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INTRODUCTION

Soclet;'s approach to its handicapped == to individuals who because éf physical,
mental, or emotional disabilities do nof- meet the community definition of "nonﬁol" - Hos?
'~ almost always been awkward. The reaction of the non-handicapped to the handicapped is
often one of discomfort and, sometimes, revulsion. Both employers and their employees
often shun the handicapped because of the wuy they "look" or because they assume that
20 the handicapped are not as competent =~ at any job == as non~handicapped pecple, Partially
. as a result of fhése all too common attitudes, the handicapped have been segregated, or
have ségregofed themselves, and efforts to bring them into the mainstream o-f.sociefy have
keen, until recent years, both exfremely rare and without widespread success.

.anny of the difficulties faced by the handicapped are less the result of their vl;;:ndf-
capping conditions than they are of soclety's perception of such conditions. Ihe very desig-;
nation "hondicoppe&" not only sets individuals apart from the rest of the population but also
carries with it a strong negative connotation of incompleteness and incompetence, Even
atf;mpfs to further classify the handicapped into such categories as "educable mentally
retarded," "speech jmpaired, " "hard of hearing, " dnd "blind" are often arbitrary in their

fatlure to account for individual differences, and are sometimes inaccurate or misleading.




.These problems are compounded in the educational and employment arenas, Tradi=
fiono.lly.,' there has been little. emphasis in vocational education on brogromminé.?ér the
handicapped. . Handicapped students who could not.compete on an equal basis with the
non'-h.ondicopped have Hod to look outside the regular vocational educgﬁon establishment
for the rare opportunities available to them in sheltered viorkghops, private froining progrc;ms,
or institutions for the handicapped. Even rarer have been training opportunities that
prepared the handicapped to .compstg in the open labor market with the non-handicapped,
There has been little access to the normal world of work; that door was closed.
| In the early 1960s, spokesmen fér the handicapped began to impress upon the public-

: mlhd this waste of human potential, and in 1963 Cbngress passed the Vocoffonol Eduéation
Act which charged. the states specifically with the responsibility of provfding vocational
programming for the handicapped., Affér foﬁr yec;rs had passed, however, this general
legislative chaige had produced few new opportunities for handicapped individuals. Thus,
in the Vocational Eduqofion Amendmenfs"rof 1968, Congress required that 10 percent of
each state's basic grant for vocational education (Part B of the amendments) be used ex-
clusively to finance programs "for handicepped pel‘sons who because-of fF.eir handicapping
condition cannot succeed in the regular roofionql gdudefion program without special
educational assistance or .who require a modified educational program." The amendments
defined the term "handicapped" as follows:

.« persons who are mentally retarded, hard of hearing, speech Imboired,

visually handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed, crippled or other =~

health impaired persons who by reason thereof require special educational

and relofed services,

Aside from the specific fiscal set-aside, the amendments detail organizational,

planning, operating and reporting requirements that apply to Part B funds in general but




are, nonetheless, specifically relevant to hr'ograrﬁming for the handicapped. One of
these requirements ”is the establishment of a state advisory council, which must include
a member knowledgeable in the special education needs of the handicapped, and which
must evaluate the. programs funded under the amendments,
Anofhe; section of the amendments which applies to handicapped prograﬁtﬁing, as
well as all other programming under Part B, is the requirement for 2 "state plan." This
plan .musf include, among other specifics;, the long range and more im;nediafe vocaﬂonal
“educdtion needs in the state, a plan to meet these specific needs, an annual plan detailing
the allocation of funds for the coming fiscal year, and a rationale for the particular plan
of allocation, |
In addition » the state plan must describe sﬁed fic administrative policies and proce=-
dures which would: <
(1) Insure that local econorfic and demographi¢ charachri;fics are considered
in the allocation of funds; |
(2) Require local education agency (LEA) applfcafions for funds to contain plans
to meet the speci'ﬂc vo;:aﬁonal education needs of both the students and the
community served by the agencys
(3) Create cooperative arrangements with public employment offices in the state;
and
(4) Set forth fiscal and accounting procedures which will assure "proper". accounting
of federal funds paid to the states under the amendments,

To summarize, the amendments require that 10 percent of each state's Part B allot=

ment be expended exclusively for the handicapped. They further ‘require that such programming




~ be based on detailed needs assessments, planning, administrative organization, cooperative

agreements, accounting, and evaluation.

These requirements, howev;r, are stated in general terms. In order to clarify,

specify, and encourage the implementation of those sections of the amendments relating

to programming for the. handicapped, the National Center for Educational Statistics of

the Office of Education produced a document in 1973 entitled Guidelines for |dentifying,

[

Classifying, and Serving the Disadvantaged and Handicapped Under the Vocational Educa=-

tion Amendments of 1968,

1.

With regatd to the handicapped, these guidelines cover the following topics: |

Eligibility: .An individual must be classified in one of the nine general categories

of handicap identified in the amendments, Further, handicapped individuals

must be demonstrably unable to succeed in a regular class because of their

handicaps. Each individual served by a program must be separofely and specifi-

e

cally qualified for the program,

. Possible Services: In addition to the full cost of school or class programs that

are exclusively for the handicapped, the guidelinés list twelve types of services

~ for which the Part B set-aside can be used. These services range from surveys

and identification of the hondicopped,{ through staff and curriculum development,

to development of relationships with the business community.

Cooperative Agreements: The Federal Register specifically requires cooperative
arrangements with the public employment service, with state agencies responsible
for the education of the handicapped, with other appropriate qgendies, organiza=

tions, and institutions, and with other states. The guidelines list more than:




thirty agencies and categories of organizations that would be appropriate

subjects for cooperative agreements with Divisions of Vocational Education
in serving the handicapped.

4, Classification: Examples are given for each of the nine general categories of

handicapped noted in the amendments, Three categories are broken down into
sub-categories. In several cases, deﬂn_!fions -ore suggested, but sucH definitions

are ulf.imofely the responsibility of states,

5. Sample Tables: Three tables are offered as examples of the kinds of data needed

to monitor vocational education programs for the handicapped.

%' = Purposes of the Study

The amendments have now been in operation for four years.in most states (although

soma states and/or local areas began programming for the handicapped prior to the 1968
amendments), but as of June 1973 (when this study waos ihiﬁofed) little was known’of the
strategies adopted by states for allocating funds under the amendments, state planning for
‘the 10 percgnf set~aside, methods of selecting local ;rograms for support, and the extent
of support provided by sources other than vocational education, For example, the informa=
tion provided by the sﬁ:fes to the Offige of Education was incomplete and unreliable. The
only data aygregated to the state level were enrollments and expenditures, Loco.f‘ions of
individual programs were unknown, as was enrol Iment by type of handicapping 'cor.\diﬁon. :
In addition, the diagnostic procedures used by states and local schools in identifying and
clossifying handicapped individuals was unknown, although it was expected that 6 good

deal of inconsisteacy existed in this area. Post=program information (complefiqns and

placements) was also generally unavaildble, as were the types of projects funded; i.e.,,




whether the classes were "regular" (handicapped and non~handicapped mixed in the same

class) or "special {classes 'exclusively for the handicapped), the occupational offerings,
- and the instructional techniques used.
The overall purpose of the study was to at least partially rectify this situation. It
called for an assessment of vocational education for the handicapped under Part B of.fhe
; amendments for secondary level students (post=secondary level projects were exclﬁd@d).
lts specific objectives, as outlined in the Request for Proposal (RFP) issued by the bffice
of Eduéofion, were as folloyvs:

(1) To provide progrommoﬂ-cé"lly useful information on the relationships between
post program performance and the kinds of experiences that handicopped students
receive in varlous vocational education progfoms (This would involve identifying,
analyzing and comparing administrative and orgonizofiondl designs of vocational
education programs serving handicapped students, examining f‘he purposes and
sub=purposes cf these programs foassess similarities and unique differences, and
identifying and describing educational experiences and supportive services
present in vocational education pragrams for handicapped students.)

(2 Tb identify and analyze exisﬂnglconsf“r_q‘infs or limitations in carrying out the
various vocational education programs for handicapped students, including
4 constraints internal to the program dnd those constraints external to the program;
| (3) To determine the feésibilify of expanding a work experience component in
vocational programs for the handicapped and the conditions under which ex-
pansion is possible (This would involve interviews with participating employers
in sites where projects have a work experience component as well as interviews

with non=participating employers and program personnel )




(4) To examine the Sf;;.fegies used by states in identifying handicapped students
" and their need for services and the selection of projects for funding;
(5) To determine to the extent possible the degree to which funds from the 10
" percent §ef-~'1s!de under Part B for hardicapped students actually reach handi=
capped students rather than b;come indistinguishable from other vocational
education funds, '
The study was also to explore such issues as the potential ffect of revenue sharing
legislation on programming for the handicapped, the extent to which the handicapped are
placed in classes with non-handicapped students (regular blosses) as opposed to being placed

in classes exclusively for the handicapped (special classes), and state ‘and local administrator

views on the nolicy of prwidiﬁg set=aside funds for handicapped students.




Study Approach

Olympus Research Corporation designed a three part approach for carrying out the
objectives of the study: (1) an assessment of program administration at the state level;
(;) a project level assessment of vocational education for the handicapped; and (3) case.
study interviews with students, parents (or heads of households), ona employérs._

State Level Administration

" The “Srate Level Assessment" hoa two purposes: (15. to describe the administration
of vocofioqol education for the handicapped ot the sféfe level; and (2) to identify all
projects funded by the states, The administrative descriptions would include how states
organize to administer the program, state planning, methods of disbursing funds, and

" program rﬁon_iforing. ona evaluation. |
The lists of projects compiled for each state woglg be ﬁse‘d in selecting a representa~
tive sample of vocational education projects for the handicapped to be visited by 6RC
' research teams.

{

Project Level Assessment |

. The purposes of the project level assessment were to determine the following;
(1) The training provided by specific trade or skill;
(2) The types of programs funded (e.g. special, regular ot combination; coop_erqfive
education, work study, etc.);
(3) The types of institutions in which the training takes place (e.g., vocational

schools, comprehensive high schools, Institutions exclusively for'the handicapped,

etc,);




(4) The training provided by type of handicapping condition;
(8) Project vutcomes (completions, placements, etc.);
(6) Local level policy, planning, and administration of vocational education for
the hondicoppe_d;.
% | ) Types of instruction provided; and

(8) Types of staff used to carry out vocational education projects for the handicapped.

