in Exhibit 6.3, there an'z 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 enrollments (57t), with 42% of

177
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Exhibit 6.3

PalatIonship Between Vocational Enrollment and

Disadvantaged, Enrollment Patterns.

Total Vocational Enrollment

X
2 Statistic of

Type of District/ Disadvantaged Enrollment Group Differences

Institution Patterns % Decrease % No Change % Increase (Measure of Association)

School district Moderate to large

decreases (> 11%)

28.6 5.6 1.5

(Weighted n = 8674) No or minimal change 40.8 76.1 42.0 158.10=4"

(Unweighted n = 686) 10%) (.35)

Moderate to large

increases (> 113)

30.6 17.7 57.3

Secondary area

vocational school

Moderate to large

decreases (> 11%)

14.2 1.9 2.4

(Weighted n = 673)

(Unweighted n 236)

No or minimal

change (i 10%)

33.5 53.4 14.7 34.94"1"

(.28)

Moderate to large

increases (> III)

52.4 44.7 82.9

Postsecondary

institution

Moderate to large

decreases (> 11%)

2.4 1.9 3.1

(Weighted n = 1373)

(Unweighted n = 325)

No or minimal

change (+ 10%)

36.1 58.! 14.7 45.0 "
(.26)

Moderate to iarge 61.5 39.8 82.3

MVO p.001

increases (> 11%)



districts i-dicating 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

enrollments since 1982-83 across the three types of vocational providers.

There are two general findings that emerge. First, enrollment in vocational

education at school districts was more likely to have held stable over the

last five years than at secondary AVS or postsecondary institutions. Among

districts, 40% reported enrollment shifts of less than 10%. In contrast, only

26% of AVS and 30% of postsicondary institutions reported no or minimal

change.

The second finding of note is that approximately 30% 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 to Overall Enrollment Changes

Exhibit 6.5 displays the average change in overall district or

institution enrollments for each category of change in vocational enrollments.

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 in vocational

enrollments averaged overall enrollment declines of 4%: those with increases

in vocational enrollments also had an upswing in overall enrollments,

averaging 17%. In school districts, the average enrollment changes were less

extreme, but the direction of vocational enrollments still matched tl-at of

overall enrollments.
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Exhibit 6.4

National Estimates of Changes In Overall

Vocational Enrollments 1982 -63 to 1986-87

Vocational Percent of District/institution X2 Statistic of

Enrollment School Secondary Postsecondary Group Differences

Changes Districts AVS Institution (Measure of Association)

Large decrease 5.3 7.7 7.5 41.74m"

(> 20%) (.13)

Moderate decrease 28.9 31.2 26.4

(11 -20%)

No or minimal change

f. 101)

40.4 26.3 30.4

Moderate inc ease 22.5 26.3 24.7

(11 -201)

Large increase 3.0 8.5 11.0

(> 20%)

Weighted n: 8729 682 1417

Unweighted n: 694 238 338

0** p < .001
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Exhibit 6.5

Relationship between Total District/Institution

Enrollment Changes and Vocational Enrollment Patterns

Average

Enrollment

Type of District/ Vocational Enrollment Change in

Institution Patterns District/Institution

F Statistic

of Group

Differences

School

district

(Weighted n * 8219)

(Unweighted n 632)

Moderate to large

decreases (> 11%)

No or minimal

change (+101)

-5%

Moderate to large +2%

increases (> 111)

11.93 **

Secondary area Moderate -o large -121 12.90 **

vocational school decreases (> 11%)

(Weighted n 530) No or minimal «71

(Unweighted n * 189) change (+10%)

Moderate to large *321

increases (> 11A)

Post:econdary Moderate to large -4% 6.69**

institution decreases (> 111)

(Weighted n *1197)

(Unwtti.Nted n = 288)

No or minima'

change (+10%)

moderate to large

increases (> 11%)

.4%

«17%

I. p <,01

» *" P <.001
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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" eu:ollment at AVS is 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 Chan es at Postsecondar 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 enrollment

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 unemployment, increase in

employment and training funds, and increase in available student aA, with

similar percentage of respondents indicating these factors were not reLatrA 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 ;.n available student aid Pere



Exhibit 6.6

Reasons 1410ed to Increases in Overall

Vocational Enrollments at Postsecondary Institutions

Reason Related

to Increase

in Vocational

Enrollment

Increase in student

interest in vocational

education

Overall increase in

institution errollments

increased recruitment

activities

Increase in unemployment

Increase in employment

and training funds

Local economic growth

Increase in available

student financial aid

Change in state policy

towards vocational

education

Change in insti-futional

policy towards vocational

education

Percent of Institutionsa

Strongly

Related

Somewhat

Related

mot

Related

47.0 48.8 4.2

38.8 36.8 24.4

36.5 57.8 5.6

28.9 34.9 36.2

27.8 42.9 29.3

25.4 44.3 30.2

20.0 46.7 33.2

9.7 23.0 67.3

9.5 30.1 60.4

aWeighted n s 462; unweighted n 2 110



Exhibit 6.7

Reasons Related to Decreases in Overall

Vocational Enrollments at Pos,.lecondary lnstitu'ions

Reason Related

to Decrease Percent of lnstitutionsa

in Vocational

Enrollment

Decrease in number of

students coming directly

from high school

Overall decrease in

institution enrollments

Local economic growth

Decrease in available

student aid

Decline in student

interest in vocational

education

Increase in unemployment

Change in state policy

towards vocational

education

Change in institutional

policy towards

vocational education

aWeighted n 2 392; unweighted n = 75

Strongly

Related

Somewhat

Related

Not

Related

54.2 36.1 9.7

50.1 19.5 30.4

32.5 45.5 22.0

21.3 35.0 43.6

20.4 22.3 57.4

15.8 29.4 54.8

2.2 13.5 84.3

2.2 4.3 93.5



related to decreases in vocational 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 11% or more rated these factors. Thus, all percentages

refer to the subset of respondents with enrollment declines

particular factor.

that chose a

Two of the reasons given most often as strongly related to decreases

in vocational enrollments-concern high school graduation requirements. Nearly

70% 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

other graduation requirements as negatively affecting vocational

These results support the general concern that as graduation

increases in

enrollments.

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 the relationship between actual changes in graduation

requirements since 1982 and perceived effects on vocational enrollments in

school districts. This analysis, presented in Exhibit 6.9, suggests that

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 worQs, 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 impact and actual

graduation requirements was strongest for increases in the numLer of math and

science courses required for graduation. For example, 58Z of districts with

increased science requirements felt that increased graduation requirements

185 232
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Exhibit 6.8

Reasons Related to Decreases in Overall Vocational Enrollments in

School Districts and Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS)

Reasons Related to Decrease

in Vocational Enrollment

Strongly Related Somewhat Related Not Related X2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of Association)% Districts° S AVS' S Districts S AVS S Districts % AVS

Increase in core course 46.4 67.7 37.1 22.4 16.5 11.11"
requirements for graduation (.20)

Increase in other graduation 40.8 53.3 35.8 31.8 24.1 14.9 4,73

requirements (.13)

Overall decrease in 37.7 46.3 30.7 39.6 31.6 14.2 9.52"
distriO enrollments (.18)

Reduced support or guidance 2.5 20.0 15.9 +9.1 81.5 61.0 27.80"0
from district administration (.31)

Decline in student interest 11.1 2.2 44.1 49.1 44.5 48.7 6.28'
in vocational education (.15)

Academic diploma/certificate 8.0 10.2 9.7 15.6 82.2 74.2 2.64

in addition to standard diploma (.10)

Less parental support for 7.5 6.3 39.8 53.6 52.7 40.1 4.76

vocational education (.13)

Minimum competency test 5.6 7.4 14.5 30.9 79.9 61.7 11.55"
for graduation (.20)

Shortened school day 1.1 9.5 3.7 8.2 95.7 82.3 16.3 ""

(.24)

Declining job placement rate 6.4 0.5 24.1 23.7 69.6 75.8 4.99

(.13)

aWeighted n = 2793; unweighted n , 287

bWeIghted n = 271; unweighted n = 126

p .05

po , mi
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Exhibit 6.9

Actual Changes In District Graduation Requirements In Relation

to Citing This as a Reason for Declines In Vocational Enrollments

Subject Area

Relationship Cited

Between Graduation

Requirement and Declines

Actual Changes in

Graduation Requirements

1982-83 to 1986-87

X2 Statistic of Group Differences

(Measure of Association)

$ Decrease or

No Change % Increase

English Strongly related 39.3 56.1 4.63

Somewhat related 39.0 40.7 (.16)

Not related 21.7 3.2

Weighted n: 2077 293

Unweighted n; 1e4 44

Math Strongly related 25.6 54.5 14.91100

Somewhat related 50.0 30.2 (.29)

Not related 24.4 15.3

-
co Weighted n: 1017 1293
,4

Unweighted n: 84 144

Science Strongly related 29.3 58.3 15.32111"

Somewhat related 45.5 30.4 (.30)

Not related 25.2 11.3

Weighted n: 1383 987

iiiweighted n: 125 103

Social studies Strongly related 33.9 50.5 11.07"
Somewhat related 38.0 40.6 (.25)

Not related 28.1 8.9

Weighted n; 1301 1069

Unweighted n: 148 80

ISO

p<.01

p(.001
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were strongly related to decreases in vocational enrollments. Another 30% of

districts with increases in science requirements felt this was somewhat

related to decreases in vocational enrollments. Of districts with increases

in math requirements, 55% rated increased graduation requirements as strongly

related, and 30%

declines.

rated them as somewhat related to vocational enrollment

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 declines, and 41%

indicated they were somewhat related.

Few districts increased English requirements for graduation. Of

this group, 56% felt these changes were strongly related to vocational

enrollment declines. However, 39% 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 graduation 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, 20% of school

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 shif.ts, while 18% of AVS 'elt that this

was a factor. Both of these differences are statistically significant.

Forty percent of AVS

decreases to reduced support or

.14.1W
A.Vas seeing a strong connection.

with enrollment declines attributed these

guidance from district administration,

In contrast, only J/e

with

of respondents from

school districts felt that this was strongly related, and 16% felt it was

somewhat related. Since AVS are dependent on students coming to the area

school from a sending district, the impact of support and guidance at the

district level may be more important and more noticeable than at school

districts where students themselves may be more aware of options in vocaLional

188 ,
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education. However, 47% of districts and 60% of AVS indicated that 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 chat the program had not been offered in the last five years. The

results, summarized in Exhibit 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 program areas have

remained relatively static over the past five years. In each program area,

40-50% of respondents indicated no change in student enrollments. For

example, enrollments in 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 58% of

districts. In agriculture, home economics/consumer and homemaking, and trades

and industry, enrollments remained unchanged in 41-47% of districts, but

decreased in 34-36% cf 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 in 42% of AVS.

but decreased in 33% of the schools offering these courses. Similarly,

enrollment in trades and industry programs have remained unchanged in 35% of

AVS, decreased in 367; and increased in 30% of AVS. Enrollments in business

and office programs have decreased in nearly one third of AVS and increased in

45% of schools offering these programs.

In 47% of postsecondary institutions, as in secondary AVS, enroll-

ments in vocational agriculture have decreased. Similarly, enrollment in

trades and industry programs have decreased at 41% of postsecondary institu-

tions. Enrollments in home economics programs have remained unchanged in 53:

of institutions, increased in 2.3. and decreased in 24: of posts?condary

189
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Exhibit 6.10

National Estimates of Enrollment Changes In Vocational Programs in School

Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS) and Postsecondary Institutions

Percent of District/Institution

Enrollment Change School Secondary Postsecondary

Vocational Program 1982-83 to 1986-87 Districts AVS Institutions

2 Statistic of

Gimp Differences

(Mersure of Association)

Agriculture

Business and

office

Health

Home economics/

consumer and

homemaking

239
Marketing/

distribution

Increase 24.4 6.7 27.1 33.29""

Decrease 33.8 55.2 47.1 (.16)

No Change 41.7 38.1 25.8

Weighted n: 5998 375 424

Unweighted n: 463 165 99

Increase 29.2 44.8 55.5 54.09""

Decrease 30.1 32.1 21.3 (.17)

No Change 40.7 23.0 23.2

Weighted n: 6667 633 859

Unwelghted n: 639 218 209

Increase 21.2 29,5 46.0 53.644"
Decrease 20.9 31.8 29.3 (.21)

No Change 57.9 38.7 24.7

Weighted n; 2912 590 849

Unweighted n: 331 2 3 197

Increase 19.3 24.8 23.0 5.50

DecraasJ 33.6 33,1 24.1 (.06)

No Change 47.1 42.1 t3.0

Weighted n; 8080 427 361

UnweighteJ n; 663 165 101 ti

Increase 25.7 21.7 x3.9 9.66'

Decrease 25.3 23.6 31.8 (.10)
No Change 49.0 48.7 34.3

Weighted n: 3093 438 658

I



Exhibit 6.10

(continued)

Vocational Program

Enrollment Change

1982-83 to 1986-87

Percent of District/Institution X
2 Statistic of

Group Differences

(Measure of Association)

School

Districts

Secondary

AVS

Postsecondary

Institutions

Technical Increase 29.9 31.4 48.3 33.37

Decrease 25.3 22.6 30.9 (.17)

No Change 44.9 46.0 20.8

WelOted n: 2896 473 796

Uneeighted n: 349 153 200

Trades and Increase 22.9 30.2 39.0 27.14"si

Industry Decrease 35.8 36.3 40.9 (.13)

No Change 41.4 33.5 20.2

Weighted n: 4760 685 750

Uneeighted n: 518 239 181

s p .4.05

P r .01

I" P <.00)

2

241
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vocational providers. Increases in postsecondary vocational enrollments

tended to be in business and office (55% of institutions), health (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.

The enrollment of handicapped students in vocational
education has increased in nearly 60Z of secondary AVS,
while it remained unchanged in the majority of school
districts and postsecondary institutions.

Forty-seven 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 27% of school districts reported increases of any

magnitude, and 11% reported decreases in the number of handicapped students

enrolled in vocational education.

The enrollment of handicapped students generally reflects total

vocational enrollment patterns. However, some districts or institutions with

a decrease or n.. change in overall vocational enrollments 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.