Case Study Interviews
| The purposes of the case study interviews were:
(1) To obtain assessments of vocational education programs for the hondicoppea"
| from students and former students, from their parents or heads of households,
and from various groups of employers (both participating and non=participating);

(2) To obtain socioecono.mic and other information on students enrolled or formerly
enrolled in vocational education programs for the handicapped;

(3) . To obtain follow=up information (jobs held, woge;, periods of employment,
-promotions, etc.) from hondicopped completers of vocational education programs;
and | -

(4) To assess the feasibility of expanding work expérience_ components of vocational

R Vfroining for handicapped students,
i _

An analysis of information from these three separate but interrelated parts of the

{

overall sﬁ;dy was used to Fulfill the objectives of the study,

Methodology
The RFP called for the collection of data in 25 states and site visits to 100 projects

within the 25 sample states. It also called for an unspecified number of interviews with

f
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stud ants and'employers. ORC's methodologies for selecting the siate, project, and inter=
vies samples are described below.

Ti\é State .So.mple

The selection of the state sample was based on fisc"al year 1972 information on state
.enrollm.enf.s*:nd types of programs funded for the handicapped (Part B regular vocational
eduéofion, P'o!j G cooperative education, and Part H work study), as feported to the
Office of Education by the 50 states. Both small and large state programs == and different
“mixes of program types -- were considered in the selection process, A proportionately.
strati led probability sample of states was selected, Since individual states were selected

with probabilities proportionate to size, the selected stutes, distributed by number of

partiéiponfs, parallels the national size of the program. The 25 states selected were as

@
follows: ‘
g Massachusetts ' Ohio
' New York ~ | llinofs
— New Je sey _ Wisconsin
Pennsylvania ' Texas
Maryland Oklahoma
Florida Missouri
Alabama Kansas
- Georgila : - Wyoming
North Carolina California
Kentucky Arizona
Tennessee " ldaho
Michigan - : Washington
Minnesota

/

The Project Sample
Th> project sample was not selected uniil after the ORC research teams had com=
plefed. the state level assessment and had compiled lists of projects in each of the states, -

The original objective was to select a sample of 100 projects representative of all projects
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in the 25 states. However, because of the lack of project information available in two

states and low enrolIments in four states, this proved to be impossible. 'In California and

Georgia, Part B set-aside funds were allocated to local education agencles; they were

not used to fund projects. Thus, in order to obtain project information, it would have

been necessary to visit local education agencies in both states. This would not only have

delayed the project but the cost of visiting all local educ.ofion agencies in California and

Georgia would have been prohibitive,

In four states (Washington, Idaho, Wyoming, and Kansas) enrollments were so low

that, in a random selection procedure, the chances were that no projects would have been

selected from those states.

The project sample, therefore, was divided into two sub=samples:

1.

Representative Sample: A total of 74 projects, selected randomly, in nineteen

states which were representative of all projects existing in the nineteen staies,

but not necessarily representative of projects existing in individual states.

Special Sample: A purposive sample of eighteen projects operating in California,

Washington, ldaho, Wyoming, and Kansas. One project each was selected

from the four-"low enrollment" states, and fourteen projects from California,

In California projects were identified by selecting, randomly, a sample of
local education agencies which receive Part B s_ef-osidé funds, visiting the

local education agencies selected, and selecting the projects. It was decided

" to eliminate Georgia from the project level assessment because the costs of

field visits to local education agencies in Georgla by the California=based

ORC staff would have been too high,




The number of projects selected per state in the nineteen "representative” states

was based on each state's proportional contribution to total enroliment in the nineteen

sfofes. With regard to the "special sample," a relatively large number of proiecfs was

selected for California becouse California's handicapped enrolIment is the largest of any
of the 25 sample states, | |

The Case Study Interviews

The case studies of participants, their parents (or heads of households), and employers
were selected from projects in the following ﬁlve states: North Carolina, New Jersey,

Illin.ois , Texas, and Ohio == -;:II states included in the "representative” sample, The criteria
for selecting these sfa.fes were: |

(1) Coﬁplefenes_s of state data on- projects and parﬁ;:iponfs;

(2) Size of programs (total state eﬁrollmenfs);

(3) Representativeness of program types (special, regular, work study, non=work

study, etc.);
. (4) 'Geographic location; éfd

(5) Avatilability of employers participating in work study and/or cooperative education

projects.

A total of 667 proiecfs were in operation in the five case study status, or about 45
percent of all projects in the 25 sample states (counting local education agencies as "projects”
in California and Georgia), and the estimated enroliment in the five states was 37,326,
or about 41 percent of the total enrollrﬁenf in the 25 states,

ORC sought to interview 200 students and parents in each of the case study states.

The so_mplels of students to be interviewed were chosen randomly from records made avail«

able by local school administrators. The names of participating enployers were also obtained

o through school records,
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In order to select a sample of non-participating employers, fhe porfigipaﬁng em-
ployers were categorized by size and type of industry. By matching other businesses within
the locales where the participating employers were located, by size and type of industry,

a sample of non=participating employers was selected. -

A total of 1001 student and parent interviews were conducfed, 681 with students
currently enrolled and 320 with s.fudenfs who had completed the proie;:fs during the 1972-73
school year. The number of employer interviews tutaled 165, OF these, 94 were partici-
pating in the projects and 74 were not participating. ‘All interviews were conducted by

Decision Making Information (DMI) under subcontract to ORC..

Organization of the Report

The report is a detuiled description of ORC's findings and conclusions. Part | focuses

on state level administration of vocational education programs for the handicapped under
- Part B of the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968.. Part Il looks at the program from

the local or "project level," and Part |1l discusses the results of the student, parent and
employer interviews, In Xﬁort IV the findings and conclusions of the study are summarized
and recommendations based on the study results are outlined. Part IV is also ovéilqble as
a separate document, |

It should be emphasized. that ORC condiicted an assessment, not an evaluation, of
the Part B program for the handicapped. The p‘rogrom was not measured against a given
set of criteria of what constitutes a "good" program. Rather, the attempt was made to
determine how states, local e&ucoﬁon agencies, and schools are coping with the Part B
set=oside, both from administrative and program points of view. Although some of the

findings may appear to be negative, it should be kept in mind that the most important




finding of the sfuay is that the Part B set=aside has resulted in vocational education projects

for the handicapped that would never have occurred had there been no set-aside enacted
into law, and that most of the set-aside funds are being used to provfde direct ser\.ti.ces

for the handicapped. Many of the program weaknesses identified in I_’drf; I ana Il-of the
report are administrative in nature, and may be partly due to inexperience on the part

of vocational education o::ninisfrafors who have never before been glyﬁn the responsibility
of providing educﬁfional services for handicapped individuals. They may also be due.to
admlnlsfroﬁve weaknesses in the entire educational system, from national to local levels.
One conclusion is inescapable: If voc;aflonol educators were to correct some oif the major
ad.r.ninlsfraﬂve weaknesses identified in this report == weaknesses. which may not be their
sole responsibility == funds now being spent to provide direct services for the handicapped

would be siphoned off for administrative purposes.

This "trade off" should be kept in mind in reading the remainder of this report .

' ]:C
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STATE LEVEL.ASSE,SSME NT

One of the major objectives of the study was to "examine the strategies used by
the states in identifying handicapped students and their need for services and the selection
of projects for funding." To fulfill this objective, administrators in all 25 of fh‘e sample
states were interviewed, The assessment which follows is based on interviews with state
dil;ecfors of vvo.cofi_onol educofioh, program officers in charge of the Part B sef-osfde, “s‘fote
directors of special éducaﬁon, planning, research, and statistics personnel; and on data
- collected at the state level, T’he following are some of the issues that underlie an os;ess-
ment of the édminisfrﬁfion of the Part B set-aside: %
1, ‘What procedures are used by the different states to identify their hon&icopped |
populations? |
2, How does each state determine the vocational education needs of their handj~
capped populations? | |
3. How does each state allocate the resources it has available for the handicapped ?
4., How does each state select the projects it funds?-
5. What co-ordlnoﬁon' exists with other state and non=-state agencies? i
é. How, and to what extent, are effecfiv;procﬁces identifed and disseminofé;i?

The answers to these questions varied widely from state to sfdfe, both with respect

to the organizational and administrative techniques employed and to the amount of thought




that had been given to the "issues.” It was apparent that most states were still struggling
with what (to vocational education administrators, at least) was a comparatively "new"
and complicated program. All were awdre of the rash of clo;s action suits that had been |
brought against state debﬁ,rt‘t"f.\eaifs of ;du'coﬁon and local education agencies on behalf

of the handicapped, and all seemed to agree that it was the responsibility of the public
school s"'ys*'f'em to provide educational services for all students == handicapped and non=
handicapped. However, fe'chniques for pl.onning , organizing and odmin'isfering'o program
~ for the more severely handicapped were still.in »fhe experimental stage in most states,

The following topics will be covered in the state level assessment:

(1) Analysis of Nationa! Data: A statistical overview of vocational education

programming for the handicapped in all 50 qufes

(2) Description of State Administrations: An organization prof'ile delineating in

general terms the organizational patterns encounfered, an operofing profile
covering the actual activities of the state administrations, a description of
management information systems detailing the planning, project selection,

monitoring and evaluation cycle, and the gaps that exist in it |

(3) Financial Profile of the States: A description of the actual allocations and

expenditures of funds in the states, and a comparison of allqcation patterns
between states and from year to year within each state i

(4) Policy Issues: A discussion of a variety of issues that either were identified

prior to the state visits or arose during the visits, including relationships with

special education, "universal education" suits and legislation, minority and

handicapped sfoffingp,' and the effect of regional activities on state performance




Statistical Overview

~ Each year there is a wide range of data o'n Part B handicapped programs reported
by the states to the Office of Education. For example, the states must report in considerable '
detail on program costs, enrolments, and compléﬁoﬁs. .Becouse of these requl-remenfs_,
it was anticipated that cost, enroliment, and completions data, on a project=by-project
basis, would be available to research teams in fhe' field. However, such information == |
particularly enroliment and completion data == was ofien not forfhcéming.

Data on completers of vocational education proérams for the handicapped were
par?iculor!y'inodeq'zofe at the state level. Therefore, it was decided to examine completer
infonmation reported by the states to the Office of Educariori-to determine whether the
national figures would be more complete than those collected by research teams at the |
state level ..

Table |=1 present information on completers of all handicapped programs, funded
under the Vocational Education Acf, both secondary and post secondary, for fiscal year
1973 as reported to the Office of Education by the states, The r;umber of completers re-
ported ranges from 4,392 in Florida to none at all in California, New York, and Ohio.
Michigan reported eight completers, Oklahoma 2,240, In Minnesota 73 percent of the _
program enrollees completed; the corresponding figure for Texas was only 4 percent.

. Cleurly, the states were not in agreement on how to satisty this particular fédérél
reporting requirement. Some had no figures at all to report, Others, apparently, reported

scattered completer figures from some, but not all, of the projects within their states.

| Perhaps the

4

There were several reasons for the erratic nature of this information,

most important was that many states did not require local education agencies or schools
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Completer Informotion fism Federal Stotlstics (FY 1973) on All Vocotlonal
Progroms for the Hardicapped == Secondary ond Post Secondary

: Total No, of Campleters Percent Completing
Handicopped - No. of Hondicopped Percent Stotus Unknown Status Unknown

State Enrollment Corpleters Completing or Unemployed of Unemployed
Alobama - 1,838 567 N% ns 20%
Arlzona 1,488 s 17% o 9%

. . Callfomla 17,745 0 % 0 0%

—— . .
Florlda n,245 4,892 “% 680 14%
Georgla . 12,076 L1136 o 227 : 20%
ldoho ' 303 ) 16% : 3 &%
" Ninols - S 14,597 2,432 17% 743 ' A%
Kansas 3,080 587 25% 74 13%
Kentueky 3,061 7n? 25% 158 ' 20%
Moryland ] 5,058 s "% - a7 %
Massachusetts - ) 1,642 140 . . 9% 2 19%
| _ Michigen | 3,622 ¢ 2% 3 38%

Minnesota 2,208 1,600 % R 31/ 14% . -
Missourl 3,959 1,332 s 185 14%
New Jersey 5,260 | @ 8% o 15%
New York _ 9,244 0 0% ) 0%
North Caroltna : 4,957 860 17% W 2%
Ohlo S 16,221 0 0% ‘ 0 0%
Oklahoma 10,341 2,240 . 2% 223 10%
Pennsylvanla ' 13,434 897 7% 204 23%
Terneuss 500 1,753 % Y ")
Texos 1,920 531 ' % 133 25%
Washlngton ‘ 6,196 _ 976 16% o 8%
Wiseonsin 4,777 616 13% 120 19% -

Wyoming 302 rikg 72% 3 - 15%
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to report on completers. The second was that even in those states which required schools
to provide completer information, there was no common definition of the term "completer, "
~ In some states, for example, sfu-den'fs were not considerad completers until they entered
the labor force or did not re=enroll in-_scHool (either in the "project" or in other classes),
£ Inother states, the sole criterion for completer was that the student remain in the project
for one year. Regardless.of the reasons, the national data on handicapped corﬁpleférs was
‘wr;c;.t useful for p}ogrom monitoring purposes, or for making comparisons between states. -
Data on enrolIment and expenditures were exumined to grgqfﬁ a general picture of
the progrcm'\ming that has developed under the omendmenfs and to §eferm1-ne whether natfonal
statistics support some of this study's conclusions, |
~ Figure 1.1 sh.ows the percentage of each state's Part B grant that was expended for
the handicapped in fiscal year 1973, In 35 states, expenditures for the handicapped
exceeded 10 percent of total expenditures, This does not ngcessorily mean that the fifteen
states whose expenditures for the handicapped were I~ess than 10 perceﬁf of total Part B

expenditures were not in conformity with the law, .The law states that 10 percent of Part

B appropriations must be expended for the hondicoppéd. Expenditures data includes both

appropriations and carry over funds from the previous fiscal year. It is an indication ’
however, that some states mo; not be allocating the required 10 percent for vocational
programming for the handicapped, |

Figure 1.2 shows the average cost per handicapped student in fiscal year 1973,
based on euch state's total expenditures for handicapped programming c;nd total handicapped

enrollment, These costs ranged from $1664 per student in Wyoming to $44 per student in

Delaware. This wide range raises the question as to what the states included in the "total
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expenditures for the handicapped" category. For example, did states include only those

funds that represénfed expenditures over and above the basic expenditures made for all
-students, or did they include all expenditure: made for handicapped students? It may
be that varying interpretations of what was asked for in these categories were, in part,

responsible for the wide range of per enrollee costs.




Figure 1,1

Percent of Fedaral Funds (Part B) Expended for Handicapped .(FY 1973)
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Figure 1.2

Cost Per Handicapped Student (Al. Programs - FY 1973)
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Figure 1,3

Comparison of Percentage of Total Vocotionol Educohon Funds

" Expended for Handicapped with the Percent of
Total Vocational Education Enrollment that Is Hondicapped (FY 1973)
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Figure |.4

Comparison of Total Vocational Education Funds Expended

for Handicapped (all Programs) with Vocational Education
Funds for F.andicapped under Part B (FY 1973) .

i
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Figure 1,3 compares the percentages of total enrol Iments that were handicapped
with the percentages of all vocational education funds expended for the hondicoppéd in
fiscal year 1973. It shows that in most states the costs for educating handicapped sfude'nfs
were higher than the costs for educating the non=handicapped; that is, the percentages
of funds spent for the handicapped were higher than the percentages of total enroliments
who ware handicapped. Thus, in 38 states, it appeared that per-student expenditures for
the handicapped were higher than per-sfudenf expendifures for regular students, However,
in twelve states, per-student expenditures for the handicapped appeared to be eithar the
same or lower than those for regular students,

Figml'e l.4 provides concrete statistical evidence to support the contention voiced
by most administrators interviewed in the field that without the Part B set-aside, there
would be few vocational education opportunities for the handicapped, In seventeen states
there is virtually no difference between total expendifures-ifqr the handicapped and total
expenditures on programs under the Part 'B.sef-osi'de. In all but a few states, the differences
are not significant,

In the process of onalyzing national statistics, it was discovered that in several states
the Fiscal year 1973 expenditures reported to the Office of Education were different from |
the expenditure figures collected by ORC research teams during the state level assessment.
In six states, where discrepancies were particularly large, letters requesting an explanation
were ;enf to the six program officers,

Two explanations were offered: (1) the on=site figures included all funds expended

during fiscal year 1973, including carry over funds from fiscal year 1972 allocations (the

figures reported to the Office of Education did not include carry over fufls) omn: iy ’
- Mw~n‘*“"‘-“

- P O R i i




on=site figures were derived from the "working records" of program officers, which may

differ significantly from "official" fiscal records of funds actually spent during the year,
While the national sfofisfics.provided some interesting general Insights into programming

for'the handicapped, probably the most important conclusion that can be drawn from them

is that they often appeared.to be incomplete and/or inaccurate. In many insfdnces, the

information presented in this report provides a more accurate picture o-f what was happening

‘and what information was actually available at the state and local levels. However, one

of the major problems uncovered by this study was the lack of available information ==

from any source, local, state, or federal == needed to monitor and evaluate vorational

education programs for the handicapped.

De- :ription of State Administrations

In order to describe ihe various patterns states have developed to administer the
Part B set=aside for the haidicapped, the administrative assessment is broken down into
two main categories: (1) organizational profile, and (2) c;perufionol profile,” The organiza=
tional profile describes the structures of vocational education departments, relationships
with other agencies, and relationships between state and I;co'l administrators. The opera-
tional profile covers such topics as identification of the universe of need, program planning,
_ project .funding procedures, manitoring and technical assistance, and reporting requirements,

Q_Qonizofion Profile

The organizations were analyzed according to internal structure as well as with
regard to relations with other agencies.

Structure of Vocational Education Departments

Although each state has its own job titles, the place in the organizational structure

occupied by the administrator responsible for the handicapped program was similar in most

[




states. The "program. officer” in charge of hondicoppeé programs operated at the third
organizational level; that is, his immediate supervisor supsited™ di?ecﬂm;a‘i:cfor

of vocational education. In some states the bureau or unit in which he.wos located was

a special one; e.g., "Bureau of Special Meeds." In other states he was located efther

in the program planning unit or program operations, But in no_state did the programr ofkicer
fall lower on the hierarchial ladder than the level described above.

Only one state (one of the smallest of those ;urveyed) did not have o'progrom officer
who ;penﬂf at least part of his time administering programs for the handicapped; 'however,- .
in that state, the director of vocational education reported that he took "personal respon-
sibility" for handicapped programming. . 7

Of the 24 program officers, six had no responsib'iliﬁes other than the Hand'icopped
The remairing eighteen had additional responslbilmes, usualily perfcining to programs for—-
the disadvantaged, With respect to the group with split responsobllihes, the percentage
of time allotted to handicapped programming ranged widely from 10 percent to about 70 |
percent, with the average about 25 percant,

Special situations existed in four states, In one, the director of special neads desig= |
nated himself as "program officer" for the handicapped; of.her division staff rnembers were "
~assigned to work with the disadvantaged or to assist the direcfor in adwinistering programs
for the handicapped. In two other special states, program officers with nominally divided
responsibilities concentrated on the disadvantaged, while handicapped programming was
handled in one case by the chief of program services and in the other by a supervisor of
: all spéciol servicas, In the final speciol statu, handicapped programs in each subject area

were administered by the state supervisor for that subject area. There was no single

‘individual in charge of handicapped programming.
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In theory, state vocational education advisory councils are supposed to assist

- divisions of roaflonal educafi'on in initiating programs for the haﬁdicopped. The omend-
ments charge such councils with planning and evaluation responsibilities and also require
fhém to have one or more. representatives "experienced in the education and training of
_handicapped persons.” Almost all project officers surveyed were aware of their state
councils and the liaison officers within the various agencies, and sevéra-l of them could
identify the handicapped specialists on the councils. However, although not one of the
respondents complained of the ineffectiveness of the councils, none of them cited examples
of cou::sil activity in ahy phase of the handicapped program. Apparently, there was
virtually no concrete assistance provided by the councils, and nune seemed to be expected

by program officers.

Relations to Other State Agencies

Special Education: The organizational requib_nship between divisions of vocational
education and divisions of special eclucafi.oq_ore important to vocational education programs
for the handfcapped. Special. education is the division of a state education ageﬁcy that
has had the most experience in working with the handicapped, that is-geared to their
identification and classification, that has staff trained in meeting the neeas of the handi-
capp;d, and that often has experienced personnel located at the local level.