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 education. More than half of

all districts reported no or minimal change, while 102 reported decreases in

disadvantaged enrollments.

Sixtyone percent of AVS and 63Z of postsecondary institutions

reported increases in disadvantaged enrollments in vocational education.

Moreover, 52% of AVS and 62% of postsecondary '.restitutions with declining

enrollments overall reported an increase in the number of disadvantaged

students enrolled in vocational education.
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Nearly 40% of AVS and 34% of postsecondary institutions
reported decreases in overall vocational enrollments of
more than 10%. In contrast, 40% 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 postsecondary institutions, handicapped and disadvan-

taged enrollments have increased. This pattern may be due to increased

numbers of hane:44ped and disadvantaged students taking vocational

educational and/or an increased effort by AVS and postsecondary institutions

to recruit students from these special populations in the face of overall

declining enrollments.

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

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

Secondary AVS and school districts were most likely to
cite increased graduation requirements as factors

related to declines in vocational enrollments.

Nearly 70% of AVS and half of districts with enrollment declines

felt that these decreases were strongly related to increases in core course

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 number of math or science courses required

for graduation. Graduation requirements in English and social studies seemed

less related to vocational enrollment declines.

Student enrollments in vocational programs were most
likely to have decreased in agriculture; home econoclics/
consumer and homemaking; and trades and industry

programs.

Among AVS offering vocational agriculture, 55% reported that student

enrollment had declined sir:e 1982-83. Among postsecondary institutions, 47Z

reported declines in agriculture programs, while 39Z of districts reported

declines in this program area.

[93
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In home economics or consumer and homemaking programs, approximately

33% of secondary providers and 24Z of postsecondary institutions reported that

student enrollment had decreased over the last five years. For trades and

industry programs, 36% of secondary and 41% of postsecondary providers

reported enrollment declines.



7.0 CHANCES IN VOCATIONAL COURSES 1982-83 TO 1986-87

7.: 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 in

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 through 1986-87. Programs were considered

reduced or expanded if there was more than a 10% 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 offered".

The results are presented in Exhibit 7.1; 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 59% 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 marketing /distributive

education programs, more than 70% of districts reported no change in 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 in
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Exhibit 7.1

National Estimates of Changes in Vocational

Course Offerings 1982-83 to 1986-87

Percent of Districts/Institutions

X2 Statistic

of Group

Differences

Program Change in School Secondary Postsecondary (Measure of

Area Course Offerings Districts AVS Institutions Association)

Agriculture Expended 20.3 16.9

INEMOM6,

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***

Reduced 17.1 13.6 8.8 (.12)

No change 50.5 42.0 42.0

Weighted n: 5166 528 1092

Unweighted n: 540 186 286

Health Expanded 16.8 25.1 35.5 27.72***

Reduced 11.4 20.4 14.5 (.15)

No change 71.8 54.4 50.0

Weighted n: 247

Unweighted n: 302

474

178

1C.,79

270

Home economics/

consumer and

homemaking 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

Unweighted 551 '47 141

Marketing and

distribution Expanded 11.3 19.4 25.0 12.40'

Reduced 14.7 17.1 14,:4 (.11)

No change 74.0 63.6 60.7

weighted n: 2454 388 808

Unweighted n: 368 138 239

24;
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Exhihit 7.1

(continued)

.N=Mw1=owl..11

Percent of Districts/Institutions

X2 Statistic

of Group

Differences

Program Change 1n School Secondary Postsecondary (Measure of

Area Course Offerings Districts AVS institutions Association)

Technical Expanded 27.6 35.1 49.7 19.98***

Reduced 14.0 12.8 15,2 (.12)

No change 58.4 52.1 35.1

Weightad n: 2382 424 1028

Unwoighted n: 327 143 275

Trades and

industry Expanded 14.8 30.8 28.4 19.98***

Reduced 26.2 21.8 23.0 (.12)

No change 59.0 47.5 4d.6

Weighted n: 3701 581 955

Unweighted n: 452 206 250

.05

*4114 p < .001
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technical programs did not change in 52% of AVS, 35% of AVS did report

expanding courses in this program area. Similarly, courses in trades and

industry were expanded in 31% 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%) reported 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 (612).

In contrast, coL,,es in business and office as well as technical programs were

expanded by approximately 49% of postsecondary institutions. Programs in

agriculture were reduced in 31% of institutions, expanded in 26% and remained

unchanged in 43% of postsecondary providers.

Courses Host Likely to Have Changed

These results suggest chat there is no definitive pattern at AVS or

postsecondary institutions of program areas expanded over 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 retuced

in 272 of secondary AVS and 31% 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 15% expanded course

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



the past five years. More than 40% of AVS and - ostsecondary institutions and

32% of districts expanded business and office programs. Technical programs

have expanded in 28-35% of secondary LEAs and in half cf postsecondary insti

tutions offering this program. In addition, 36% of postsecondary institutions

and 25% of AVS reported increases in health courses, a significantly higher

proportion than the percentage of districts (17%) 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 t-.71e most

important reasons cited by the respondents who expanded course offerings in

that particular program. Since a small percentage of respondents expande.1

programs, the sample sizes associated with these percentages tend to be small.

School Districts

Across program areLs, greater student interest was the most common

reason indicated for expanding vocational programs in school districts

(Exhibit 7.2). This was cited as a factor by 82% of districts expanding

agriculture programs and 83% of districts expanding technical programs.

Greater student interest also was cited as a reason for program expansion in

more than 70% 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 20-35% of districts expanding vocational programs. For example,

38% of districts expanding course offerings in health and 34% of districts

expanding trades and industry programs indicated that this expansion was

related to overall increases in vocational enrollments. to 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 in

particular program areas. Additional local funding was an important reason in

20-30% of districts expanding all vocational programs except health. In



Exhibit 7.2

Reasons for Expanding Vocational Course Offerings

in School Districts

Most Important Reasons

for Program Expansion

Greater student

interest in vovam

Additional federal

funds: Perkins Act

Additional federal

funds: other sources

Additional state

funding

Additional local

funding

Desire to meet increased

labor market demand

New st5re or

district policy

Overall increase in

vocational enrollments

Program no longer offered

at another institution

Request by employers

or PIC (.1TPA)

Percent of Districts by Program Area

business g

Agric. Office

'=1.111,1.=.1...

Consumer &

Homemaking

,

Marketing 4

Distribution Health Tech.

Trades 4

Industry

81.9 76.5 61,7 78.4 50.3 83.0 74.4

12.3 16.7 14.5 15.0 5.9 22.7 16.7

5.2 8.5 5.5 0.0 0.8 5.5 11.2

8.2 20.4 15.5 9.7 5.1 15.5 8.0

29.4 24.8 22.1 20.6 10.8 21.6 28.7

10.7 47.5 9.7 52.9 31.3 58.0 64,4

11.0 20.5 25.8 7.5 42.2 20.8 12.6

27.9 26.4 17.5 26.3 38.4 27.7 33.8

0.9 0.5 0.8 0.5 0.0 0.0 2.0

2.5 7.0 7.7 9.1 6.5 3.2 10.2

Weighted n: 1062 1950 1240 312 537 847 %76

Unweighted n: 58 198 111 61 71 82 79

200



health programs, local funding was cited by only 11% 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 federal funds

from the Perkins Act was a reason selected by 232 of districts expanding

technical programs and 17% of districts expanding business and office or

trades and industry programs.

Desire to meet increased labor market demands was an important

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 42% 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 majority of AVS selected these two reasons in all program

areas except agriculture. For example, among AVS expanding programs in

marketing and distribution, 82% cited greater student interest and 100% 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, 43% cited labor

market demands, and 36% 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 33% selected increased state and local funding. Among

AVS expanding courses in trades and industry, 27% related this expansion to

additional Perkins' funds, 36% to increased state funds and 33% to increased

local funds.
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Exhibit 7.3

Reasons for Expanding Vocational Course Offerings

in Secondary Area Vocational Scr4301s

Percent of Schools oy Program Area

Most Important Reasons

for Program Expansion Agric.

Business &

office

Consumer &

Homemaking

Marketing &

Distribution Health Tech.

Trades &

Industry

Greater student

interest in program 35.3 77.3 90.1 82.1 79.7 63.2 62.8

Additional federal

funds: Perkins Act 3.2 15.6 40.8 21.9 19.2 19.0 26.6

Additional federal

funds: other sources 0.0 6.5 14.7 17.9 3.3 4.7 1.6

Additional state

funding

ctdditional local

fAding

25.1

10.4

18.2

16.5

32.2

32.2

17.9

8.8

27.8

16.1

19.9

19.8

35.6

33.3

Desire to meet

increased labor

market demand 43.2 80.6 50.7 100.0 75.5 68.9 67.0

New state or

district policy 0.0 8.5 23.2 4.0 7.4 8.1 10.4

Overall increase

in vocational

enrollment 7.2 24.1 39.0 23.9 10.7 14.6 28.8

Program no longer

offered at another

institution 36.1 8.3 2.6 0.0 8.4 2.8 14.3

Request by

employers or

PIC (JTPA) 32.8 31.8 19.2 19.9 28.7 12.6 28.7

Weighted n: 34 232 85 63 116 137 166

Unweighted n: 13 50 22 14 27 36
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Postsecondary Institutions

As with secondary LEAs, greater student interest was

expanding vocational programs at postsecondary institutions

More than 60% of institutions expanding programs selected this

reason.

reason

health

addition,

a key factor in

(Exhibit 7.4).

as an important

Desire to meet increased labor market demands was another important

for program expansion, particularly in business and office (772),

(77%), technical (81%) and trades and industry programs (73%). in

more than half of the institutions increasing course offerings in

health, home economics, technical, and trades and industry programs indicated

that requests 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 37% of institutions increasing

course offerings in trades and industry, 27% of institutions

business and office courses, and 25% of institutions expanding

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 institutions 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 institutions for reducing vocational course

offerings. In each vocational area, the percentages shown reflect the most

important 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 602 of districts reducing programs cited

decreased student interest as an important factor in all program areas except

technical programs and trades and industry, where only 46-49% of districts

related decreases in course offerings to student interest.
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Exhibit 7.4

Reasons for Expending Vocational Course Offerings

in Postsecondary Institutions

wIMMINIII111 m11.111.1MMIIMIIMM

Most Important Reasons

for Program Expansion

Percent of Institutions by Program Area

Business 8.

Agric. Office Mealth

Greater student

interest in program 67.2 76.2 77.8

Additional federal

funds: Perkins Act 16.0 27.3 15.5

Additional federal

funds: other sources 4.5 12.3 20.6

Additional state

funding 8.0 18.7 8.3

Additional local

funding 7.1 9.7 16.5

Desire to meet increased

labor market demand 42.0 77.2 76.9

Overall increase in

vocational nnrollmerits 18.4 30.5 22.6

Program no longer

offered at another

institution 0.9 0.8 1.7

Request by P1C (JTPA) 7.5 20.6 8.4

Introduction of

Customized training 13.0 33.4 10.9

Shift to shorter

programs 0.9 12.5 1.7

More flexible entry, exit

Jr scheduling poticieS 25.3 31.0 17.4

Request by employers 32.8 41.7 51.2

weighted n: 133 563 403

Unweighted n: 27 162 91

204

Apme

Economics

Marketing b

Distribution Tech.

Trsdes

industry

75.5 81.8 74.3 61.6

31.7 12.7 24.7 36.9

15.0 3.5 17.0 14.0

19.2 12.4 25.0 28..?

7.9 12.9 12.1 15.5

62.6 65.2 80.5 73.3

35.6 43.9 23.7 27.3

0.0 2.5 4.3 5.1

9.1 17.1 10.2 18.8

12.0 14.5 38.7 41.3

9.7 6.6 8.8 12.2

46.1 20.2 24.4 24.3

61.3 38.8 56.8 51.2

84 190 568 287

26 66 132 77



Exhibit 7.5

Reasons for Reducing Vocational Course Offerings

in School Districts

Most Important Reasons

for Program Reduction

Decreased student

interest in program

Decreased federal

funds: Perkins Act

Decreased federal

funds: other sources

Decreased state

funding

Decreased local

funding

Program started or

expanded at another

institution

Loss of appropriate

teachers without

replacement

Difficulty placing

students in jobs for

which they were trained

Students found course

too difficult

Overall decrease in

vocational enrollments

Weighted h.

Unweighted n:

Percent of Districts by Program Area

Agric,

Business &

Office

Consumer &

Homemaking

Marketing &

Distribution Health Tech.

Trades &

Industry

65.2 69.7 63.5 72.9 60.6 45.9 48.6

10.2 11.6 3.5 4.5 14.5 11.0 12.1

3.9 7.8 5.8 0.5 10.7 4.8 5.0

33.8 13.4 22.5 9.1 16.4 9.6 22.5

16.5 13.9 13.0 14.3 12.5 17.2 25.4

2.1 5.5 0.2 6,4 6.6 1.9 7.3

8.4 5.3 6.4 6.4 24.1 16.2 14.7

9.3 4.3 3.2 8.8 11.4 1.8 12.5

0.0 7.9 0.0 0.0 1.3 5.6 1.3

26.1 54.2 45.0 65.1 60.8 78.2 57.6

937 1067 1503 291 249 358 117-

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 vocational

enrollment as an important factor.

The loss of appropriate teachers without replacements was cited by

24% of districts as an important reason for reducing programs in health, and

to a lesser extent for technical (16%) and trades and industry programs (15%).

One third of districts reducing course offerings in agriculture

indicated that reduced state funding was an important factor. In addition,

23% of districts 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, 93% of schools reducing

course offerings in agriculture cited decreased student interest as an

important factor. Eightytw, 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 indicated student interest was

a 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 vocational enrollment was an important reason.

Among AVS reducing business and office course offerings, 34% of the

schools reported that these programs were reduced because a similar program

was started or expanded at another institution.
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Exhibit 7.6

Reasons for Reducing Vocational Course Offerings

in Secondary Area Vocational Schools

most Important Reasons

for Program Reduction

mmin.
Decreased student

interest in program

Decreased federal

funds: Perkins Act

Decreased federal

funds: other sources

Decreased state

funding

Decreased local

funding

Program started or

expanded at another

institution

Loss of appropriate

teachers without

replacement

Difficulty placing

students ;n jobs for

which they were trained

Students found course

too difficult

Overall decrease in

vocational enrollments

Percent of Schools by Program Area

Agric.