In most states the director of special education was on the same organizational level
as the director of vocational education and, like him, reported directly to the cohmissioner
- of education, However, in several states the director of special education aperated on
a level that seemed roughly comparable to that of the handicapped prog..'rom officer, One

special education administrator complained that his program was much larger than that




of the Part B handicapped administrator, yet he received the same salary and had about
the same amount of authority. In one or two instances the special education administrator
was classified as a specialist and seemed to have an organizational position even lower
than that of'the handicapped project officer, These cases, however, were the exceptions
to the rule.
Generally speaking, there were three cotegbries of relationships between divisions
of speciol.ond vocctional education. First,~in Minnesota, the two divisions jointly funded
| the position of "coordinotor.. " The coordinator's function was to work with personnel in
both divisions to avoid duplication of effort and to bring the maximum possible amount of
combined resources to bear on programs .for the handicapped. At the time of the Minnesota
interviews, the position had been filled for onl_y,g,short time so that no assessment of its
value was possible. However, there can be no dou'ubt that thi; joint action constitutes a
real attempt at cooperation and coordin.otion between two divisions with resﬁonsibilities
toward the same target group.
Second, in eight states, although new positions had not been created, individuals ==
‘some located in special education and some in vocational education == were charged with
fhe responsib'ility of coordinating activities between the two divisions, Such action indicated
a growing perception in many states of the need for inter-agency cooperation in serving
the handicapped. However, unlike Minnesota's coordinator, these individuals performed
their coordinating function in addition to other duties,
Third, in twelve states, although no attempt was made to establish an organizational

7 relationship between the two divisions, vocational education submitted proposed projects

to special education for review,




In the remainirg four states, there appeared to be nc significant relationship between
vocational education and special education,

In several siates, special education administrators made the point fhai; while special

‘education input into vocational education programming was minimal or merely pro forma

at the state level, a real working relationship was evolving at the local level. In its
project visits ORC found that working relationships did, indeed, usually exist at the local
level. In fact, in several Instances the two agencies were so closely intermingled in .
projects that it was nearly impossible to separate them for qnalyficdl purposes. Rarely
was special education's presence ﬁof felt in local projects. - This development was spurred

in several states by legislation that requires the participation of special education personnel '

" (among others) in the identification and classification of hahdicapped individuals, and "~~~

in program planning, One vocational education program officer noted that such require=

" ments at local levels of operation made closer relationships at state levels inevitable.

Vocational Rehabilitation: Formal working relationships between divisions of voca=

tional education and departments of vocational rehabilitation existed in fourteen states.

In seven of these stutes, vocational education administrators stated that well defined,
functional relationships with vocational rehabilitation make available a variety of services
to handicapped students including: placement, counseling, student evaluation, planning
assistance, purchase of services not otherwise available, and occasional joint funding of
projects.

In the remaining seven states, administrators stated that although agreements existed

“with vocational rehabilitation, they generated little or no joint activity at the state level.

In the remaining eleven states, no organizational relationships with vocational rehabi|=

itation were identified, although there may have been occasional joint activities at the local

level.




BEST COPY AVAILABLE

The different types of relationships encountered at the state level were also present
in the projects visited, In Oklahoma the two agencies were so close that vocational reha-
bilitation administered many of the projects for the handicapped funded by vocational
education. A more common relationship consisted of the employment of vocational re-
habilitation counselors on project sto.Ffs, usually on a part=time basis., |

Another group of projects did not have a direct operating porfnersﬁip with vocational
rehabilitation, but they did regularly refer program completers to vocofiono-l rehabilitation
for placement or. supportive services. A final group of projects had no contact at all with
vocational rehabilitation.

There seemed to be a lack of agreément among states and among project administrators

]

as to whether vocational rehabilitation can legitimately provide supportive and additional
services to secondary level handicapped vocational education students, The most common
explanation given for the lack of direct involvement by vocational rehabilitation was that
Its client population was older than vocational education's. However, fhe; fact that in

at least seven states vocational rehabilitation did provide services to students in the set=
aside program indicates that similar arrangements could be reached in other states. |

Empléxment Service: Only six states reported formal working relutidnships with the

employment service, and four of these were apparently limited in the amount of activity
that they produced. |

- This lack of interaction on the state level was reflected in o general skepticism toward
the employment service at the project level. Only a few projects referred their completers

to the employment service, Whenever possible, project personnel preferred to provide -

their own placement services,
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Other: An occasional active relaflonshiﬁ with welfarg or with private organizations
working with the handicapped was identified, but these were so few as to be insignificant, . |
~ In summary, there were a subsfunfl&l number of formal relationships with divisions

of special education, a somewhat smaller but still significant number with departments
of vocational rehablllfuflon,.'/dnd aln;;f no other outside rglafionfhips that administrators

believed were significant.

State = Local Relationships

State = local relafionshiﬁs were classified in three categories. These cafegorfes |

were ordered from those that seemed m;:st direct and immediate to those that seer%qd most
indirect. This ordering should not be interpreted ds evaluafivg since, for examp*lﬂe_,ﬁ Jlcm
organizational relationship that is filtered through séveral administrative levels may be -
more s.upporf_l've. of local projects fhgn a relationship in which rhe project officer communicates
dlre’cfly to the Iocal..adminisfrc.:for, or it may be less supportive.,

In twelve states, program officers usually communicated dlArecfly w_Ifh local project
directors. The amount and nature of the communication that resulted’from this ergoniza-
tional characteristic varied widely, In some states contact went no further than an on-
paéer application and ;'eporflng sysfeﬁ. In most instances, however, there was direct
contact by telephone or in person between state program officers and project staff, and in
a few cases there seemeAd to be relatively close, personal, working relationships between
state and local staff, |
-~ In-another ‘group of ten states there was cilArecf contact between state provgram.offlcers

and local project staff in some areas, but in others communication was filtered through

intermediaries, For example, in some states the application and funding procedures involved
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a direct relationship, but once funded the projects were supervised or evaluated by -eifher.‘
special education personnel or vocational education reg»ionol staff,
. In the remaining three states there were intermediate organizational levels between
__the state staff and individual projects that seemed to preclude direct contact between
' project officers and the Ioc}ol'proiecfs. In two of these states this organizational pattern
was an outgrowth of their funding pattern which consisted of énfiflemenfs.fo locai education
ogen.c'ies which then had independent authority to fund projects. ‘In the remoin!ng.sfu}e'
a close working relationship with geogropltl‘ic "District Councils" seemed to be the focus

of the project officer's relationships with the projects funded by the state.

L

Operational Profile
'Operofi_ons were onolyzed from a number of viewpoints in order to determine opera~
tional profiles.

Universe of Need

——

A standard initial step in the operation of a program is the determination of the
universe of need to be oddréssed.by the program., ..In other words, who’ne’eds the services
this program can provfde? .In the case of the Part B s&-_qsfde, this universe would‘be |
those handicapped students in a state who _gould lfg_pnfit ffom vocational education, .jl'en
of the states surveyed indicated thot fheyvdid not collect inf;mofion on the universe‘of
need. The most common explanation they gave was that this was a local responsibility
to be dealt with by local education agencies in their project proposals, ‘fwo of these
states distributed money to local edukation agencies'on a ;froighf énfiflemenr bosis.(o
process fho‘f will be described in greater dqfoil in the project funding section of this chapter),

These entitlements were determined on straight population proiedions. It was then up




to the local education agencies to identify needs, establish priorities, and fund projects

accordingly. In the other eight states in this group, project funding decisions at the state

level did not utilize a universe of need factor.

Whether administrators in the other fifteen states who indicated that there was some
gathering of universe of need statistics in their states actually used such statistics in program
planning decisions is questionable. Seven of these administrators said that this Iﬁfbrmofion
was .gathered by special educ_offon_ or vocational rehabilitation , but there was little evidence
to indicate that the information itself ever reached vocational education program officers.

In three other states it was not clear from the interviews just how this information was

.gathered, and, dnce"g'd’fli"ej_‘ga,‘ ‘whether or not it was used,

| 'Fo'ur states .indicated fhof_fhey\prepored and used universe of need statistics within
their divisions. However, two merely ﬁrepured projections based on national incidence
Vof‘ hoqdicoppin condition proie&ions. The research units of the remaining two states
prépored speé_iol reports on the numbers and types of handicapped students throughout their
sto.fes , but administrators tended to downgrade their volu‘e.

It seems clear that universe of need statistics were not considered a priority in the
25.sdmp|e states. Th; typical state administrator saw himself as a processor and evaluator
of project proposals, rather than as a. creator of program priorities.

It should be pointed out, however, that virtually ail state administrators reported
that projects proposed by local education agencies or by schools within local education

* agencies are based on student records == from kindergarten on up == which are a source
‘of information regarding the number of handicapped students enrolled oﬁd the incidence |

of handicapping condition. Since state law in all 25 states requires that g_Lf children register
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——

for school, regardless of their physical or mental infirmities, it should be possible to
determine the ﬁ;iverse of need in each state, What is nof.cleor is the extent to which
school attendance laws are enforced in the various states, the thoroughness of diagnostic
procedures, and the extent to which the information Is analyzed by Ioéol education agencies,
or even by the schools. Interviewees at the project level did not usﬁolly describe a clearly
defined mefhod_ for defermininé the universe of need. Often, they felt that determination
- was fhé responsibility of the home base school or of spechl education. Their program, they
“said provided services, It was ué to others to determine who should == within the guide-

Iines -- rEceive\ those servuces. This issue of who should defermine fhe universe of need

— I T T T

is described in greater detail in the project level assessment,

Program Planning

Planning == the process by l.whic:.h program objectives, based on Information about

the world In which programs operate and on feedback from past.operations, are esfgblished -
occurred in only a handful of the states surveyed. Without a feedback system to provide
information on the universe of need and the -oufcomes of programs 6'Ireody in operation,
effective state Iei/elm plonni_ng_a_.wos impossible; In addition, state divisions of vocational
education opbeor_ed‘fc; have little authority over local education oufho!'m.e“s. Thus, even
if state plans based on eliable data were adopted, the implementation of such plans would
be dépendenf on the “sales" obllifieg of state administrators, |
v In some instances states have established preferential funding policles; e.g., to
encourage programming'wif'a work exper!eﬁce components, Also, there is a built=in planning
arewema-—gtement in some of the a!location Formullos used by states, Neither of these .ef_forfs, however,

- are components of "comprehensive plans", Even in those states where allocations or




inducements are utilized, the inclination is to leave as many options as possible open

o

to local education agencies, rather than to focus efforts on porffculor fypes of programming.

~ The guidelines for state plans specify that the goals and objectives of programs are
to be cl.eorly stated. In spite of this requirement, in most Fnsfunces the ogigcfives are
couched in broad terms, such as "to providﬁ the handicapped students of the state with
necessary vocational education." This type of objective lends itself neither to con.crefe
.plonning nor to evaluation. | |
Sfcfe project officers did. nof appear to consider "planning" one of their major
responsibilities. Toa cerfoin extent this seemed relofed to ofﬁfudes toward the drofﬁng

~ of state plans. The "right .words" ‘must be pufi down on paper In order that funds may be

obtained, but such "planning" has very little to do with "day=to=day operations." This
.attitude was implied in the comments of several state adminisfro_fors and was supported by

the lack of evidence of specific state plon. objectives being actively pursued,

One other fochr that may have militated against state level planning was the ;:Ireody

 noted independence of local éducofion agencies and the willingness of the states to-accept

this condition, éeverol _sfofe;s did, in fact, require local projects to state their goals and
objectives in clearly measurable terms and predicated fﬁ".fure funding on the fuiﬁllmenf

of those objectives, Perhaps, then, the lack of state level planning was due more to a

belief that planning is a local 'r'afh‘nert than a state responsibility, than it was to a general
-lepficism regarding the value of planning itself.

| As described in the project level assessment, however, planning seems to be as

informal at the local level as it is at the state level.
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Project Funding Procedures

Three states did not fund projects dtfecfly. Two allocated funds to local education
~ agencles, whtch, in turn, funded "projects". The funds in these two states were allocated -
'accordiﬁg to straight census projections of school pqpulofions. In one of thuse states,
| the allocations to some local education ogéncies were so small, that the local education
agencies chose not to use their entitlements, When this occurred, ‘the funds ‘we're reclaimed
and used to finance "special projeuts.” The third state that dtdvnofmfund "projects” reim=
bufsed schools for each credit hour a handicapped sfudénf was in a vocational education
program, Theoretically, the additional money was used to provide extra services ér to -
““lower tea cher’-pupi I ‘ratios in classes containing hand! édpped"'swde‘ﬁfs"{ “That state used
fhe "proiecf" approach to fund programs in institutions exclusively for the- hondicapped
‘In the 22 states fhof funded "projects," a number of questions can be applied to the |
- funding process: |
1. ls the funding a formal or an informo! process ? N
2, Is an allocation formula involved in the funding process or are ol‘l;’.stufe pfo{ecfs
‘give-n' equol.consideroﬂon? | |
3. Are _fhere criteria on which funding .decistons are based ?
4, Are o?her divisions involved in funding ;iectsions?
5. Are,ofher.‘division's involved in projects at the local level ?
All but twe o fHe 22 states had forinel applications for projecss. Two states ﬁ\érely
¢ required letters of r - .ast, outlining the purposes and costs of the projects, OF the re-
/j .maining 20, four funded some "supporﬁve" projects for speciol staff ond/or equipmenf for

hondicopped students enrolled in regular vocational educaﬂon closses. Applucoﬁons for

'y
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such projects generally required very little information. Applications in eight states

required little Information even for special projects (projects for handicapped students .

“only); e.g., designation of the type of handicapped students to be served is often not

‘required. . Very o.ffen, the purposes of proposed projects were stated in general terms,

.

such as "to provide assistance to those handicapped individuals that can be identified

" in the vocational program." In addition, in at least three states, detailed applications

were required.for "new" projects, but little or no information regarding the projects was
required on subsequenf requests for refunding. .
On the other hond fwelve states required opplicofions to specify project goals,

sfufﬁng , supporf, and budgefing. The opplicohon form in one state was seventeen pages

“long. Even among these twelve, however, fhe priorufy was for fiscal rather than program

or client information.

In fhose‘stqfes,where.defoil_ed applications were required, guidelines (based on
federal publications) were usually provided with appllicoﬁon forms, and informal technical
assistance in preparing applications was avoildble to local education ogencies or. school
personnel , - |

Eight states that funded projects directly utilized allocation formulas to weighfl
applications (or proposolS), They wer; bose:cj or; such factors as per cﬁpita income, rate
of unemploymehf, and projected incidence of handicapping condition. In three of these
states, such formulas were utilized only if budget requests exceeded the total funds avail=~
able for the states, - In the r.o;moinin.g fourteen states all applications were given equal
consideration. |

In ten states, special education and/or vocational rehabilitation personnel reviewed

project cpplications, This was the most common area of cooperative activity between

vocational education and other agencies.




With regard to funding, projects generally fell into three categories. In three
states, some projects were jointly funded by voeoflonol education and special education,
In one of these states, all but a few of its.projects were jointly funded. In three ofher
states special education and/er vocational rehabilitation supported proje:ts funded by
vocoﬂonol edueofion by providing staff or equipment for the project's ecfi:ii_“tj‘es. Special

- education moy have been involved at the local level in the remainder of the efofes, but
the projects remained essentially independent vocational education projects.

Several states used set-aside funds as "seed money," that is, projects were funded

only if local education agencies or schools agreed to gradually increase local financing

oo ... of the projects, so that eventually the proiee-fe'would‘be"'100’p'e'r'éeﬁﬂecalIy”fUnd'ed One
state required assurance that proiecfs would be Iocolly funded during the second year of -
operafion, most required a gradual reduction of federol funds over a three to five-year
period, A follow=up sfudy should be carried out to determine how the seed money con"eepf
is working out in practice. | |

In addition to this complex mix of funding procedures, there was a wide variety
of pro]ecf types (which will be described in the project level assessment), The freedom
gronfed fo states in developing their progromming may have been a two=edged sword
States were given the opportunity to develop programs in response to local needs, but the
compiex variety of 'funding formats and program types that evolve:d makes comparative

assessments difficult,

Monitoring and Technical Assistance

Administrators in only five states said that the personnel and resources available

for project monitoring and evaluation were adequate. Only administrators in small states




said they were able to visit every project each year, Nevertheless, systems that evaluated
all projects once evéry two or three years existed in all Fi‘ve states. |
Twenty states had not established systems for e\)aluo_fing or monitoring projects.
Four relied on "self-evaluations" conducfed.by fh§ local education ogencie_; 6r schools.
In all but one state, program officers ?ccosionolly m}ode on=site yi_sif's to pro]Jggfﬁ, either...
at their own initiation or at the requegf of project odminisfrqfors. Three states r.elied.on
subject area supervisors or in=state regi;:nol staff for monitoring and evaluation, and one
of the three made extensive use of special education in=state régidnél sfcff for these purposes.
Nine states pr&i&ed feehhicql assistance to local projects when.requesfedh, but this
moy~occur—in-formal-ly--in~evén more states through telephone calls for information, proposal
nego_fiofion;, etc, |
| The major type of technical assistance proyided by state personnel was help in drafting .
proposals and in reworking proposols already subﬁﬂﬂed. Oc.cosionolly, assistance was
given in locating quoliﬁed staff, and in resfrucfuring programs. Two sfofes have sponsored
technical ossisfonce conferences. However, it was only in the project level interviews
" that ORC encountered an occasional mention of other technical assistance vehicles, such

as AMIDS=sponsored conferences.

Reportiqg Requiremenfs

It was difficult to collect fiscal and enrollment data from most of the states, The
lack of data available from program officers will be explored in detail in the financial
profile (which follows this section) and in the project level assessment.

‘One reuson for‘fhe data éop was that reporfiﬁg procedures throughout the states were

undergoing considerable transition. Partially in response to federal pressures and partially




~ the result of "natural evolution," fiscal and program reporting requirements were being
tightened and retrieval systems were being installed. During the period when old structures

N . -
were being dismantled and new structures were being installed, it was inevitable that some

data were "lost,"
‘Fiscal information was not available in.ony standard format. Each state har de\)eloped
its own unique reporting system, Some _requiréd monthly reimbursement requests, s§me .I
quarterly, some yearly. Some poia out funds in advance while others énly reimbursed for
expenditures already incurred. Somé states did not require year end reports; all that was
- available from them was a continuing series of monthly reports, Virtually all states ex-
- perienced problems with unexpended funds, While some states recdlled all such funds and
. redistributed them olo;wg with the following year's ollocafions, others allowed unexpended
funds to remain with the proiecf's that originally received them, TAhus, carryover funds
were difficult to locate, This lack of Elarity with regard to carryover funds also made it
difficult to make comparisons between the data collected on=site and the data reported
'?of%he federal government,
In most states, it was not possible to identify Part B funds that were used for state - - -

administration expenses.

.- In summary, state fiscal reporting was characterized not so much by a lack of informa-

tion, but by a lgck or orderliness in its mainienance and a lack of comparability, Personnel =

in most states waited until the last possible moment before reviewing allocations and ex-
penditures. As late as December, 1973, many states had not submitted their final fiscal
reports for fiscal year 1973, In some states, although the information had been collected,

summaries had not been prepared,




Enrollmeﬁf information was often not available from anticipated sources such as
. interim reports, monthly or auarterly reports, final reports, completion and placement
reports, etc. In fact, in eleven states enrolIment figures for handicapped programs were
not prepared or .colle_cted.of all, and in those states where ,enrolln.\.‘o:nf in f;:rmofion was
availoblé, it was often not broken down by type of handicap, by type of training, or by’ :
any other category. |

There were, however, some indications of pfogfess in this area. A few states provided
detailed descriptions of new reporting systems designed to provide comprehensive informa=
.ﬁon’ on student enrollment and progress. Such systems are geared to the colle_cﬁon of |
« follow=up information, inf’g[mof!on that oniy five states claimed to collect and that ho
administrator was able to broduce during fh.e siute visits. It may be at least two years
before such computerized systems begin generating specific, useful data on the handicapped.

Suits brought against at least five state departments of education and legislation
r_es_ulﬁng from such.suits have adversely affected the collection of enrollment data. For
éxample , suits have charged that state depaitments of education have classified ,_blut_:_lg and
other minority group members as "emotionally disturbed" or "mentally retarded" wifho;n'
. adequate evaluation. One response to such pressures is to cldssify all handicapped students
in one category -= "special needs. " Such 6 tendency could make federui efforts to de.fine
more precisely the handicaps of individual students more difficult.

In the face of so many negative observations, it is important to note that in each of
. the states a substantial amount of programming for the handicapped exists where it did not’

exist before. It should also be emphasized that state level administrative costs for the

Part B set~aside program were extremely low. The employment of only one“;;rogrom officer




in each state == many of whom are part=time == limits the amount of administrative action

possible at the state level,

Financial Profile of the States
. The major problems involved in creoﬁng. a financial profile of the sﬁmple states
were: (1) 'fhe fiscal information collected during the study was incbmplefe , and (2) fo.r
reasons that will be discussed below, the data collec.fed by ORC wa; often not comparable
| either between states or with data reported by fhe; sf;fes to the Office of _Edﬁcofion .

Eight states were unable to-identify final expenditures for fiscal yedr 1973, Several
of these states had not aggregated this Information as much as five months after .fhe close
of the fiscal yeor; All, however, were obl‘e' to proviae either anticipated expéndifures
for fiscal year 1973 or actual expenditures for fiscal _);eor 1‘972.

The fact that this ir.1formaﬁon came from three different categories == actual fiscai
year 1972, anticipated fiscal year 1973, and actual fiscal year 1973 =« {llusirates the
lack ‘of comparability that hindered.efforfs to draw a financial profile of the states.