Business &

Office

Consumer &

Homemaking

Marketing &

Distribution Health Tech.

93.4 74.7 57.3 60.0 68.0 70.8

3.4 2.7 7.1 0.0 1.1 4.3

0.0 1.3 2.9 0.0 1.1 0.0

3.4 5.7 lu.2 2.0 5.6 16.6

7.1 4.0 20.1 2.0 12.2 14.9

0.0 34.2 0.0 0.0 2.3 9.4

4.1 0.0 10.8 25.6 11.1 0.0

38.6 0.0 16.3 23.2 3.5 4.3

0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 18.4

68.3 43.0 54.3 57.3 47.4 40.6

weighted n: l00 62 79 54 103 59

Unweighted n: 60 43 38 22 49 28

Trades &

Industry

82.3

10.3

3.2

13.4

13.0

5.7

7.2

26.'

3.9

63.3

81



Difficulty placing students in jobs for which they were trained was

an important reason in 392 of AVS for reducing programs in agriculture, 26%

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 Institiltions

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 as a factor in decreasing course offerings in all

fields except business and office. In that.field, only 45% 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 distribution (56%), and trades and

industry programs (54%).

Difficulty placing students in jobs for which they were trained was

a factor cited by more tan half of postsecondary respondents as related to

reducing course offerings in agriculture (64%), home economics (61%),

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. Thus, the percentage
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Exhibit 7.7

Reasons for Reducing Vocational Course Offerings

in Postsecondary Institutions

Most Important Reasons

for Program Expansion

Percent of Institutions by Program Area

Business .1 Home Marketing & Trades &

Agric. Office Health Economics Distribution Tech. Industry

Decreased student

interest in program

Decreased federal

funds: Perkins Act

Decreased federal

funds: other sources

Decreased state

funding

Decreased local

funding

Competing program at

another institution

Loss of appropriate

teachers without

replacement

Difficulty placing

students in jobs for

which they were trained

Students found course

too difficult

Overall decrease .n

vocational enrollments

Decreased labor market

demand

Weighted n:

Unweighted n:

93.4 44.8 81.6 95.9 81.5 86.0 92.6

6.0 0.0 6.1 14.6 0.0 0.6 0.0

0.7 0.0 8.1 14.6 0.0 0.6 3.9

36.7 1.1 11.4 16.9 0.0 35.4 25.2

21.6 1.1 7.6 7.8 2.1 7.9 4.9

4.7 19.4 14.3 33.7 38.1 53.7 7.2

7.8 4.7 4.8 1.8 0.0 14.3 1.5

63.7 4.5 8.0 60.9 53.8 52.7 44.7

0.6 1.0 3.1 0.9 0.0 9.3 3.7

47,7 70.9 20.6 45.3 56.0 62.1 53.9

75.7 47 14.7 en -1
.17.4 41. cJ4.J

c,

159 109 155 138 12! 167 242

44 32 45 35 28 41 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. Supplemental services for handicapped or

disadvantaged students have been added or expanded by 48% 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 initiated integrated curriculum

offerings with postsecondary institutions or started work experience programs

over the past five years. However, rpproximately 50% of districts reported

that these two activities have remained uncbInged, suggesting that they do

exist in school districts.

Exhibit 7.9 presents the changes in course content and supplemental

services in AVS over the past five years. More than 60% of AVS have added or

expanded a number of activities, including: remedial basic skills instruction

(102); responses to advances in technology (802); 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 reported 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

postsecondary institutions,

7.6 Summary and Conclusions

In this section we highlight the changes in ';ocacional course

offerings between 1982-83 and 1986-87.
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Exhibit 7.8

Changes Over the Last Five tears in Course Content,

Supplemental Services and Other Program Activities in School Districts

General or transferable vocational

skills courses (e.g., Principles

of Technology)

Specific occupational skills

training

Remedial basic skills instruction

Integrated math and science

curriculum

Work experience programs

Career oxplorat;on

Responses to advances in

technology

Assessment of interests and

abilities in vocational education

vocational guidance/counselEng

Supplemental services for handi-

capped or disadvantaged students

ActivitkOS to promote sex equity

Articulation agreements with

postsecondary institutions

Integrated curriculum ofc'erings

with postsecondary institutions

Student leadership programs

Job placement activities

ra-1=,
Percent of Districtsa

Added or Reduced or No Not

Expanded Discontinued Change Offered

33.1 1.4 43.2 22.3

38.3 5.6 49.7 6.5

40.4 1.7 46.6 11.3

21.5 0.5 52.6 25.4

18.5 5.9 51.7 24.0

40.6 1.9 49.8 7.7

62.1 0.2 26.5 11.2

43.8 0.5 49.5 6.2

43.5 2.5 46.9 7.1

48.3 0.5 42.1 9.T

32.8 0.3 51.8 15.0

24.6 0.0 48.9 26.5

15.8 0.4 50.2 33.6

29.3 1.6 60.9 8.3

24.5 1.0 59.5 15.0

Weighted n36436; unweighted n2545
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Exhibit 7.9

Changes Over the Last Five Years in Course Content.

Supplemental Services and Other Program Activities in Secondary Area Vocational Schools

Percent of Schoolsa

Added or Reduced or No Not

Zxpanded Discontinued Change Offered

General or transferable vocational

skills courses (e.g.. Principles

of Technology)

Specific occupational skills

training

47.4

57.4

5.3

7.9

i=IMIIMEMNIIMM=1111111.,

24.0 23.2

34.2 0.5

Remedial basic skills instruction 70.4 0.0 23.6 6.0

Integrated math and science

curriculum 48.9 1.2 28.8 21.2

Work experience programs 28.3 6.3 56.0 9.4

Career exploration 38.5 2.7 46.6 12.1

Responses to advances in

technology 79.7 0.2 15.5

Assessment of interests and

abilities 'n vocational education 62.6 1.0 34.9

Vocational guidance/counseling 52.4 1.7 43.7 2.2

Supplemental services fOr handi-

capped or disadvantaged students 73.1 1.5 25.4 0.0

Activities to promote sex equity 58.7 0.5 39.4 1.4

Articulation agreements with

postsecondary institutions

integrated curriculum offerings

with postsecondary institutions

67.7

4'.5

0.0

0.0

24.1

40.6

8.2

15.8

Student leadership programs 53.3 2.0 44.3 0.4

Job placement activit'es 52.1 2.0 43.8 2.1

a Weighted n2550; unweighted n=192

2C,I
212



Exhibit 7.10

Changes Over the Last Five Years in Course Content,

Suoplemental Services and Other Program Activities in Postsecondary Institutions

Percent of lnstitutionsa

Added or Reduced or No Not

Expanded Discontinued Change Offered

General vocational courses

Specific occupational skills

training

Remedial basic skills instruction

Customized training for industry

Contracting with other postsecondary

institutions to provi(e vocational

education jointly

Competency-based curricula

Responses to advances in techrology

vocational guidance, counseling

or assessment of student interests

Supplemental services for handi-

capped or disadvantaged students

Activities to ...;mote sex equity

Articulation agreements with

secondary schools

Integrated curricu.um offerings

with secondary schools

Upgrading of employment skills

for out-of-school youth

Business assistance programs

Job placement activities

23.3 9.2 49.9 17.7

56.7 9.1 28.3 5.9

72.4 1.5 25.3 0.8

65.1 1.2 20.3 13.4

18.2 0.0 37.2 44.6

52.7 0.2 31.7 15.4

84.3 0.0 10.1 5.6

58.5 1.8 33.0 6.8

62.3 0.9 32.6 4.2

58.0 0.0 36.6 5.4

56.0 0.6 33.1 10.3

24.8 0.7 38.2 36.2

29.3 1.5 43.0 26.2

35.a (1.5 35.5 2a.2

46.8 0.5 49.6 3.1

a Weighted n2979; unweighted nx235



In general, the number of vocational courses offered in

school districts has remained unchanged over the last

fi "e 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 58% of districts reported that there were no changes

in course offerings in agriculture, home economics/ consume: and homemaking,

technical, or trades and industry programs.

Lourses offerings were most likely to have 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 28% 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-s ten percent of secondary AVS, 31% of postsecondary insti-

tutions and 21% of school districts reported reducing course offerings in

agriculture programs. In trades and industry, 23% of postsecondary institu-

tions, 22% of secondary AVS and 26% of districts reduced course offerings over

the last five years.

Where 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 homemaking 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.
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A desire to meet increased labor market demands was

cited as an important reason for expanding progriums 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,

50-65% 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

also was related to expanding course offerings in health and business and

office programs.

Additional federal funding from the Perkins Act was

cited by approximately 20-30% of respondents as related
to expanding vocational course offerings in specific

program areas.

Twenty-three percent of school districts indicatez. 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, 37% cited Perkins' funds as a reason

for expanding course offerings in trades and industry programs, 32% in aome

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.

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 in marketing and distribution

programs. In postsecondary institutions, declining enrollment was cited most

often as related to course reductions in business and office programs and

technical programs; decreased student Interest was consistently selected by

more than 80% of institutions as relating to reductions in all program areas

except business and office.

Responses to advances in technology was the most

frequent type of change it 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.

Remedial basic skills instruction and supplemental

services for handicapped or disadvantaged students have

been added or expanded over the last five years by a

large proportion of oroviders, particularly AVS and

postsecondary instituti 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 402 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

districts.

similarly, 73% of AVS .nd 62% 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 42% of districts, these supplemental service _Jaye

remained 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 in

secondary and postsecondary settings. To explore the extent to which

districts and institutions received and used JTPA funds, a series of questions

about JTPA funds were included on the secondary 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 25% of districts received

JTPA funds in 1986-87. Among districts awarded these funds, 64% reported that

these monies were used in activities related to vocational education. In

contrast, 652 of secondary AVS and 60% of postsecondary institutions received

JTPA funds in 1986-87, and more than 922 of each type of provider indicated

that these funds were used for vocational education.

Exhibit 8.1 shows the percentage 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 postsecondary

institutions.

The majority of school districts receiving JTPA funds were awa:ded

Title IIB monies for Summer Youth. Sixty-two percent of districts received

funds in this category, while fewer than 40% of districts received funds in

any of the other funding categories. Tile IIA 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 uislocated workers. Approximately 20% of districts indicated

that they received -tner JTPA funds during 1986-87.

Forty-two k-,er7.: of the secondary AVS receiving JTPA money in 1986-

87 were awarded Title IIA Block Grants, 36% received Title II8 funds for

summer youth, and 33% received the 8% coordination monies. In addition, 13%
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Exhibit 8.1

Relative Participation Rates Among Districts, Secondary Area Vocational Schools (AVS),

and Postsecondary Institutions Receiving Funds from the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

Category of JTPA Funds

Receiving Funds°

X
2 Statistic of Group Differences

(Measure of Association)Distr ctsb AVSc Postsecondaryd

Title IIA (Block Grant) 35.3 42.1 31.8 3.21 (.09)

Title IIB (Summer Youth) 61.6 35.8 36.1 20.76m (.23)

Title Ill (Dislocated Workers) 2.9 13.0 12.9 42.28"4 (.33)

81 Coordination Grants 23.3 32.8 50.! 21.51"I (.23)

Other TWA Funds 20.7 28.3 32.0 4.11 (.10)

aIncludes only those receiving funds in at least one category

bWeighted n = 1441; unweighted n = 209
cWeighted r 389; unweighted n 135
dWeighted n = 706; unweighted n = 197

* * 0
p < .001
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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 362 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 summer 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 monies for dislocated workers than

either of the secondary providers. However, block grants were awardE.d to

districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions in roughly the same

iroportions.

8.3 Amount of JIM. Funds Received by Category in 1986-87

Exhibit 8.2 summarizes the size of the awards in the individual

categories of JTPA funds. Again, these estimates are based only on those

respondents that receivad JTPA funds in ar Least one category.

School Districts

School districts received an average of $40,150 in Title HA funds,

with a maximum of $2.8 million. While these block grants totaled $57.9

mirion, half of all districts received no money in this JTPA category.

The average award to districts of Title IIB funds for summer youth

$47,150.was The maximum award was $4.5 million, although half of the

districts received $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 no funds.
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Exhibit 8.2

Natioial Estimates of Funds Received from the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

In 1986-87 by School Districts. Secondary Area Vocational School (AVS)

and Postsecondary Institutions

Category of JTPA Funds

Type of District/

Institution Mean

Standard

Deviation Median Range Total

F Statistic of

Differences Between

Group Means

Title 11A (Block Grant) School districta $40,150 $160,501 0 0-2,t26,071 $57,865,012 1.74

Secondary AVSb $24,113 $48,874 0 0-355,000 $9,381,944

Postsecondaryc $99,441 .544,071 0 0-6,905,812 $70,186,327

Title 118 (Summer Youth) School district $47,150 $216,515 $2,500 0-4,500,000 $67,952,764 0.33

Secondary AVS $31,462 $103,425 0-1,000,000 $2,241,134

Postsecondary $32,877 $154,411 0 0-1,499,399 $23,204,647

Title 111 (Dislocated Worke-) School district $1,333 $15,423 0 0-369,643 $1,921,824 9.57111

Secondary AVS $8,132 $32,239 0 0-377,000 $3,164,008

Postsecondary 131,756 $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 8.061*
Secondary AVS $11,911 $23,767 0 0-223,235 $4,634,139

Postsecondary $35,027 S82,173 $1,100 0-699,562 $24,722,55

Other JTPA School district $10,771 , 4,795 0 0-1,150,000 $15,523,829 1 . r_ 1

Secondary AVS $19,397 $46,373 0 0-430,000 $36,968,019

Postsecondary $23,003 $69,284 0 0-788,501 $16,236,044

272 aWeighted n= 1441; unweiyhted n= 209

bWeighted n = 389; unweiyhted n = 135

CWeighted n = 706; unweighted n = 197

"" p < .01

1 81
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The average award of JTPA 8% 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 szhool 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 totaled $3.2 million.

The average award of JPTA 82 coordination funds was $11,911, with a

maximum 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 in Title

HA funds, with a range to $6.9 million. While these block grants totaled

$70.2 million, half of all institutions received no money in this c ?tegory of

JTPA funds.