All but fw? states surveyed could provide ORC with fiscal year 1973 data, but of
the 23 states, five had to resort to anticipated expendi;ures. Oﬁly fifteen states could
produce actual fiscal year 1973 expenditures. In addition, six of the 25 states could not
break down expenditures by federal, state ¢;.md local sources. This inobilif).' is difficult to
explain, since this is a categorical breakdown that the states must make in their federal
reports, Three states could not éroduce' bu&gef bt.'eokdowns even in such general Acofegories
as "s;:lories" and "other." These Inconsistencies |imit E:Omporisons among the states with
‘regard to patterns of funding or;d spending. |

An additional problem fs tHe diverse sources from which fiscal data was drawn,

Printouts frequently provided data from undetermined sources. In some cases, the figures

e et et




were taken from anticipated budgets i 1 project applications. In several states it was

difficult and sometimes impossible to identify Part B expenditures other than those for

financing projects.

Patterns of Funding

In spite of these constraints, ﬂndings can be drawn that oifer some insighf info. the
funding patterns of the sample states. |

Table 1.2 lists fiscal year 1973 expenditures (ehher actual or onfiéipofed) for each
state. The two excépﬂons are California and Georgia, which are rep'resenfed by their
fiscal year 1972 expenditures. For all Buf five states these figures are broken down into

federal and state/local cater les. .

!

Total expenditires for Part B programs ranged from $128,919 in Wyoming to $5,045,267

in California. Thirteen of the states expended more than' $1,000, 000 for handicapped

]

programming .,




Table 1.2

FY 1973 Expenditures for Handicapped Programs
25 Sample States

109,581

State Federal State/Local - Total
Alabama N/A N/A 1,180,438
Arizona 366,528 - 86,525 - 453,053
California 2,316,538%* 2,728,729%* 5,045,267**
Florida 1,157,527 S 1,157,527
Georgia N/A | N/A 891,748
Idaho - 101,995%* 81,841+ 183, 834"
Ilinois 1,387,387 1,387,387 2,774,774
Kansas - N/A N/A 354,791*
Kentucky 652,370 12, 930* 665, 300*
Maryland . 390,068 958,036 - - 1,348,104
Massachusetts 1,170,822 405,120 1,575,942
Michigan 897,407 -0~ - 897,407
Minnesota 534,408 370, 152%%+ 904, 560%**
Missouri - N/A N/A 584,186
New Jersey 850,075 1,096,772 1,946,847
New York N/A N/A 2,520,935
North Carclina 980,784 943, 637* ' 1,924,421*
Ohio 2,227,870 .. 47,621, - 2,645,491
- Qklahoma N/A - e N/A T 402,495
Pennsylvania 2,431,738 627,611 3,059, 349
Tennessee. 1,053,862* 415,593 1,469,455*
Texas N/A - N/A 3,000,000
Washington - 194, 629* 138, 978+ 333, 607*
Wisconsin 303,855 41,434 345,289
Wyoming 19,338 128,919

N/A = Figures not aovailable
%= Anticipated FY 1973 figures
** = FY 1972 figures

**% = Includes Special Education funds




Table 1.3 takes a closei Inok at fh-e relationship between federal and state/local
contributions to state programs. In two states == Michigan and Florida == programs were
. supported 100 percent by ‘fe'deral funds. In five other states programs received at least
80 percent of their funds from fhe Part B sef-oside. On fhe other hand, in five states
one=half or more of fhe cost of hand!copped programs came from sources other fhan the
“PartB set-aside; In Maryland?..l. percent of the funds for the hand!capped program. came
from other than Part B‘sources. - .. |

Patterns of Spending

The most complete spending characferisﬁc fhafb;&i.érged from the data c;allecfed is
a gross breakdown befween usalarles" == both confacf and non-contoct proiecf personnel == .
‘and "other" == mofer!ols, suppl!es, trovel etc. Table |.4 Ind!cotes the percentages of
each state’ s.expendifures that fell into these two cafegories._ Only three states could
not proxide such a breakdown, In only two states -;‘ Mo's.sach.useffs and Minnesota == was
~ more expended in the "other" category than for sélc;l;fes. In fhin.eén states mofe.than 70
- percent of the funds were expended on salaries. . o |
" The most Impérfonf conclusion to be drawn from the ﬁsco! information gathered at
. the state level Is that the data lack uniform!ty.ond verifiable or "official" status. In order
to mak; any valid comparisons bqfween state fiscal patterns, it will first be necessary to
esfcbli;h some form of exact accounting in which allocations ‘and expenditures can be

identified, categorized, and verified.

EKC
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- Table '03

Percentage Breakdown by Federal and State/Local Contributions
of Fiscal Year 1973 Expenditures for Handicapped Programs

25 Sample States

- _ - Percentage : Percentage
. State Federa State/Local
Alabama NA "NA |
Arizona 81% 19%
California 46% 54%
Florida 100% -
Georgia - NA NA
Idaho 55.5% 44,5%
Hlinols © 50% 50%
~ Kansas NA NA
“Kentucky 98% 2%
-~ Maryland 9% - N%
Massachusetts 74% " 26% -
- Michigan '100% -
' Minnesota - 9% 41%
Missouri NA NA
New Jersey 44% 56%
New York NA NA
._.1North Carolina 51% 49% ~
Ohio 84% 16%
Oklahoma NA ~ NA
Pennsylvania 79 .5% - 20,5%
Tennessee - 72% - 28%
Texas _ NA NA
Washington 58% 42%
~ Wisconsin 88% - 12%
" Wyoming 85% - 15%




Table |.4

Percentage Breakdown by Category of Fiscal Year 1973
Expenditures for Handicapped Programs. == 25 Sample States

: . Percentage Percentage
State " - Salaries* ' Other**
Alabama N ' | | ' N
Arizona : "~ N/A - | N/A o .
California 90% 0% )
Florida S 7% R 33%
- Georgia T 78% ' 22%
Idaho _ D 72% | 28%
Ilinols . . N/A NA
Kansas . o 87.5% _ - 12,.5% - S
" Kentucky S . 84.5% o 12.5%
~ Maryland . - 80% 0%
‘Massachusetts | - 46% | 54%
Michigan o o 95% o 5%
Minnesota - . - 48% ' ' 52%
Missouri = . © 60% e 40%
- New Jersey : - 52% 48%
- New York . - 78% 22%
North Carolina . - 84% ‘ . 16% .
Ohio 85% 15%
Oklahoma 73% - 7%
Pennsylvania . 61% ' 39%
Tennessee | —88% 12% .
Texas N/A N N/A e
Washington _ . 54% . ' 46% '
Wisconsin % : 43% '

Wyoming o ) 80% ' 20%

* = Salaries includes both contact and non=contact project staff,
** = Other includes materials, supplies, equipment, travel, etc,

A VRN
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Issues ‘"dpd Policies

During the course of the interviews with state vocationé_l education directors, progrbm
officers, and state directors of special education, the respondents were asked obo_uf issues )_
which related to the federal effort to increase vocaflondl education opportunities for the
handicapped. In addition, most of the interviewees suggested other issues and problems ™ o
that they folt were relevant to the study. These observations, although ,essenfially's'upple;‘
mental to fhe ;fudy_;_ are ﬁnporfonf in at least f:vo ways: they identify issues that are
fmporfcnf to operations at the state level, ond fhey provide.som'e" Insighf into the attitudes
and concerns of fhose whose cooperafion musf be obtained if prioriﬂes and procedures
| regarding the Porf B set-aside are fo be chonged

Ry

Funding_gonsideroﬂons

When gske_d whether 'fhey favored sef-oside_ fﬁnds aeslgnofea exclﬁsively for t~he
hondicoppeu’, virtua'i, all the respondents - boJm state directors Iand program officers == -
answered in the affirmative, Only three answered negatively. The reason for such positive
| 'respdonse if the set-aside policy had not been enocfed, programming for the hondicopped
would not have occurred, As support for fhis confenhon, the respondents sfufed that prior
to the 1968 amendments, programs for the handicopped were virtually pon-existent in most
states., - B e |

Three state directors were opposed to the set-oSI'de on the groun.ds that such "restric=
tions" infringed on a state's ability to react to its own unique needs and priorities. One
~ director expressed what was probably thé most commonly held poinf of view among the

interviewees when he sald that he believed, in principle, such priority setting should be

the responsibility of the state, but as a matter of practicality no programming existed
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before the set-aside, The amendments served to force the refocusing of state priorities,

Without the amendments, he noted, groups not in a majority run the risk of exclusion from

any consideration ot all,
| In two states where directors were opposed to the set aside, fhe project officers
- indicated that they favored the set-aside, but in:nelfher state did this point of d_iso'gfee- |
ment séem ’fo. creofe'ony opera_fhionoll'problems. |

Eotmork!gg Funds for Program Cate orfes

~ Generally, the respondents had no quarrel with earmarking funds for Parts G and
H brogréﬁ. However, several stated that cooperative work education or wérk experience
comﬁonenfs ;re desirable for all vocational programs, implying that o better policy might
be to increase Part B allotments with §fron_g incentives to include work expgrience com=
ponents in projects for fhe.hundicgpped‘. |

Revenue Shorina

Administrators in all but three states expreised strong opinions that revenue sharing
wds Iik'ely to h_oVe o_negofive effect on vocational education in general and on programming
for the héndicqpped in particular, They felt that with revenue shqring the distribution of
‘funds vould become a local political decision in the ’;hongs_of "non=educators" and "pressure
groups." Vocational education would suffer be.éaus; if still has notestablished itself with
the general public as equal in importance to academic ed'ucoﬁon.‘ The handicapped would
. suffer particularly in fhﬁ situation because of the "tyranny of the majority, " with virtually -
| ‘oll funds going to those groups with the greatest number of votes and the loudest voices. |
Other criticisms of revenue sharing were thut it would result in olfop heavy odminisfrofiony

of funds, since each local unit would need personnel for planning, allocating, evaluating,




“ate, =4 activities now centralized at tha state level. _Also, there was some concern that |
personnel at the local lavel might not be as aware of the needs of the handicapped as
p;nonﬁel at the state level whose primary responsﬂ:ilify was to promoie programs for the
handicapped, |
| One state director felt that revenuo.shcring would have no effect on programming .
for the handicapped, and two ofhe_rS indicated that its effect need not be negative if
pressure from parents of handicapped chlldrer; and Iegfsloflon requiring mandatory special

| educﬁﬁon services can Be.deve'loped in-all the states,

Joint Funding of Projects

As noted in the section on state adminlsfroﬂén, the patterns of fundlng that hava
developed in several states raise some fundamental policy questions, In a few states projects '
were either funded jointly or carried out jointly by vocational education and special educa= -
tion (and'sometimes vocational rehabilitation). Problems related to the comingling of fuﬁds
seem fo.have been avoided in these states. The Part B set-asides can be tracked at least
ﬁs'eaglly in these states as they can be in states that did not engage in either idinf funding
or joint administration of proie'cfs. Mlnnesofa, for example, had a contract format with

]
e

its projects that clearly identifies the source of each funding winount,

Funding of Integrated Projects

i The..infegrofion of‘hondicopped students with regular students in regular classes also
. presents problems in tracking Part B funds, Several adminisirators said that the major reason
 they fund "special" classes is to avold losing track of funds séf aside "exclusively for the
handicapped.” In some cases, at least, this c'oncern‘ seems to be more than a rationalization,

There is a need for fiscal guidellnes to encourage states to integrate their programs, The
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experience of a state such as Michigan that has successfully funded integrated programs

within the constraints of the Part B requirements could be used In drafting such guidelines.