The average award to institutions of Tirle IIB funds for summer

youth 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

postsecondary institutions totaled $23.2 million in 1986-87.

Title III awards to postsecondary institutions for dislocated

workers 4veraged $31,756. This mean value i3 significantly higher than the

average award to either school districts or secondary AVS. The maximum award

to postsecondary institutions in this category was $1.1 million. In 1986-87,

these awards to postsecondary institutions totaled $22.4 million, although

halt of all institutions received no funds in this category.
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The average award of JTPA 8t coordination funds to postsecondary

inetituti' as was $35,027, with :he median at $1,700 and the maximum just under

$700,000. This average is significantly larger than the average awarded to

either type of secondary provider. Awards to postsecondary institutions 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, secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions during 1986-87. These

figures represent the sum of awards in the individual categories displayed in

Exhibit 8.2.

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

of $158.6 million was awarded to school districts in 1986-87.

Secondary AVS, on average, received approximately $95,000 in total

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. However, 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 r, the context of student

enrollments, the total JTPA award was divided by the 1986 student enrollment

in districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions. These figures are

summarized in Exhibit 8.4.

On average, school dis .Acts received just under $60 per student and

secondary AVS received approximately $98 per student in total JTPA funds. 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

Nat!cnal Estimates of Total Funds Received from the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

by Districts, Secondary AVS and Postsecondary Institutions

Total JTPA Funds Received

Type of District/ Standard

Institution Mean Deviation Median

F Statistic of

Differences Between

Range Total Group Means

School district°

Secondary AVSb

Postsecondary

institutions

5110,016

195,014

1222,105

$355,659

$139,234

1806,242

120,000

$44,154

158,528

11,000-5,458,062

$800-1,030,000

$1,70049,767,124

$158,557,056

$36,968,019

$156,763,276

2.24

°Weighted n a 1441; unweighted n = 209

bWeighted n = 389; unweighted n = 135
cWeighted n = 706; unweighted n = 197
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Exhibit 8.4

National Estimates of Total Amounts of Funds Received from the

Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) per Student Enrolled In

School Districts, Secondary AVS and Postsecondary Institutions

Total JTPA Per Student

Standard F Statistic of Difference

Type of District /Institution Mean Deviation Median Between Group Means

School district°

Secondary AVSb

Postsecondary institution

*59.92

$98.01

$284.99

$111.24

$148.49

$2,029.81

$24.65

136.86

$71.45

1.05

aWeighted n
bWeighled n
c
Weighted n

27(3

= 1348; unwaighted n = 190

a 323; unweighted n . 112

622; unweighted n = 179

I) ry
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mean values that would appear to be quite discrepant are not statistically

different. However, again, the median values suggest that postsecondary

institutions received more JTPA funds than secondary providers, even taking

size into account. The median per student value for postsecondary institu-

tions was $71.45, compared 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 JTPA 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 (44%)

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. Twentynine 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 vocational programs, 49%

received Perkins' and JTPA money; 32% received Perkins' funds but not JTPA.

Thirteen percent of institutions received neither Perkins' nor JTPA monies.

To consider the size of JTPA grants in relation to Perkins' funding,

we imputed the ratio of total JTPA to total Perkins' funds reported by

districts, secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions. The results,

presented in Exhibit 8.6, include only those respondents who received funds

from both sources.

For districts receiving both Perkins' and JTPA funds, out 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% of AVS reported 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)

Type of Funds Received

44.1,M.M11.1.M.011M=IMPNIolaW.M.MIII111

z z
Districtsa AVSb

%

Postsecondaryc

Both Perkins and JTPA 16.7 61.4 49.2

Perkins, no JTPA 44.0 28.9 31.6

JTPA, no Perkins 2.4 2.5 6.7

Neither Perkins nor JTPA 36.9 7.2 12.5

aWeighted n si 7286; unweighted n 7-1 606

Neighted n 599; unweighted n = 212
cWeighted n = 1239; unweighted n = 285
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Exhibit 8.6

Relationship Between Total JTPA Funds and )tal Perkins' Funds During 1986-87

in Districts, Secondary AVS and rcstsecondary institutions

Type of District/

Institution

Ratio of JTPA to Perkins' Fundsa

Respondents 'total

JTPA. Funds Greater

than Total Perkins' FundsMean

Standard

Deviation Median

F Statistic of

Ditferences Between

Group Means

School districtb 3.r1 6.43 1.32 2.43 61%

Secondary AVSc 1.09 1.95 0.53 34%

Postsecondary institutiond 3.08 13.28 0.57 34%

a Includes only those with funds received from JTPA and Perkins In 1986-87

bweighted n . 1214; unweighted n = 197

cWeighted n = 368; unweighted n = 129

dweighted n = 610; unweighted n = 184

2S3
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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 institutions did JTPA monies exceed Perkins' funds.

8.6 Coordinated Activities at Postsecondary Institutions

Postsecondary institutions were asked a series of questions about

classes and activities for JTPA recipients. These results indicate that an

estimated 41% of postsecondary institutions hold separate classes for JTPA

recipients. However, the majority of institutions have

between JTPA programs and vocational programs.

a number of linkages

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 7J% of postsecondary institutions offer

career counseling and guidance, remedial course work, and job placement

services to JTPA recipients. A smaller percentage (61Z) 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% of secondary AVS

accept these performarce-based contracts. In contrast, only 417.. 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 was 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 districts and 28% of AVS

indicated that they did not accept these awards because they were not

consulted about the testing of performance standards; this was less of an

28'1
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Exhibit 8.7

Activities at Postsecondary Institutions Run
Cooperatively Between Vocational Education and

Programs of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

Activiti. tun Percent of

Cooperatively Institutionsa

NalWieMININWWW.1.10.10layppirawill.lipwwim

JTPA recipients taught by
vocational education faculty 82.2

Joint classes of JTPA recipients
and vocational education students 74.2

Sequenced coursework for JTPA
recipients leading to eligibility
for vocational education
certificates/degrees 61.4

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

aWeighted n = 801; unweighted n = 220



Exhibit 8.8

Reasons Why PerformanceBased Funding is Not Accepted
by School Districts, Secondary Area Vocational
Schools (AVS) and Postsecondary Institutions

Reasons for Not Accepting
PerformanceBased Funding

=m11....10101......

Institutional policy

Not consulted about testing
of performance standards

Performance standards are
unrealistic

Magnitude of award not worth
the risk if performance
standards not met

Weighted n:
Unweighted n:

Districts AVS Postsec.

13.4 12.8 26.2

25.8 27.7 12.4

6.6 21.0 18.2

33.1 32.7 48.7

3550 249 507

237 66 102

2t73
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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 15% 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).

Only 251 of school districts received JTPA funds in

1986-87, compared with 65Z of secondary AVS and 602 of
postsecondary institutions.

More than 902 of secondary AVS and postsecondary institutions used

JTPA funds for activities related to vocational education, as compared with

only 64% of school districts that rPneived these funds.

The majority (621) of school districts receiving JTPA
funds were awarded Title ma monies for summer youth, as
compared with only 362 of AVS and postsecondary institu-
tions.

A larger percentage of postsecondary institutions than
secondary providers received JTPA funds for dislocated
workers (Title III) and 8Z coordination grants.

On average, the total JTPA award to districts. AVS and
postsecondary institutions was not 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

$110,000 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 in 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

postsecondary institutions received more in JTPA funds per student ($71 per

student) than secondary AVS ($37 per student) or school districts ($25 per

students).



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 sources of funds were nearly

equivalent at AVS.

In 61% 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 only 34Z of

institutions receiving both funds did the JTPA funds exceed the Perkins'

dollars. Similarly, at AVS, in only 34% of the schools, did JTPA funds exceed

Perkins' funds.

Performancebased contracts are accepted by approxi
mately 60% of AVS and postsecondary institutions, but

only 41% of schoJ1 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. lhe second most common response

by secondary providers was that they did not accept these funds because they

were 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 performancebased

contracts.
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Survey of
Vocational Education Practices

in Secondary Schools

This survey Is part of a study sponsored by the National Assessment of Vocational Education.
W appreciate your coorieration with this part of the Congressionally-mandated study of
vocational education. Is the first national survey of its kind in almost 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.



Identification Number:

OMB 0167!

expires Jul'

I WR mMlw woo.. =SI I.MO
13-

DIRECTIONS

This survey Is be:ng conducted for the National Assessment of Vocational Education (NAVE) as part
of a Congressionally-mandated study to obtain information abo3t secondary vocational education
from a national sample of school districts. This information will be used to prepare a report to
Congress on vocational education funding and services since the passage of the Cart D. Perkins
Vocational Education Act.

If you would like to reralve a summery of the survey results, please check here I1-i
and make any necessary corrections to the mailing address shown on the survey cover.

This survey is a district survey of secondary vocational education.

If your district offers both secondary and postsecondary programs, consider
only the secondary programs in your responses to this survey.

If your district Is an area or regional vocational school, the survey
applies only to secondary vocational education in that school and rot to
programs in the sending districts.

If your district offers vocational education in comprehensive high schools
mad in vocational high scimois in the district, include all of these
'rograms in your responses.

if your district is a member cf a consortium that separately administers a
regional or area vocatIon(0 school, do not include programs at that regional
or area vocational school in your responses.

For the purposes of this study, vocational education is broadly defined. It includes programs
in:

agriculture

health

industrial arts

technical training

business and office education

home economics

distributive education/marketing

trades and industry

If your district does not directly offer any vocational education programs (Including industrial
arts or consumer and homemaking), please check here T end return the questionnaire without
completing it.

If you air.; not In the best Position to answer questiorm about vocational education services and
funding, please forward thi* questionnaire to the. most appropriate person in your district.

Please feel free to call .,anet Swar'z, Survey Director, at (617) 492-7100, If you have any
questions.

Thank you for your time and cooperation.



GENERAL DISTRICT INFORMATION

In this section, we are interested in general descriptive information shout the district and its

overall educational policies.

1. In 1982 -83 and 1986-87, what was your total high school enrollment?

Ali students, grades 9-12

1982-83

Enrollment

1986-87

16-22/ 23-29/

All students, grades 10-12 (If high

schools only cover that grade span) 30-36/ 37-43/

2. How many Carnegie units (i.e., regular 1-year courses or their equivalent) were required of

all students for a standard high school diploma in 1982-83 and in 1986-87 in the following

subject areas? (For less than full-year requirements, use decimals. For example, for a

half-year course, write in ".5".)

NumgErLaflIETINJI22L12212tnyirml*

'982 -83 1986-87

English/Language Arts NIMmv 44-46/ 47 -49/

Mathematics 50-52/ 53-55/

Science 56-58/ 59-61/

Social Studies/History 62-64/

.110.m.wwwwmomml

65-67/

Vocational Education 68-70/

.=1p
71-73/

3. Do vocational education courses with academic content count as core courses toward

graduation requirements?

Yes

No 11-2

4. In 1986-87, what was the total district budget for vocational education (i.e., the total

amount of funding from foderai, state and local sources used by the district to support
vocational education)?

Total Vocational Education Budget: S

113-14/021

15/

.00 16-23/
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S. Of the following choices, what are the 3 most importau. goals for vocational education in
your district? (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 fax disadvantaged

and handicapped students

Prepare students for specific occupations

Impart general employability skills

Enhance students' awareness of various occupational areas

Primer* students for further education or training

Ensure that students mast*r basic skills.

Prevent students from dropping out of school

Stimulate economic development

Other. Please specify:

Rank

IF YOUR SCHOOL IS AN AREA OR REGIONAL VOCATIONAL SCHOOL, GO TO QUESTION 6.

IF YOUR $01001. IS NOT AN AREA OR REGIONAL VOCATIONAL SCHOOL, GO TO QUESTION 7.

6. Please check the category that best describes your course offerings. (For area or regional
vocational schools only.)

a. Primarily provide vocational -related

.instruction

b. Primarily provide full rang* of academic

and vocational courses

c. Other. Please specify:

.1611011=111.11m1M1111..,

NOW PLEASE GO TO QUESTION 9.

7. Whir* are vocational education programs available for students who reside in your
district? (Plaas* write In the number of each type of public secondary school.)

Number 04foring Vocational Programs

a. Comprehensive high school(s)
3,

b. Vocational high schoo'(s)
31

6. Does your district send any students to an area or regional vocational school?

Yes 1I "i

No ---I -2

9
2
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SERVICES FOR SPECIAL. POPULATIONS

Handicapped Students'

9. In 1986 -87, were there any handicapped students enrolled in vocational education programs in

your district?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 14)

10. In 1986-87, what proportion of handicapped students enrolled in vocational education

programs received any of the following supplemental services? (PLEME CHECK ONE BOX FOR

EACH SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE.)

Proportion of Handicapped Students:

Supplemental Services: ALL MOST SOME NONE

a. Assessment of vocational interests,

abilities and special needs
I 1 -1 1:::1 -2

b. Modified or adapted curriculum 0000 /:::11 -2 I::1 -3 I I -4

c. Adapted or simplified equipment. .. I ---1 -1 11 -2 r:::1 -3 1---1 -4

d. Modified facilities 1_I -1 1 ---1 -2 I ---1 -3 I ---I -4

e. Guidance, counseling anti career

development activities 1 ---1 -1 1:::1 -2 I ---I -3 1---I -4

f. Guidance and counseling on

transition to further education

or employment

g. Other. Specify:

1 ---1 171 -2

"Handicapped" refers to both physical and mental handicapping conditions. Handicapped

students include students who are mentally retarded, hard of hearing, dcmf, sneech or language

impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed, orthopedical!, impaired, 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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Handicapped Students (continued)

11. In 1986-87, did the district spend Perkins' Title 11A funds for handicapped students?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 14)

12. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title 11A funds used by the district in 1986-87 to
support programs for handicapped students?

Handicapped Funds Spent in 1986-87: S .00

13. For the Perkins' funds for handicapped students reported in Question 12, please estimate the

percentage of funds spent on each activity below.

a. Paraprofessionals /aides in regultr

vocational classrooms

b. Teachers or other staff for separate

vocational classes for handicapped students

c. Modified or new vocational equipment

d. Consultation services

e. Guidance, assessment or counseling

f. Development or modification of vocational

curriculum

g. Job placement services

Percentage of Funds

I

h. Other. Specify:

TOTAL 100%

9 11 it
,L)

4

3

6

6

6

7

1



113-14/05

-AltimicivrtlLOUX!EHLIMEINILE12----

14. In 1986-87, were any academically disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education

programs in your district?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 16) -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 SERVICE.)

Supplemental Services:

Proportion of Academically

Disadvantaged Students:

ALL MOST SOME NONE

a. Assessment of vocational interests,

abilities and special needs -1 1::1 -2 1---1 -3 I- ---I -4

b. Remedial basic skills instruction

in vocational classes r---1 -1 I-.... -I -2 1:::1 -3 I

c. Remedial basic skills instruction

in other classes (e.g., English) r:::1 -1 ---1 -2 I ---I -3' I ---I -4

d. A summer Job combined with

vocational education 1-2 1:::1-3 1:::1-4

s. Enrollment in vocationally -

oriented school -within -a -school

or alternative school

f. A modified vocational curriculum

(e.g., simplified language in

technical manuals)

I ---1 -1 1I -2 I...,.. -I -3 1:::1 -4

g. Guidance, counseling and career

cavelopment activities 1-4

h. G ;dance and counseling on

ansition to further education

or employment

I. Other. Specify:

1:1 -1 1, -2 I ---I -3 11 -4

:::1-1 II -2

20,

21,

22/

23/

1-4 24/

*Academically disadvantaged refers to a student who scores at or below the 25th

percentile on a standardized achievement or aptitude 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 cable them to succeed in vocational education programs. It

does not include students with learning disabilities.

5
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Economically Disadvantaged*

16. In 1986-87, were any economically disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education
programs in your district?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 18)

17. In 1986-87, what proportion of economically disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational
education received any of the following supplemental so-vices? (PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX FOR
EACH SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE.)

Supplemental Services:

a. Asseswtent of vocational interests,

Cl-'abilities and special needs

Proportion of Economically

Disadvantaged Students:

ALL MOST SOME NONE

b. A summer job combined with

vocational education

c. Paid employment through a school -

coordinated program (e.g., coop-

erative vocational education)

1_1-2 11 -3 ii -4

1:::1 -1 1:::1 -2 I-_-1 -3 I ---1 -4

1-__I -1 I-_-1 -2 I-1-3 1-__1 -4

d. A stipend or subsidized employment

In conjunction with vocational

education (e.g., work-study program) 1-1-1

e. Modification of curriculum to

accommodate a job during school

hours

f. Guidance, counseling and career

development activities

g. Guidance and counseling on

transition to further

ed. -ation or eoploymont

h. Otter. Specify:

1:::1 -1

1:::1 -1 I =1 -2 1:::1 -3 1:::1 -4

---I -1 1:1 -2 I ---I -3 I ---1 -4

1___I-3 1:::1-4

*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 education programs.
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Academically and Econcaicalty Disadvanttel_pudents Combined

18. In 1986-87, did the district spend Perkins' Title 11A funds for disadvantaged students?

Yes (CONTINUE) 1---1-1

No ;GO TO QUESTION 21)

19. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title IIA funds used by the district in ,986 -87 to

support programs for disadvantaged students?

34/

Disadvantaged Funds Spent in 1986 -87: S .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 below.

Percentage of Funds

a. Paraprofessionals/aides in regular

vocational classrooms 42-44/

b. Teachers or other staff for separate

vocational classes for disadvantaged students t 45-47/

c. Basic skills instruction in nonvocational

classes 48-50/

d. Guidance, assessment or counseling x 51-53/

e. Development or modification of

vocational curriculum x 54-!6/

f. Stipends or subsidized employment x 57-59/

g. Recruitment of out-of-school youth >j 60-62/

h. Employability and/or Job search activities 63-65/

I. Child care services 66-68/

J. Equipment 69-71/-
k. Other. Specify:

TOTAL 100%

5 72-74/



Limited -Engilith -Proficient Students

21. In 1986-87, were any limited-English-proficient (LEP) students enrolled in vocational
education programs in your district?

Yes (CONTINUE) 1--1-1

No (GO TO QUESTION 26) 1---1-2

22. In 1986-87, what proportion of limited-English-proficient students enrolled in vocational
education received any of the following supplemental services? (PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX FOR
EACH SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICE.)

Supplemental Services:

a. Vocational tutoring or assistance

by native speaker outside of

regular class

Proportion of LEP Students:

ALL MOST SOME NONE

1 ---I -1 I ---I -2 I ---I -3 1 ---1 -4

b. Assessment of vocational interests,

abilities and special needs r---1 _1 ---I -2 I ---I -3 I_1 -4

c. Modified vocational curriculum

(e.g., technical manuals in

native language)

d. Guidance, counseling and career

I ---1 -1 I ---1 -2 1 ---I -3 1--1 -4

development activities
1-1 -1 -2 I 1-3 1:::1 -4

. Guidance and counseling on

transition to further education

or employment

f. Bilingual basic skids instruction

g. Other. Specify:

___I -3 I__-1 -4

1.1 -1 1:::1 -2 1___1 -3 1_1 -4

1 1-1 1:::1-2 1:::1-3 I-4

"Limited English Proficiency" refers to individuals whose native language is a language
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 than English has had a
significant impact on their level of English proficiency; and who have ,ufficient difficulty
speaking, reading, writing or understanding the English language to dec these students the
opportunity to learn successfully in vocational education classes where the language of
instruction is English.
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Limited-English-Proficient Students (continued)

23. In 1986-87, did your district spend Perkins' Title 11A funds for limited- English - proficient

(LEP) students?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 26) 1:=1-2 18/

24. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title IIA funds used by the district in 1986-87 to

support programs for Posited-English-proficient students?

LEP Funds Spent In 1986-87: S .00 19-25/

25. For the Perkins' funds for limited-English-proficient students reported in Question 24,

please estimate the percentage of funds !pent on each activity below.

a. Paraprofessionals /aides In regular

vocational classrooms

b. Teachers or other staff for separate

vocational classes for LEP students

c. Tutoring by native speaker outside

of 40cational classes

d. Guidance, assessment or counseling

e. Bilingual vocational curriculum

development

f. Equipment

g. Employability and/or job sea-ch activities

h. Other. Specify:

TOTAL 100%

Percentage of Funds

26 -25/

29-31/

32-34/

35-37/

38-40/

41-43/

44-46/

47-49/



Single Parent/Homemaker*

26. In 1986-87, did the district spend Perkins" Title IIA funds for single parents/homemakers?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 29) .........

27. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title 11A funds used by the district in 1986-87 to
support programs for single parents/homemakers? (INCLUDE. ALL FUNDS FROM FORMULA-BASED,
COMPETITIVE AND DISCRETIONARY AWARDS.)

SIngim Parent/Homemaker Funds Spent in 1986-87: k. .00

28. For the Perkins' funds for single _parents/homemaicar5 reported in Question 27, please
estimate the percentage of funds spent on each activity below/.

a. Paraprofessionals/aides in vocational

classrooms

b. Teachers or other staff for separate

vocational classes

c. Custodial or support staff to keep

facilities open longer hours

d. Basic skills instruction in

nonvocational classes

e. Guidance, assessment or counseling

f. Equipment

g. Student recruitment activities

h. Child care services

i. Transportation

j. Job placement services

k. Other. Specify:

.4..*

Percentage of Funds

TOTAL 100%

I

"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 it joint
custody. "Homemaker" refers to an individual who is an adult and has worked as an ad 41t
primarily without remuneration to care for the home and family, and for that reason has
diminished marketable skills.

10



Adults

29. In 1986-87, did the district spend Perkins' Title 11A funds for adults?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 32N

30. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title IIA finds used by the district in 1986-87 to

support programs for adults? (PLEASE INCLUDE FUNDS FROM FORMULA-BASED, COMPET:TIVE AND

DISCRETIONARY AWARDS.)

Funds for Adults Spent in 1986 -87: $

27/

.00 28-34/

31. For the Perkins' funds for adults reported in Question 30, please estimate the percentage of

funds spent on each activity below.

a. Paraprofessionals/aides in vocational

classes in school or other settings

b. Teachers or other staff for separate

vocational classes in school or

other settings

C. Custodial or support staff to keep

facilities open longer hours

d. Basic skills instruction in non-

vocational classes

e. Guidance, assessment or counseling

f. Equipment

g. Student recruitment activities

h. Child care services

i. Transportation

J. Job placement services

k. Other. Specify:

Percentage of Funds

TOTAL 100%

S

"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 more dependable employment.

11
301

35-37/

38-40/

41-43/

44-46/

47-49/

50-52/

53-55/

56-58/

59-61/

62-64/

65-67/



Sex iguLyt

32. In 1986-87, did the district spend Perkins' Title 11A funds for sax equity?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (00 TO QUESTION 35)

33. WNst was the total amount of Perkins' Title 11A funds used by the district in 1986-87 to
support sex equity brOgrawst (PLEASE INCLUDE FUNDS FROM FORMULA- BASED, COMPETITIVE AND
DISCRETIONARY AWARDS.)

Sex Equity Funds Spent in 1966-87: $ .00

34. For the Perkins' sex equity funds reported in Question 33, please estimate the percentage of
funds spent on each activity below.

a. Inservice staff development in sex

equity

b. Development or modification of

vocational curriculum

c. Active recruitment of students to

nontraditional fields

d. Salaries for staff to provide :rograes

targeted to increase participation in

nontraditional fields

e. Counseling and career development

activities in nontraditional fields

Percentage of Funds

Isiromrrs

f. Job placement services in non-

traditional fields
4'

g. Child care services

h. Transportation

I. Other. Specify:

S

TOTAL 100%

"Sex Equity' refers to programs, services and activities designed to eliminate sex bias
and stereotyping of career options and educational programs.

12 3 0



Sex Equity (continued)

33. 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) 1::1-1

No (GO TO QUESTION 37)

36. Please indicate balm the types of activities undertaken. (PLEASE CHECK THE BOX INDICATING

"YES" OR "NO" FOR EACH ACTIVITY.)

YES NO

a. Information to students to counteract

stereotypes I:7-.1-1 IL-I-2

b. Inservice staff development in sex

equity I:::1-3 1_1 -4

c. Adoption of bias -free curriculum

materiels

d. Active recruitment of students to

nontraditional fields I_---I-4

e. Vocational education programs designed

for students In nontraditional fields

for their gender (e.g., women in fire-

fighting program) 1---I-1 1---I-2

f. Hiring or placement of faculty in

nontraditional fields for their gender
1:::1-3 I:::1-4

g. Counseling and career development

activities in nontraditional fields

h. Specific job placement activities

in nontraditional fields

I. Opportunity to meet individuals

employed in fields nontraditional for

their gender

J. Other. Specify:

13 03

4

4



PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT INNOVATION AND EXPANSION

37. In 1986-87, did your district spend Perkins' Title 118 funds for program improvement,
innovation and expansion?

Yes (CONTINUE) !1-1

No (GO TO QUESTION 40) 1---1-2

38. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title 11111 funds used by the district in 1986-87 for
program improvement? (PLEASE INCLUDE FUNDS FROM FORMULA-BASED, COMPETITIVE AND
DISCRETIONARY AWARDS.)

Program Improvement Funds Spent in 1986-87: S .00 51

39. For the Perkins' funds for program improvement reported in Question 38, please estimate the
percentage of funds spent on each activity below. Activities listed below summarize the
examples appearIng.in the law.

a. Established industry-education

partnership agreements

b. Hired staff for new or expanded

program

c. Imo-vice and presorvice training

d. Expanded counseling and guidance

services z 67-

Percentage of Funds

58

61-i

64-

e. Instituted development of new or

modified curriculum

f. Purchased new 3quipment

g. Renovated or expanded facilities

h. Arranged an articulation agreement

with a postsecondary ilstltution

1. Other. Specify:

304
14

70-

% 73-

76-

I13 -i4/

15-

18-

TOTAL !cc%



UNSPENT FUNDS

40. If you were awarded Perkins' Title liA Handicapped or Disadvantaged .funds in 1986-87, please

irdicate below the dollar amount of those funds: (a) carried over into 1987-88, and (b)
returned to the state In 1986 -87.

Handicapped: S

Disadvantaged

a. Funds carried over b. Funds returned to the
Into 1987-88 state in 1986-87

. 00 '1-26/ 27-3:

. 00 33-38/ S

(IF YOU HAD NO UNSPENT FUNDS IN EITHER CATEGORY, GO T(' QUESTION 12.)

.00 39 -4'

41. If the district had unspent rifle 11A Handicapped or Disadvantaged funds in 1986-87, what
were ti.e primary reasons for not spending these monies? (CHEC( ALL THAT APPLY.)

Reasons for Not Spent:114g Title 11A

Funds in 1986-87:

a. Progra(s) did not start on time

b. Underenrollemnt of students

c. Accounting procedures too complex

to demonstrate excess costs.

d. Sufficient matching funds not

Disadvantaged Handicapped

available -4

e. Did not know what matching funds

were available

(. Actual costs lower than original

budget

g. Other. Specify:

305
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I_1-6

---1
1 1'3

1:=1-2

45-46

47-48

49-50

51-52

53-54

55-56

57-58



FUNDS NOT AWARDED

42. In 1986-87, were you awarded funds in all categories of Perkins' Title II monies?

Ti? (GO TO QUESTION 44)

No (CONTINUE)

i
-1

11-=-1 -2

43. If you di/ not receive Perkins' Title II funds in a particular category, what were the most
important reasons why you did not receive these funds? (FOR EACH PROURAM CATEGORY LISTED
BELOW, PLEASE CHECK THE MOST IMPORTANT REASONS WHY YOU DID NOT RECEIVE FUNDS.)