Program Considerations
“Two key considerations were involved.in the programs for the handicapped. They
were integration of classes and work experience.

- Integration of Classes

The newd for guidelines in the fuﬁding of integrated préroms is highlighted by the

fact that fh#ro is almost universal sﬁpport among the administrators questioned for increasing

the pul.o_ée;nenf of handicapped students in regul;:nj classes. In fact, legislation in séveml

states specified that segregated classes Qho‘ula be established only v;/hen there is no way

.fhot handicapped sh’Jdenfs can succeed in regular classrooms, regardless of the supportive

services involved. . | .V
'Aclminisfroflors noted, however, that there are several barriers to the fulfiliment of

this goal. A frequently fnenﬁoned problem was the lack of regular vocational education

' staff sénsiﬁvify to and skill in dealing with the problems of the handicapped. Several

odﬁi;ih'isfrofo'rs balleved that there must be an incréose in staff training if the widespraad

use of integrated progrommi.ng s to become a reality. Two 'adminisfrqfors expressed fear

that "moinsfreaming." the handicapped would reduce the quunf of special funds that would

be set aside for the handicapped. Regardless of the difficuifies, inteyration of the handi=
capped into regular classes whenever possible is one of the fssues most strongly supported
9y the adninisfrofdrs quasﬂonéd '

" Work Experionce

Almost ull of those questionad '>elieved that work experience is critically important

to every vocational education student. However, this is the ideal, and the reality of

N
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programming for the handicapped is far from reaching this goal, As noted above, some
administrators believe that there should be an emphasis on work experience across the
board, rather than a strategy which develops a small number of special work experience
projects outside the mainstream of regular vocational education programs.,

As will be nofed in.the project Ieve_l esseqsmenf, i?ert G programming for the handi= |
capped on the secondary level was apparently non-existent, Three reasons often given |
for the lack of Part G programming were (1) Part.-G funds were foo-limifed to allow for
the establishment of special programs; (2) Part B programs for the handicapped usuoll} have
work experience components anyway; and (3) dart G programming Is reserved for the dis-

[

advonfuged

Staffi ng

“In the 25 states visited, ORC found three black project officers, threé women project .

..officers, and no officers who had visible handicaps. In other words, only six percent of .

program administrators were from ethnic minorities, an imbalance that Is aggravated by
the fact that most of the project officers also had major reseonsibiliﬂes in dealing with
the disadvantaged, many of whom were from ethnic minorities.

1

The fact that only three erogram administrators were women may be a reflection

of the general exclusion of women from upper Ievel edministrohve positions in most indusfries.

However, it Is mferesfing to note fhof in contrast to the scarcity of women in edminisfrofive

positions in vocational education, there was a large representation of women in special
education administrative positions, Wbat-t:g{ifionol career patterns or prejudices this

reflects is an interesting question, but one outside the scope of this report,




. _ther Considérofions

In spite of the specific insfanées of cooperation noted in this reéort, the majority
of the sp;cial education personnel Interviewed said that contact befweer; the two agencies
s less thah it should be. They specifically criticized the fact that vocational education
“‘rorely sougﬁfspeciol education's help in identifying the handicapped, even though uséful'
3 informofi‘o‘n emanating from special education surveys or cénsus data was.available, Voca=""

| tional Education was criﬂcized for not “éiieorl.y defining a process of identification and
classification, for:som'efimes confusing the handicapped and the disodvonfoéed (a confusion
noted independently by ORC researchers), ond‘for too often inc|udiﬁg in special programs
handicapped students who could succeeci'in regular cloﬁses.. |

Special education administrators also stated that the training received by vocational

v“educotion insfrucf-ors did not prepare them for work with the handicdpped. |
| . Despite these criticisms, special education respondents generally expressed positive .

opinions regarding vocational ed_ucofion'.;. fnif.ial plunge into programming fér the handicapped.

They repo:'fed that the proiecfs are of high quality, o-nd all things being equal, the handi-

capped could benefit from them. ‘However, special education pefsonnql_ seemed to feel

\ “that the programs are sérving only a small portion of the handicapped that are in need of
skills training, There is r:o way of veri;ying these perceptions, because there is so little
concrete infqrmofion available. With such information gaps, however, subjective opinions ;
become an ovérly strong factor in individual assessments of programs.,

Two areas are deserving of further explordfion . First, a development that will have

a major impact on vocational education for the handicapped is the growing number of suits

brought against states by groups supporting the hohdicapped and demanding that the handicapped




be granted basic educational opportunities not now universally available to them. This

pressure has already resulted in "Universal Education” legislation in several states, and
the trend is o.lmosf certain to continue. While the impact of such legislation is not yet
clear, it is very likely to have a profound and long~=term effect on vocational educofi?n
for the hoﬁi;l'ico'pped'. | | B

Righf-foeedueofion suits, universal education legislation and the Part B set=aside

program have contributed to rising expectations similar to those experienced during the

civil tights movement of the last decade. For example, In one state a program established

under the Part B set-aside was discontinued for a variety of reasons. A group of parents

brought sunf against the state departm\enf qf education to either have the program relnstefed
or to create an even more comprehensive ;rogram for the hondicopped The suit is likely
to cause the passage of a universal education law in that state.

Some states have been accused of racial and effhnic"bios i.h‘ their classification pro-
cedures. Two responses by states to this preseure are: (1) (fhe establishment of a classification

procedure that includes the participation of parents in the classification of individuals gnd

the institution of.an appeals procedures; and (2) the elimination of categorical classification.

altogether 1.1 favor of a "special needs" Io"nel. In the latter case, "special needs" students
would be worked with at the local level on an individual basls, alfhough programming

would remoin similar to fhof which currently exists, What will change, though, would

be the idenﬁficafion of the student for state and federal records. Apparently, such indj=
viduals would be identified as "special needs" students, No breakdown of disadvantaged

or handicapped or type of handicap would be made on the record. OBviousI.y, this could

create some problems in the administration of set=aside funds.

—
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The whole question of the impact of legislation and litigation on vocational education

for the handicapped will be discussed further In the project level assessment.

.
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- PROJECT LEVEL ASSESSMENT

Part | summarized the strengths and weaknesses of state administration of the Part B

-

set-aside program for the handicapped. Porf Il looks af the program from~the local or

"project" level point of view, On-sxfe assessments were - made at 92 vocational educoﬂon
projects for the hondicopped funded either in part or in fofol by Part B set-aside Funds.

As was stated in the Infroducﬁon, 74 of thq projects were in nineteen sfofes’ond consﬁfufed
a representative sample of all projects funded in the nineteen states, The remaining ’
eighteen projects were in four rurul states (one each in -Woshiﬁgton » Idaho, Wyoming, and
Kons;s) and fourteen in California (the state with the largest enrollment of hondicapped _
studeﬁfs under the Pdrf B sgfluside_pmgrom).

The purpo'se of the project Ievel assessment was to examine the various ways-local

adminisfrofors Idenﬁfied hondicapped individuals who quolified for the program, screening

fechniques, assessment techniques, counseling, instructional mefho‘ds, and overall approaches
£

to the provision of vocational education to the handlicapped, In addition, the perceptions |

~ of local school officials, project administrators, counselors, and instructors were obtained

regarding local-state relationships, the adequacy of curricula, special equipment and

materials, employer participation, and personnel, and the identification of additional
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“resources == over and above those applied to the regular vocational education program == .

contributed at the local level to the handicapped program. Finally, outcomes data (when
available), together with financial and enroliment data, were collected at the local level

Definition of a Project_

Part B set-aside furds are allocated to state departments of education which in tum |
reallocate them to local education agencies or-directly to local schools. Eventually, -
all such funds, except those that are used for administrative purposes at the .fed‘erol, state,

and local levels, are channeled into specific."projects" carried out by schools. A project

| isa Part B set=aside grant to a schoo! or local education agency for the purpose of providing

specific educational services to the handicapped. Block grants to local education agencies

For’pénspe,cified services are not considered "proiecfs( " although such grants are eventually
fronslofedA into proiecfs at the local education agency level, Proi_ecfs,. designed to serve
a sfofedAnumber. of handicapped sfudénfs, ‘have identifying "project numbers" and time periods
_generoliy equal to those of fhe,i\cho_o! year; e.g., Sepfembe.t;‘l%S to June 1964, Projects
break down into the following categories: - . | -
1. Regular: Handicapped students afe placed in regular vocational education classes
| with non~handicapped students, Extra support is hrovided to the instructors .Of
such classes. Such support may take the qur'n‘_of the os;signmenf of special personne|
’fo..regulor classes in which handicapped students are enrolled, or the purchase
of special equipment and materials for us.e‘ by handicapped students.
2, Special: Handicapped students are placed in separate vocafionol education.
classes. These cllo.f;ses may be full time or part time. For example, some handi=
;:opped students moy spend two hours a day in the "special” class and the rest
~ of their time in regular classes; others may spend all .their school hours in special

closses 5

[T . o
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Combination: Hondicobped students are placed in special classes for part of

t&gair time in the project and regular classes for the remainder. However,

unlike pu.rf-fime special classes (In which the students receive special services
‘only when they are in the special class) ,. in combianibn projects, the students

receive services when they are in both the special and reguldr.componenfs_of

the projects, An example of a combination project would be one in which
handi copped students spend from four to six weeks in a spec_:iol assessment,,
orientation, or preyocafionoi class, after which they are referr:d to one or

more of the school's regular classes, including cooperative edi .cation and work

[ P

%

experience couises, After the students have been placed in regulor closses',.
they are nevertheless considered to be enrolled in the orig.ino'l "handicapped
project.” Thus sep.arafe. student progress and fiscal records are kept. The fiscal
records rel;:fe to su;porfive services provided to handicapped sfudenlfs while
they are enrolled in the regular classes.