Single
Reason Funds Not Handl- Mead- Parent/ Sex Program
Received capped vantaged Homemaker Equity Adult Improvement

Old not know about

program

Not eligible for funds

In this category

Application rejected

Did not apply: likely

award not large enough

to make it worthwhile

1 . 1 -1 1:::1 -1 1 I -1-1 1 . 1- 1:::1 -1 1___1 -1

1:::1 -2 i ---1 -2 11 -2 1:::1 -2 1:::1 -2 I1 -2

1. 1-3 1:::1 -3 I ---1 -3 1:1:1 -3 11 -3 1:::1 -3

I 1-4 I 1-4 I 1-4 I 1-4 1:1 -4 I ---I -4

Did not apply: did not

know what funds were

available as matching

funds
1 1-1 1._ 1-1

Did not apply: could

not identify eligible

students

Did not apply: could

not meet matching of

excess costs

requirement

1 . 1-2 . 1-2 'MI

1:::1-3 12221

Did not apply: could

not Identify the

excess costs 1:2 1-4 11-4 17/71

Did not apply: staff

or other resources were

insufficient to prepare

proposals

Other. Speciiy:

177/1 12721

17271 1 . 1-1 11-1

1///1 12221 12221

I / //I 17721 1/771

21-

2S-

27-

29-

31-

35-



CHANGES IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

In this section, we are Interested in several types of changes in vocational education

programs: changes in enrollment (Q. 44-48); changes in the number of sections or courses offered

(Q. 49-51); and changes in course content, supplemental services or other program activities (Q.

52). Please consider all vocational programs, not just those funded with federal monies.

Enrollment 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 district? (PLEASE CIRCLE THE

CATEGORY BELOW THAT BEST DESCRIBES CHANGES IN HANDICAPPED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENT IN

YOUR DISTRICT OVER THE LAST 5 YEARS1

Large Mioder.te No or Minimal Moderate Large

Decrease Decrease Change 1ncase Increase

(> 20%1 (11-200 (t 10%) (11-20%) (> 20%)

- 2 -1 0 +1 +2

45. Over the last 5 years (i.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87), has the number of academically or

economically disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education changed in your

district? (PLEASE CIRCLE THE CATEGORY BELOW THAT BEST DESCRIBES CHANGES IN DISADVANTAGED

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENT IN YOUR DISTRICT OVER THE LAST 5 YEARS.)

Large Moderate No or Minimal Moderate Large

Decrease Decrease Change Increase Increase

(> 20%) (11 -20%) (t 10%) (11-20%) (> 20%)

- 2 -1 0 +1 +2

46. Over the last 5 years (i.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87), has the total vocational education

enrollment changed in your district? (PLEASE CIRCLE THE CATEGORY BELOW THAT BEST DESCRIBES

THE TOTAL VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENT IN YOUR DISTRICT OVER THE LAST 5 YEARS.)

Large Moderate No or Minimal Moderate Large

Decrease Decrease Change Increase Increase

(> 20%) (11-20%) (+ 10%) (11-20%) (> 20%)

- 2 -1 0 +1 +2

(IF INCREASE OR NO CHANCE IN TOTAL ENROLLMENTS, 00 TO QUESTION 48.)

3 0 7
17

41-42

43-44

45-46



Enrollment Changes (continued)

47. If the total vocational education enrollments have decreased over the last five years, what

factors do you feel are related to this decline? (CHECK THE BOX THAT INDICATES THE EXTENT

TO WHICH. YOU FEEL EACH FACTOR IS RELATED TO THE DECLINE IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

ENROLLMENTS.)

Strongly Somewhat Not

Related to Enrollment Decline: Related Related Related

a. Minimum comoetenvy test

required for graduation 1---1 -1 1:::1 -2 1 ---1 -5

b. Increase in core course

requirements for graduaticm -4 1:::1 -5 1:::1

c. Increase in other graduation

requirements r---1 -1 r:1 "2 1 1'3

d. Academic diploma/certificate

required for graduation in

addition to standard diploa........ I 1-4 ---1 -6

e. Overall decrease in district

enrollments -1 '2 1 ---I

f. Decline in student interest

in vocational education r , -4 1---1 -5 1_1'6

g. Less parental support for

vocational education
1 1 -1

---I -2

h. Declining Job placement

rates 1 ---1 '5

1. Shortened school day
1 ---1 "2

J. Reduced support or guidance

from district administration 1 ---1
-4 11:1 -6

k. Other. Specify:

303
18



Enrollment Changes (continued)

48. For each program area listed below, please indicate what changes have occurred in total

vocational education enrollments over the last 5 years (i.e., 1982 -83 through 1986 -87).

Enrollment should be considered changed only if there has been more than a 10% increase or

decrease. EASE CHECK THE BOX THAT INDICATES YOUR RESPONSE FOR EACH PROGRAM AREA.)

PROGRAM OFFERED IN LAST 5 YEARS

Overall Overall PROGRAM NOT

Enrollment Enrollment No OFFERED IN
Program Area Increase Decrease Change LAST 5 YEARS

Vocational

Agriculture 1-1-1 171-2

Business and

Office r1-1

Consumer and

Homemaking 1---1-i 17.:1 -3

Distributive

Ed./Marketing
I 1 -1

1 ---1 -2 I-1 -3

Health
I ---1 -1 C:::I -2 I:1 "3

Technical.
I ---1 -1 1:1 -2 11 -3

Trades and

Industry
1 ---1 -1 1:::1 -2 1:::1 -3

'Includes occupational home economics.

19

309

I I -4 5e

I ---1 -4 59

I ---I -4 60

lel -4 61

I ---I -4 62

1:1 -4 63

I ---I -4 64.



Course Offerings

49. On the following chart, please indicate what increases or decreases have occurred in the

number of vocational education course offerings over the last 5 years (i.e., 1982-83 through

1086-87). A program should be considered reduced or expanded only if tilers his been more

than a 10% 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 EACH

PROGRAM AREA.)

Program Area

Vocational

Agriculture

Business and

Office

Consumer and

Homemaking

Distributive

Ed./Marketing

Health

:echnIcal

Trades and

Industry

PROGRAM OFFERED IN LAST 5 YEARS

PROGRAM NOT

Program Program No OFFERED IN

Expanded Reduced Change LAST 5 YEARS

*Includes occupational home economics.

...MMIMMRPM1

1_D-2 ---1-3

In -2

1:1-2

2

-2

_1 -3

IF THERE WERE NO CHANGES IN ANY OF THESE PROGRAM AREAS, PLEASE GO TO QUESTION 52.

20



Course Offerings (continued)

50. What were the most Important reasons for program expansion in each of the arias indicated on

Question 49? (PLEASE CHECK THE MOST IMPORTANT REASONS THAT APPLY FOR EACH FROGRAM AREA.)

Most Important Reasons

for Program Expansion

Area of Program Expansion

Voc. 6. t. Distr. Trade/

Ag, Offc. C & H Markt. Health Tech. Inaus.

Greater student interest

in program
1_ 1-1 1 . 1-1 -1 I._ 1-1 1_..._ 1-1 1-1 1--- 72-7

113-14/0'

Additional federal funds:

Perkins Act 1:::1-2 11-2 1-__ 1-2 1. 1-2 1 . 1-2 :::1-2 1::1-2

Additional federal funds:

other sources 1:1 -3 1D-3 1 . 1-3 1D-3 1.1'3 n-3 1:::1 -3

Additional state

funding 1 I-4 1-4 1 1 -4 1 1-4 1-4 1---1 -4

Additional local

funding
1 _1 -1 1_._1 -1 11 -1 1 ---1 -1 1:::1 -1 :::1 "1 1:::1 "1

Desire to meet increased

labor market demand
1. 1'2 1. 1-2 I -1 -2 1:::1 -2 1 ---1 -2 :::1 -2 11 -2

New state or district

policy (e.g., ell stu-

dents must take a career

exploration course) 1_1-3 1_1 -3 . 1-3 1 1-3 1-3

Overall increase in voca-

tional ed. enrollments 1 - 1-4 1-4 1 1-4 1D-4 1 - 1-4 1-4 1_ __1 -4

Program no longer offered

at another institution

Request by employers or

PIC (JTPA)

1 . 1
.

1 . 1-2 1-2

1 - 1 1- 1 I I 1

1 - 1-2 1 1-2

-
-- 1-2

1 1 1

15-2

22-21

29-3!

36 -4;

43-4S

50-56

57-61

64-7C

1 1-2 71-77

113-14/10
Other. Specify:

1-___-- 1-6 1-6
1 1-6 11-6---

21

311

15-21



Coarse Offer as (contirwad)

51. What were the most important reasons for Evars or discontinuing programs in each of the

arias indicated in Question 49? (PLEASE CHECK THE MOST IMPORTANT REASONS THAT APPLY FOR

EACH PROGRAM AREA.)

Area of Program Reduction

Most !mportant Reasons Voc. Bus.

for Program Reduction Ag. Offc.

11'1 1 1'1 1 . 1'1

1 . 1'2 1 1'2 1 . 1'2

1:::1-3 1D-3 1 1'3

Decreased state

funding 1 1-4 1__1 -41-4 I . 1-4

Decreased student

interest in program

Decreased federal funds:

Perkins Act

Decreased federal funds:

other sources

Distr.

C d H Markt. Health

Decreased local

funding

Program Started or expanded

at another institution

Loss of appropriate teach-

ers without replacement....

1:::1-1 11 '1 1. 1'1

1..,. 1'2 1.,.._ 1'2 1 . 1'2

1 . 1'3 1:1-3 1 . 1'3

Difficulty placing stu-

dents In jobs for which

they were trained 1....._ 1-4 1 1-4 I 1-4

1 . 1'1 1 . 1'1 1D'1

Overall decrease in voca-

tional ed. enrollments
1...-..1 -2

1-2 1 . 1-2 1 . 1-2

Students found course

too difficult

Other. Specify:

1:1'6 1 -1-61'6 1 . 1'6

22

1 1-4 1 1-4

1. I I 1

1_1-2 ;-2

1 . 1'6 1 . 1'6

Trade/

Tech. Indus.

1. 1 1 1-1

I.! -2 1 . 1-2

1.1'3 1. 1'3

1 . 1'4 1.I-4

1L1"1 1 1'1

1 . 1"2 1 1'2

0-4 D -41-4

22

29-

43-

50-

57-

64-

71-

13-l4 /

15-

!_1-2 1 1-2 22-

. 1 -6



Course Content, Supplemental Services and ether Program Activities

52. On the following chart, please indicate what changes in course content, supplemental

services or other program activities in vocational education have occurred over the past 5

year* (i.e., 1982-53 through 1986-87).

General or transferable vocational

skills courses (e.g., Principles

of Technology)

Specific occupational skills

training

Remedial basic skills instruction

OFFERED IN LAST 5 YEARS

NOT

Added or Reduced or No OFFERED IN

Expanded Discontinued Change LAST 5 YEARS

1_1-i

I_1-i
Integrated math and science

curriculum 1=1 -1

Work experience programs
1 ---1 -1

Career exploration 1---1 -1

Responses to advances in

technology
1 ---1 -1

Assessment of interests and

abilities in vocational education

Vocational guidance/counseling

Supplemental services for handi-

capped or disadvantaged students

Activities to promote sex equity

Articulation agreements with

postsecondary institutions for

credit or advanced placement

Integrated curr:culum offerings

with postsecondary institution

Student leadership programs

(e.g., FFA)

Job placement activities

Other:

wmiftn.

1_1-1

11-i

23

1_1-2 11-3

1_1-2

C1-3 1L1 -4

1=1-3 1 =1-4

I -3

1-3

1=1-2 _1-3

1_1-2

-2

313

1L1-3

1=1-3

-4

-4

3'

3/

35

4C

41

_1 -4 43

---I -4 44

--I -4 45

46

--I -4 47

1-4

_I-4

48

49

50

51



VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND THE JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT (JTPA)

53. In 1986-87, did your district receive JTPA funds?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 56)

54. Please write in the amount of each award below. (If no funds were received, write in "0".)

JTPA Title IIA Funds (Block Grant)

JTPA Title 110 Funds (Summer Youth)

JTPA Title ill Funds (Dislocated Workers)

8% Coordination Grants

Other JTPA Funds

Total JTPA Funds Received

f .00 53

S .00 61

S .00 69

113-14

S .00 15

S .00 23

S .00 31

55. Were any of these funds used in activities related to vocational education?

Yes

No

56. Does your institution accept funds that require recipients to moist performance objectives

(e.g., performance-based contracts)?

Yes

No

57. If your institution does not accept funds because of performance objectives, what are the

primary reasons for not accepting these funds? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.)

Reasons fot1912tceitirorm Based Funding

a. Institutional policy

b. !ot consulted about testing of

performance standards

c. Performance standards are unrealistic 1-3

d. Magnitude of award not worth the risk

if performance standards not met

e. Other. Please specify:

31j
24
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THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

PLEASE RETURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO ABT ASSOCIATES IN THE POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE PROVIDED.



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 pa ,vf the Congressionally- mandated study of
vocational education. It is the first national survey of Its kind In almost 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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Identification Number: I

OMB /187

expires Jul

1 1 I

12

DIRECTIONS

This survey is being conducted for the National Assessment of Vocational Education (NAVE) as part
of a Congressionally-mandated study to obtain Information about vocational education from a
national sample of postsecondary institut,ons. This information will be used to prepare a report
to Congress on vocational education funding and services since the passage of the Carl D. Perkins
Vocational Education Act.

If you would like to receive a summary of the survey results, please check hire

and make any necessary corrections to the selling address shown on the survey cover.

This questionnaire is a survey of vocational education in postsecondary institutions. We are
in/emoted ir all postsecondary vocational education in your institution, including short-term IL
training as well 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 multiple campuses under the same administration, please
include information about all campuses combined.

If your Institution has multiple campuses each with its own administration, please
include information only about your campus.

For the purposes of this study, vocational education is broadly defined. It includes programs
in:

agrl-business business/office
health home economics

marketing/distribution technical training

trades and industry

If your institution does nut directly offer any vocational education programs, please cneck
here I I and return the questionnaire without completing it.

If 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 institution.

Picase feel free to call Janet Swartz, Survey Director, at (617) 492-7100, it you have any
questions.

Thank you for your time and cooperat!on.



GENERAL INSTITUTION INFORMATION

In this section we are Interested in general descriptive information about the institution and

its overall educational policies.

1. Your institution Is best described as a (CHECK ONLY ONE CATEGORY):

a. Community or Junior college (i.e., offering

academic transfer and vocational education)

b. Four-year institution offering associate

degrees or certificates

c. Vocational technical institute or college

d. Area or regional vocational school offering

postsecondary education (e.g., AVTI or AVC)

e. Other. Specify:

Public Private

I=1-2

-7 1::1 -8

-9 1:1-°

2. Please indicate below the Erimarx mission of your institution. (CHECK ONLY ONE BOX.)

The institution is:

a. Primarily designed for students to transfer

to four year colleges

b. Primarily designed for students to complete

occupational education programs 1_1-2

c. An equal balance between transfer programs

and occupational education programs 11-3

d. Other. Specify:

318
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3. Of the following choices, what are the 3 most important goals for vocational education in
your Institution? (Rank the most Important goal as "1", the next most important as "2" and
the third most important as "3".)

Goal of Vocational Education Rank

Promote access to vocational education for disadvantaged

and handicapped students

Prepare students for specific occupations

Impart general employability skills

Enhance students" awareness of various occupational areas

Prepare students for further education in four-year institutions

Prepare students for trbnsfer to other technical training

Ensure that students master truic skills

Stimulate economic development

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

customized training)

Other. Please specify:

4. In 1982-83 and 1986-87, what was the total postsecondary student enrollment In your

institution, both actual nimber (i.e., "head count") and full-time equivalency (FIE'?

Total Number of Students Enrolled

(I.e., "head count")

1982-83 1986-87

28-32/ 33

Total FTE Postse,:ondary Enrollment 38-42/ 43

3. In 1986-87, what was the total budget for your institution?

Total Institution Budget: S . 00 48

2

3 1



6. In 1986-87 whet was the number of f, II-time and part-time faculty teaching at your

instituthY, overall and in vocational course0 (For the count of vocational faculty, please

include faculty in each of the following areas: agri-business, business/office, health,

home economics, marketing/distribution, technical, and trades/industry.)

Total Faculty

Number of Faculty

Full-Time Part-Time

56-59/ 6C

Vocational Education Faculty 64-67/ 6E

7. During 1986-87, did your institution provide vocational educat on programs in conjunction
with otner agencies?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 9)

8. In 1986-87, how many students were involved in vocational

cooperation with other agencies? (FOR EACH AGENCY LISTED,

STUDENTS INVOLVED.)

a. Welfare agencies

b. Private Industry Cmuncils or others connected

programs that you ran in

PLEASE WRITE IN THE NUMBER OF

Number of Students

73

with the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) 77

112-13

c. Vocational rehabilitation agencies 14

d. Employers (for customized training) 18

e. Public housing authorities 22

f. Community-based organizations 26

g. State employment services 30

h. Other employment services

i. School districts (through articulation

agreements)

34

38-

j. Unions 42-

k. Economic development or commerce agencies 46-

I. Other human service agencies. Specify:

5O-

m. Other agencies. Specify:

54-

3 320



9. During 1966-87, did your institution provide targeted recruitment or outreach activities for
vocational education programs?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 11)

10. Plebse check all groups for whom targeted outreach activities were undertaken.

a. Displaced or dislocated workers
1---I-1

b. Welfare recipients
I:::1-2

c. Single parents/homemakers 1-1-3

d. High school dropouts 11-4

c. Handicapred students 1_1-1

f. '..imited-English-profIcient students I1-2

g. Disadvantaged students

h. High echool seniors 1---I-4

i. High school graduates
1---I-1

j. College graduates
1 I -2

k. Senior citizens -3

I. Other. Specify:

3.21

4



CHANGES IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

In this section, we are interested in several types of changes in vocational education
programs: changes in enrollment (Q. 11-16); changes in the number of sections or courses offered

(0. 17-19); and changes in course content, supplemental services or other program activities (Q.

20). Please consider all vocational programs, not just those funded with federal monies.

Enrollment Changes

11. 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 insti+ution? (PLEASE CIRCLE THE

CATEGORY BELOW THAT BEST DESCRIBES CHANGES IN HANDICAPPED 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%)

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

12. Over the last 5 years (i.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87), has the number of disadvantaged**

students enrolled in vocational education changed in your 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%) (11-200 (t. 10%) (11-20S) (> 20%)

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

"Handicapped" refers to both physical ard mental handicapping conditions. Handicapped

students include students who are mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, fpLech or language

impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed, orthopedically impaired, 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.

**Disadvantaged includes both academically and economically disadvantaged students who
require special services and assistance to enable 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 aptitude test; whose grades are below 2.0 on a 4.0

scale; or who fails 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 below the poverty level established

by the Office of Management and Budget; eligibility for AFDC or other public assistance program;

or eligibility for Pell Grants.

3
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Enrollment Changes (continued)

13. Over the last 5 years (i.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87), has tilts total vocational education
enrollment changed in your instituTion7 (PLEASE CIRCLE T1A CATEGORY BELOW THAI. BEST
OESCR BES THE TOTAL 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%) (t 10%) (11-20%) 0 MP

(IF WO CHANGE IN TOTAL ENROLLMENT, GO TO QUESTION 17.)

14. If the total vocational education enrollments 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 VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
ENROLLMENTS.)

Strongly Somewhat Not
Related to Enrollment Increase: Related Related Related

a. Overall increase in

institution enrollments
I-3

b. Increase In student interest

In vocational education
I I -4 1:1 -5 :::1 -6

c. Local economic growth
I ---I -1 1___I -2 ---I -3

d. Increased recruitment

activities I 1-4
17::1-5

e. Change in state policy towards

vocational education

f. Change in institutional policy

towards vocational education I-1 -4

g. Increase in unemployment

h. Increase In available

student financial aid.

i. Increase in employment and

training funds

j. Other. Specify:

1-4

1:::1-2 i-s

1:1-s

-2

-5

-2

I -3

-6



Enrollment Changes (continued)

15. if the total vocational education enrollments have decreased d- the last five years, what

factors do you feel are related to this decline? (CHECK THE )X THAT INDICATES THE EXTENT

TO WHICH YOU FEEL EACH FACTOR IS RELATED TO THE DECLINE IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

ENROLLMENTS.)

Related to Enrollment Decline:

a. Overall decrease in

Institution enrollments

b. Decline in student interest

In vocational education

c. Local economic growth

Strongly Somewhat Not

Related Related Related

I.NMI -I

d. Change in state policy towards

I I
vocational education -4

0. Change in institutional policy

towards vocational education 1_,

f. Decrease In available

student aid 1-1 -4

g. Decrease in number of

students coming directly

from high school 1 ---I -I

h. Increase In unemployment I ---1 -4

1_1-5

1:::1-2

_1-6

1-3

_1-6

1:::1-2

1:1-5

1-6

I. Other. Specify:

11 -I 11 -2 1::1 -3
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enrollment Chang!!! (continued)

T6. For each program area listed below, please indicate what changes have occurred in total

vocational education enrollments over the last 5 years (I.e., 1982-83 through 1986-87).

Enrollment should be considered changed only 'f there has been more than a 10$ increase or
decrease. (PLEASE CHECK THE BOX THAT INDICATES YOUR RESPONSE FOR EACH PROGRAM AREA.)

PROGRAM OFFERED IN LAST 5 YEARS

Overall Overall

Enrollment Enrollment

Program Area Increase Decrease

Agri-Business r1 -1 1_1 -2

Business

and Office ---I -2

Health 1-1-1

Home

Economics I---1-1 1:::1-2

No

Change

-1-3

Marketing/

Distribution 1-1-1 12=1-2 1-1 -3

Technical 11-1 1---I-2 1.17_1 -3

Trades and

Industry
1--_1 -1 1___1 -2 r---1 -3

3

8

k)

PROGRAM NOT

OFFERED IN

LAST 5 YEARS



Course Offerings

17. On the following chart, please Indicate what increases or decreases have Occurred in il!e

number of vocational education course offerings over the list 5 years (I.e., 1982 -83 through

1986 -87). A program should be considered reduced or expended only if there has been more

than a 10% 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 EACH

PROGRAM AREA.)

PROGRAM OFFERED IN LAST 5 YEARS

PROGRAM NOT

Program Program No OFFERED IN

Program Area Expanded Reduced Change LAST 5 YEARS

Agri - Business -2 I1 -3

Business/

Office I1 -3

Health 1:::1 -2 1:::1 -3

Home

Economics . 1-1-1 11-3

Marketing/

Distribution 11 -2 11 -3

Technical 1:::1 -3

Trades and

Industry
1:::1 -1 I_I -2 1--_, -3

IF THERE WERE NO CHANGES IN ANY OF THESE PROGRAM AREAS, PLEASE GO TO QUESTION 20.



Course Offerings (continued)

18. What were the most important reasons for program expansion in each of the areas indicated on
Question 17? (PLEASE CHECK THE MOST IMPORTANT REASONS THAT APPLY FOR EACH PROGRAM AREA.)

Area of Program Expansion

Most Important Reasons Bus./ Home Markt./ Trades/
for Program Expansion Agr. Office Health Econ. Distr. Tech. Indus.

Greater student interest

In program
1_1'1 1-I -1 _ I-I I_ I-I I 1-1 11 -1 47

Additional federal funds:

Perkins Act
1:::1 '2 1_ 1'2 "2 I :::1 "2 1:::1 "2 1:::1 '2 1 ---1 '2 54

Additional federal funds:

other sources 1D-3 1 __ 1'3 _ 1 -3 _1'3 1D-3 1:::1'3 1:::1 "3 61

Additional state

funding I ---1 -4 I 1-4 _1-4 ---I -4 I ---1 -4 I ---I -4 I___I -4
6a.

112-13-----
Additional local

funding
1 ---1 '1 1 ---1 "1 ---1 '1 ---1 '1 1 ---1 '1 1 ---1 -1 r:::1 -1 14

Desire to meet increased

labor varket deiand.., 1::1 "2 1:::1-2 1 "2 1'2 1___1 "2 11 "2 7=1'2 21

Overall increase in voca-

tional ad. enrollments
1---1 '3 1---! '3 :::1 "3 ---1 "3 I-1 -3 1:::1 "3 ---1 '3 28

Program no longer offered

at another institution 1 ---1 -4 I ---1 -4 ___1 -4 ---I -4 1 ---1 -4 1:--I -4 ___I -4 35

Request by PIC (.ITPA) 1---1'.

---,

1 ---1 '1 1___1 "1 ---1 "1 42

Introduction of

customized training. I_1 -21-2 1 _ 1-2 I -1 -2 _ 1-2 1 _ 1-2 1:::1-2 ___1 -2 49

Shift to shorter pro-

grams (e.g., 6 mos.) 1:::i-3 I _ 1'3 _ 1 -3 I_1'3 1 1'3 1_ 1'3 _ 56

More flexible entry,

exit or scheduling

policies

Request by employers.

1 1-4 1 _ 1-4 1 1-4 1 _ 1-4 1 _ 1-4 11-4 1::1-4

II-1 I......I I _ 1111-1

Other. Specify:

11.1"6 1-1'6 1_7:1-6 1---1'6 1 1:::1"6

10 :321

6a-

70-

I12 -13.

14-



Course Offerings (continued)

19. What were the most important reasons for g_rctscreducinoor programs in each of the
areas indicated in Question 177 (PLEASE CHECK THE MOST IMPORTANT REASONS THAT APPLY FOR
EACH PROGRAM AREA.)

Most important. Reasons

for Program Reduction

Decreased student

interest in program

Area of Program Reduction

Sus./ Home markt.
Agr. Office Health Econ. Distr.

- MINMImminm 111*".

-1 11 -1 1:1 -1 1:1 -1 1..... -1 -1

Decreased federal funds:

Perkins Act 1-2 1__1 -21-2

Decreased federal funds:

other sources

1 - 1'2 1 - 1'2 1. 1'2

Trades/

Indus.

1 .1 -2 I
1-2

1-3 11.1 "3 1 1'3 1:7-1'3 1.. 1'3 11 '3 :::1 "3

Decreased stew

funding 1-4

Decreased local

funding T1.1
Competing program

at another institution 1-2

Loss of appropriate teach-

ers without replacement....

Difficulty placing stu-

dents in Jobs for which

they were trained

Students found course

too difficult

Overall decrease in voca-

tional ed. enrollments

Decreased labor

market demand

Other. Specify:

1-1-4 I 1-4 1 - 1-4 I I -4 1-4

1L-1-1 1:=1-1 1:-7:1-1 1 1-1 1L1-1 1 -1 -1

1 -1-2 1 -1-2 1 1-2 1 - 1-2 1 1-2

.1'3 1 1'3 1 1'3 1 . 1'3 1. 1 '3 1 . 1'3

1 - 1-4 n-4

1 1-i - 1-1

- I" I -4

4

. 1'2 5

1_3
6

_1 -4 1-4 7

112-1

_1 -1 1 . 1-i 1-1 . 1-1 1

1-2 _1-2 11 -2 ---1 -2 1_.1 -2 2

1- 1-3 - 1-3 1-3

11.

1 . 1'3 . 1'3 ::71-3

_1 -6 . 1-6 1 . 1-6

328
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Course Content Su lemental Services and Other ram Activities

20. On the following chart, please indicate what changes in course content, supplemental

services or other program activities in vocational education have occurred over the past 5

years 1982-83 through 1986-87).

OFFERED IN LAST 5 YEAH

NOT

Added or Reduced or No OFFERED IN

Expanded Discontinued Change LAST 5 YEARS

General vocational courses I ---1 -1 1 ---1 -2 11 -3

Specific occupational skills

training
I ---I -1 1:1 -2 I ---I -3 1--:--1 -4

Remedial basic skills instruction

(e.g., reading lab).
I I -1 c:::1 -2 I-7-1-3 I ---I -4

Customized training for industry
I ---I -1 [:::I -2 1 ---I -3

I ---1 -4

Contracting with other post-

secondary institutions to

provide voc. ed. Jointly 1---1-1 1:::1-2 1_1-3 1---I-4

Competency-based curricula 1-7-1 -1 I---1-2 11 -3 1---1-4

Responses to advances in

technology 1 ---I-1 1:::1-2 1-_-1-3 I---1-4

Vocational guidance, counseling

or assessment of student interests.... I ---I -1 I ---1 -2 I___I -4

Supplemental services for handi-

capped or disadvantaged students
I ---1 -1 I ---1 -2 1:::I -3

Activities to promote sex equity
I ---I -I 1:::I -2 1.. -.1 -3 1___1 -4

Articulation agreements with

secondary schools for credit

or advanced placement

Integrated curriculum offerings

wita secondary schools

(*.g., 2 + 2 programs)

Upgrading of employment skills

for out-of-school youth

Business assistance programs

Job placement activities

Other: .....11

1.,:1 -1 1:::1 -2 1 _1 -3

=1

12

-2

1-_-1 -2

1:1 -1 -2

I -1 -2
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PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT INNOVATION AND EXPANSION

21. In 1986-87, did the institution spend Perkins' Title 118 funds for program improvement,

innovation and expansion?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 24)....

22. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title 118 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: S .00 Sc

23. For the Perkins' funds for program improvement reported in Question 22, please estimate the

percentage of funds spent on each activity below. Activities listed below summarize the

examples appearing in the law.

Percentage of Funds

a. Hired staff for new or expanded

program z 6E

b. Inset-vice and preservice training 65

c. Expanded counseling and guidance

services z 72

d. Instituted development of new or

modified currIcultoi

....

7.!

e. Purchased new equipment S 7E

112-1:

f. Renovated or expanded facilities x it

g. Arranged an articulation agreement

with secondary school(s)

h. Arranged an articulation agreement

with universities

i. Established industry-education

partnership agreements

J. Other. Specify:

33o
13

TOTAL 1001

17

2C

22

2f



VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SERVICES FOR SPECIAL POPULATIONS

Handicapped Students,

24. In 1986-87, did the institution spend Perkins' Title 11A funds for handicapped students?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 27)

25. what was the total amount of Perkins' Title IIA funds used by the institution in 1986-87 to

support programs for handicapped students?

26.

Handicapped Funds Spent in 1986-87: S .00

For the Perkins'

percentage

a.

funds for handicapped students reported in Question 25, please estimate

Percentage of Funds

the

of funds spent on each activity below.

Paraprofessionals/aides in regular

b.

vocational classrooms

Teachers or other staff for separate

S 3

vocational classes for handicapped students S 4.

c. Modified or new vocational equipment S 4

d. Consultation services 4

e.

f.

Guidance, assessment or counseling

Development or modification 3f vocational

S 4

curriculum 5

g.

h.

Job placement services

Other. Specify;

S

TOTAL 100%

oliandicapplie 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 disturbed, orthopedically impaired, 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.

331
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Disaevanteged Students"

27. In 1986-87, did the institution spend Perkins' Title 11A funds for disadvantaged students?

Yes (CONTINUE) 1__-1-1

No (GO TO QUESTION 30) 1---I-2

28. What was the total amount of Perkins' Titi IIA funds used by the institution in 1986-87 to

support programs for disadvantaged student*?

Disadvantaged Funds Spent in 1986-87: .00 e

29. For the Perkins'

the percentage

a.

funds for disadvantaged students reported in QuostIon 28, please estimate

Percentage of Funds

of funds spent on each activity bsiow.

Paraprofessionals/aides in regular

b.

vocational classrooms

Teachers or other staff for separate

6

c.

vocational classes for disadvantaged students

Basic skills instruction in nonvocatlonal

7

classes s 7

d. Guidance, assessment or counseling 7

e. Development or modification of

vocational curriculum

112-1

f. Stipends or subsidized employment 1

g. Recruitment of out-of-school youth 2'

h. Employability and/or jot search activities 2

i. Child care services 2,

J. Equipment

4.1MIOnn..ro

2'

k. Transportation 3:

i. Other. Specify: 3'

TOTAL 100%

*Disadvantaged includes both academically and economically disadvantaged students who
require special services and assistance in order to enable them to succeed in vocational

education programs. AcadeoicalitAlladvant2g21 refers to a student who scores at or below 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. 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 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.



Singapardwit/Hces_iIsaker

30. In 1986-87, did the institution spend Perkins' Title IIA funds for single
Parents/homemakers7

aP

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (104 TO QUESTION 33)

31. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title 11A funds used by the Itution In 1986-87 to
support programs for single parents/homemakers? (INCLUDE ALL i 4 FROM FORMULA-BASED,
COMPETITIVE AND DISCRETIONARY AWARDS.)

Single Parent/Homemaker Funds Spent in 1986-87: S .00

32. For the Perkins' funds for tingle parents/homemakers reported In Question 31, please
estimate the percentage of funds spent on each activity below.

a. Paraprofessionals/aides in vocational

classrooms

b. Teachers or other staff for separate

vocational classes

c. Custodial or support staff to keep

facilities open longer hours

d. Basic skills instruction in

convocational classes

e. Guidance, assessmwit or counseling

f. Equipment

g. Student recruitment activities

h. Child care services

I. Transportation

Percentage of Funds

J. Job placement services

k. Other. Specify:

TOTAL 100%

S

S

rELTLEIllirent" 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.
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Adults*

33. In 1986-87, did the institution spend Perkins' Title 11A funds for adults?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 316) I---1-2

34. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title IIA funds used by the institution in 1986-87 to

support programs for adults? (PLEASE INCLUDE FUNDS FROM FORMULA-BASED, COMPETITIVE AND

DISCRETIONARY AWARDS.)

35.

Funds for Adults Spent in 1986-87: S .00 15

For the Perkins'

funds spent

a.

funds for adults reported In Question 34, please estimate the percentage

Percentage of Funds

of

on each activity below.

Paraprofessionals/aides in vocational

b.

classes in school or other settings

Teachers or other staff for separate

vocational classes in school or

S 22

c.

other settings

Custodial or support staff to keep

Y 25

o.

facilities open longer hours

Basic skills instruction in non-

x 28

vocational classes x 31

e. Guidance, assessment or counseling S 34

f. Equipment x 37

g.

h.

Student recruitment activities

Child care services

Z 4C

i. Transportation 4f

j. Job placement services % 4S

k. Other. Specify: 3 5;

TOTAL 100%

"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; 2r employed individuals

who require retraining to retain their jobs or training to upgrade their skills to qualify for

higher paid or more dependable employment.
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Sex Equity*

36. In 1986-87, did the institution spend Perkins' Title IIA funds for sex equity?

Yes (CONTINUE)
1---I-1

No (GO TO QUESTION 39) I -2

37. What was the total amount of Perkins' Title IIA funds used by the institution in 1986-87 to
support sex equity programs? (PLEASE INCLUDE FUNDS FROM FORMULA-BASED, COMPETITIVE AND
DISCRETIONARY AWARDS.)

Sex Equity Funds Spent in 1986-87: S .00

38. For the Perkins' mix equity funds reported in Question 37, please estimate the percentage of
funds spent on each activity below.

a. Inservice staff divelopment in sex

equity

b. Development or modification of

vocational curriculum

c. Active recruitment of students to

nontraditional fields

d. Salaries for staff to provide programs

targeted to increase participation in

nontraditional fields

e. Counseling and career development

activities in nontraditional fields

f. Job platement services in non-

traditinnal fields

g. Child care services

h. Transportat;ln

i. Other. Specify:

Pereztstge of Funds

S

TOTAL 100%

"!e Eqult2 refers ro programs, services and activities designed to eliminate sex bias
and stereotyping of career options and educational programs.

3
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Sex Equity (continued)

39. In 1986-87, did the Institution expend funds from other sources (i.e., non-Perkins° funds)

on any specific activities to promote sex equity in vocational education?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 41)

40. Please Indicate below the types of activities undertaken. (PLEASE CHECK THE BOX INDICATING

"YES" OR "NO" FOR EACH ACTIVITY.)

YES

a. Information to students to counteract

stereotypes I 1-1

NO

I ---I -2

b. Inservice staff development in sox

equity
1 1 -3 1---1 -4

-2

c. Adoption of bias -free curriculum

materials I ---1-1

d. Active recruitment of students to

nontraditional fields

e. Vocational education programs designed

for students in nontraditional fields

for their gender (e.g., women in fire-

fighting program) 1---I

f. Hiring or placement of faculty in

nontraditional fields for their gender II-5

g. Counseling and career development

activities In nontraditional fields 1----I -1

h. Specific Job placement activities

in nontraditional fields

I. Opportunity to meet Individuals

employed in fields nontraditional for

their gender -1

-3

J. Other. Specify:

C=1-2



COMBINING FUNDS

41. If the institution spent Perkins' IIA funds for either single parents/homemakers, sex equity
Or adults In 1986 -67, were any of these funds combined to run joint projects?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 43)

42. Please indicate which funds were combined for jointly funded projects by checking "yes" or
"no" for each combination listed below.

Perkins' Funds Combined

Single Parent/Homemaker and Sex Equity

Single Parent/Homemaker and Adult...,

Sex Equity and Adult

Yes No

L1-1

43. In 1986-87, did the institution spend Perkins' Title !11 funds for consumer and homemaking
programs?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 46)

44. Were any of these funds combined with other Perkins' funds to run Joint projects?

Yes (CONTINUE)

No (GO TO QUESTION 46) 1---I-2

45. Please indicate which funds were combined by checking "yes" or "no" for each combination
listed below.

Perkins' Funds Combined

Consumer and Homemaking with Single Parent/

Homemaker Funds

Consumer and Homemaking with Sex Equity Funds

Consumer and Homemaking with Adult Funds

337
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UNSPENT FUNDS

46. If you were awarded Perkins' Title IIA Handicapped or Disadvantaged funds in 1986-87, please

indicate below the dollar amount of these funds: (a) carried over ;nto 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: S .00 43-48/ S

Disadvantaged S .00 55-60/ S

(IF YOU HAD NO UNSPENT FUNDS IN. EITHER CATEGORY, 03 TO QUESTION 48.)

.00 4c

.00 61

47. If the district had unspent Title IIA Handicapped or Disadvantaged funds in 1986-87, what

were the primary reasons for not spending these monies? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.)

Reasons for Not Spending Title IIA

Funds in 1986-87:

a. Program(s) did not start on time

b. Underenrollmont of students

c. Accounting prOcodures too complex

to demonstrate excess costs

d. Sufficient matching funds not

available

e. Did not know what matching funds

were available

Disadvantaged Handicapped

f. Actual costs lower than original

budget I -2

g. Other. Specify:

_1-3

I -2

67

69

71

73

75

77

---I -6 79



FUNDS NOT AWARDED

48. In 1986-87, were you awarded funds in alt categories of Perkins' Title II monies?

Yes (GO TO QUESTION 50)

No (CONTINUE)

49. If you did not receive Perkins' Title II funds in a particular category, what ware the most
22E1121 reasons why you did not receive these funds? (FOR EACH PROGRAM CATEGORY LISTED
BELOW, PLEASE CHECK THE MOST IMPORTANT REASONS WHY YOU DID NOT RECEIVE FUNDS.)

Single
Reason Funds Not Hendi- Disad- Parent Sex Program
Received capped vonteged Homemaker Equity Adult Improvement

Did not know about

program 1=1-1 1=1-1 1D-1 1=1-1 1 = 1-1

Not eligible for funds

In this category 1 = 1-2 1D-2 1 1 = 1-2 1 1-2 1=1-2

Appliceion rejected 1=1-3 1=1-3 1=1-3 1=1-3 11-3

Did not apply: likely

award not large enough

to make it worthwhile 1_ 1-4 1 = 1-4 1=1-4 1=1-4 1 1-4 1:.1 -4

Did not apply: did not

know whet funds were

available as matching

funds
1 = 1-1 1 = 1-1 I / //I ILL1 1 1-1 1=1-1 3

Dld not apply: could

not identify eligible

students
1 1-2 1_ 1-2 12D 1///1 1ZEI 1///1 4

Did not apply: could

nixt meet matching of

excess costs

requirement 1-1-3 1-1-3 ELI 1///1 171 1E1 4

Old not apply: could

not Identify the

excess costs 1=1-4 1_1-4 1E2_1 1721 le711 4

Old not apply: staff

or other resources were

insufficient to prepare

proposals
1///1 1L71 1= 1-1 -1 1-1-1 4'

Other. Specify:

1=1-6 1-6 _1-6 1=1-6 1=1-6 1-1-6 5

22
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND THE J08 TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT (JTPA)

50. In 1986-87, did your district receive JTPA funds?

Yes (CONTINUE) 1---1-1

No (GO TO QUESTION 55)

51. Please write In the amount of each award below. Of no funds were received, write in "0".)

JTPA Title 11A Funds (P:nck Grant)

JTPA Title 118 Funds (Summer Youth)

JTPA Title III Funds (Dislocated Workers)

8S Coordination Grants

Other JTPA Funds

Total JTPA Funds Received

$ .00 6C

$ .00 6E

112-12

.00 14

.00 22

.00 3C

S .00 38

52. Were any of these funds used In activities related to vocational education?

Yes (CONTINUE) 1---1-1

No (GO TO QUESTION 55) 1---I-2

53. Are there separate classes for JTPA recipients?

Yes

No

340
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND THE JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT (JTPA) (continued)

54. What activities, if any, took place through the coordination of JTPA programs and vocational
education programs in your institution? (PLEASE CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.)

a. JTPA recipients taught by vocational

education faculty

b. Joint classes of JTPA recipients

and vocational education students ... 1.1-2

c. Sequenced coursework for JTPA recipients

leading to eligibility for vocational

education certificates/degrees 1:71-3

d. Piecemeal- of JTPA clients in regular programs
1---1-4

e. Remedial course work 1.1-1

f. Job placement 11-2

g. Career counseling and guidance 11-3

h. Assessment of vocational skills and interests I 1-4

I. Other. Specify:

55. Does your institution accept funds that require recipients to meet performance objectives

(e.g., performance-based contracts)?

Yes

No

56. If your institution does not accept funds because of performance objectives, what are tie
primary reasons for not accepting these funds? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.)

Reasons for Not Acce tin Performance-Elased Funding:

a. Institution.' policy

b. Not consul+ed about testing cf

performance standards

c. Performance standards are unrealistic

d. Magnitude of award not worth the risk

if performance standards not met

ie. Other. Specify:



THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

PLEASE RETURN THE QUE:TIONNAIRE TO ABT ASSOCIATES IN THE POSTAGE-PAID ENVELOPE PROVIDED.