Other: States may fund colleges, universities, local education ogé\ncies, or
private organizations to provide training for personnél who work with the handi=
capped and/or to develop curriculum materials; or the funds moy be used to

provide such services in house (by state education agencies, local education

agencies, or schools),

Only the fffst three types of projects were considered in selecting the project level

sample; personnel iraining and curriculum development projects were not included, Thus

the sample of 92 projects consists solely of projects that provided assessment, orientation,

prevocational training, vocational training, supportive setvices, or any combination of

these, directly to handicapped students,
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"The orig'inql'sampling désign called for the sfrofificoﬁon‘ of érolecfs by type of
instruction (classroom and/or Ié_borotory training, work experience ,ond_‘qqqpkérofive educa=
tion), tygg of 'class (regular, special, or combination), and type of hond'icop (mental or
physical and sensory). However, this stratification scheme had to be abandoned because
of lack of information regarding the three stratification categories available at the s.ate
“level. ‘ine 74 repres'enfofive projects were selected raﬁdomly, with the number of projects
/ per state based on eachAs‘fote's propdrﬁonol contribution to total enrollment in the ninefeen
- states included in the representative sample. A purposive sample’of eighfeen projects

was selected from lists of proiecfs_in the four low er:l;;llmenf states and Colifornio.

The statistical fdbles contained in the project level ossessn;enf pertain sc'alely t§ fhe |

representative sample. - Projects contained iﬁ the specimomplg are referred to in the text,

/ ) . .
but because they do not lend themselves to statistical analysis, data relating to these projects

‘have not been included in the statistical tables.

Organization of Part ||

The project level assessment examines the Part B Qef-oside program for the handicapped

from the "firing line," or from the point where educationc.l services are actually delivered

to the handicapped. State level administrators may set policies and procedures through
which projects are funded, but it is at the local level that the handicapped are identified,
classified, referred into projects, and provided with vocational instruction or other services.

Moreover, the state Ieye('assessmenf revealed that policy and planning regarding vocational

\
\

education for the hondicobped, and even project monitoring and evaluation, are often |
\

left up to local administrators. To answer some of the basic questions asked by the Office

of Eduzation in its Reguest for Proposal (RFP), data generally not available at the state

)




Ievel had to be sought at the local level. For example; “one of the objectives of the study

was to determine fhe extent to which hondicopped sfudenfs are integrated with regular
 students, ond whether work experience sifuations are made available to the-hevdicapped. |

Neifher nafionol nor-state date provided clear answers to fhese quesfions. The answers |
had to be sought at the Iocol level,
~ The fulfiliment of three of the mqior obiecfives of the study == to provide useful .
~information on the relationships befw;en posf-progrom performance and the kinds of ex=
...perience that hondicopped students receive, to identify and onolyze constraints in carrying
out vocational educofion progroms for the handicapped, and to determined whether or

' not quf B set-aside funds are ocfuelly' reaching the handicapped ~= depehded to a great

extent.on the availability of local data and the opinions of local odminisfrafors. '-

s The material fhaf‘ follows is a synthesis of 'iiiformofion emanating from on=site visits
er 92 eroiecfs in 24 states. In fi\e section which foll‘ovi:'., a statistical overview of the
representative sample is provided, including an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses
~of local management informafion systems. -Other secfions include (in order): policy and -

planning at the local level, project odmiﬁ_—ietrofion, and the instructional program. Where

pertinent, the material defoileci in Part 11l of the report is used to Supporf some of the-

conclusions of fhe'proiecf level assessment.

Statistical Overview

) b % s GBS el aadnanhindt &id Gt

The search for statistical data ot the local level was more successful than the state
/ ] .
level search, but even at the local level, data considered crucial to the assessment were
not readily available. Researchers were forced to review -enroliment and fiscal records,

student rosters, and other information sources in the attempt to collect ~nd tabulate such

data as:




.{2) Enrollment by sex

- (3)" EnrolIment by ro;e and ethnlc bockgroqnd |
(4) Enrollment by occupational offering '
(5) Fiscal information, including local contributions
~(6) Oufcomels information, including compief‘ers, "plocemenfs, and follow=up data
The search was not always successful, partly b"eco‘dse of time press.ur‘es‘c.:nd‘ purtI):'.
because gﬂ of.fhe information Soughf'wos not available at any slte..' The data search \vas
complicated by categorization problems, the ambiguity of s;ime of the terms used to describe
| / ‘ hoﬁd!coppfng conditions, and the fact that data collected from various informational sources

often were in disogrgemenf with each pfher. ' l

o Dofa~Co||ecfionuProblems_"

Vst

: Monitoring on,d.evoluofi'on dépend“‘fo a greof'.exfenft upon the ‘tc.:ollé?fion'ond fgbuldfion

| of "hard" sfdfi;fical d_of‘cl. They also dépend upon the presentation of such data in a form

that is readily understandable to progrorﬁ odminisfrofors. ‘Adequofe.monag:e‘men‘t inf?rmoﬁon,
~ systems were -exfrem‘ely rare at the local level. Iﬁ many cases, fﬁe ﬁecessory information
was "bdrield” in files, but it wos. seldom that such inform.oﬁon. was processed for management
purpc;ses. "In addition, definitions for sqch terms as "Landicopping condition" and "completer"
varied from area to area and local administrators often were not aware of the sources (fedefﬁll,
state, or;d local) from which project funds were cbtained. Very little offempf.'wos made
" to document placement and follow=up info};ﬁofion, although in many sites, the project

directors and/or instructors knew whether students were placed ond/of were still or the ioB. ;

Because of their pertinence to the statistical overview which follows, and because of the




insights they provide regarding local monitoring and evaluation efforts, some of the
, . i amat

major problems pertaining to local management information systems are 'described below,

.Categorization Problen_is_

It was often difficult to determine whether a pee]ecf should be categorized os o
"work experience" or "clesSreom/ laboratory" em[ecf. This was particularly true when
students enrolled In the same project were placed in many different "reguler".closses;
some which were "work experience" and some whi:h were nonwork experience. |t was

.ulﬁmefely decided that unless the major focus of the project was work experlence and fhe '

vost meiorify or all of the students were placed In work experience sifuefions, fhe project
would be classified as "classroom/ Iab. " However, the question wes also asked whether
students enrolled In. the projects re_ceived compensation, The answer to this question
provided statistical information on the number of projects in which some sfudenfs, if not
all, recelved compensahon for work experience, . ' S

A similar problem arose i attempting to categorize profecfs as “regular," "special, "
or "combination." A single prc;iecf, for example, might fund fhree classes in one or more
schools, one of_which lmighf be special, one regular, and one combination, thus causing
the project to fall into all three classifications, In the nine instances where projects . .

included more than one "type of class" category, the projects were classified separately,

ég\_b_i_g_t_:_iy_ of Terms Used to Describe__l-_iandicag_pm_g Condition

L Dl S P

' The threat of class action suits against states and locul education agencies or the

results of such suits in some states and local areas, especiclly those that have charged that

disturbed, " have coused a trend in some states and areas to cease categorizing students

r '
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by type of handicap <;r to us; ambiguous terms to describe handicapping conditions, The
trend in one state, for exqmple,‘ wae to classify the handicapped under the term "learning
disability." In some areas, the term "socially maladjusted" was used to' clessify some handi-
. capped students, and in at least two states, the term "'educdtionolly handicapped" was

used. Other states used the term "'special needs" to cover all handicapped students.

Clear definitions of these fé}ms either were not forthcoming from project administrators
and/or special education personnel, or} if definitions did exist, they were of .Iml.e use in
pinpoinﬂn; handicapping conditions, For example, in one area, the term "educationally
hdndicapped" was defined as follows: "Persons wEo have nggrggl_qbil-if)\' or bofenﬂol, but’
due to behavior or academic skill are functioning below- expectancy. -.These persons can
function well where limited academic skills-are required" (emphasis added). |

This definition cgbld be apialied to a large proportion of all students attending pt.;l:'alic "
= “schools, sfﬁde,nfs who ;:re not normally considered "handicapped” == at least as hondicopped
4is defined in the 1968.| Amendments to the Vocational Education Act,

Because of fhesé problems, ;nrollment of s'-fudenfs by hundicdpping cé:ndit'ion‘ could. .
not be determined for approximately 20 hercenf of the projects. When statistical information
on enrollment by handicapping condition was presented, the term "‘sociolly maladjusted"

“was combined with "seriously emotionally disturbed, " "'eduéofionolly handicapped" wos.
listed as separate category, and where the term "speciol needs" was used, the handicapping

" condition was listed as "unknown,"

Enroliment Information

tof

The basic source for enroliment information was the proposal submitted by the school

or local education agency to the state, Figures on "planned" versus "actual" qnfollmeni

\
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were virtually nonexistent at the local level (as they were at the state level), However,
the project proposal merely provided total enrolIment figures. To obtain breakdowns by
handicapping condition, roci°|.~gnd ethnic characferistiﬂcs,.‘ond sex, {t was often necessary
for project personnel to go fhrouéh the student rosters and describe the characteristics gf \
each student, (OFf course, the names of the students were no.t provided.) In cases where
broiecf officers did not know fﬁe,hondicﬁpping conditions or racial and ethnic characteristics .
of students, estimates v;ere obtained. The problem ;NCIS that very often total er_w:ollment |
figures acquired through examination of student roster5 did not agree with thote obtained
from project proposals, The same was true when attempting to break down ep_rpllment by
occupational offering. The total of the names listed under the various occupational offer-
ings was often different from those obtained from both the student roé‘fers.u.ndrt'he_ project
proposals. |

Unfortunately, there was no way of bringing these-diverse sources of enrollnienf |
information into agreement. The result was that different enrollment figures had to be

used in presenting different types of statistical data. -

"Fiscal Information

The proiecf”_pffoposal was also the major source for fiscal data, but as with enroliment
data, figures on "planned" and "acfuaI".'mex;':endifures did not exist. In addifion,ﬂ the
following problems were encountered in collecting.fiscal data: )

1. Project personnel often could not identify "federal” or "Part 8" funds. At

the local Ie\{el, such funds were generally called "state" funds. With respect

‘o projects that receive funds directly from the states, this was not too much

of a problem, since the "state” funds were in actuality "federal” funds.,
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Hq_weVer, in states which fund local education agencies rafher thon projects

(Califomla,ﬂ for example), or }Nhére schools are reimbursed by the state on.

— the basts. of the number of crgdif hours han_diggp?;qfl students.ara enrolled in
regular classes (lllinols), it was often im'possible? to identify. federal funds usqd /
to finance projects; or the services that were.purchased with federal funds.

2, Local adminisfrafors were often vague regardiné local and state funds used to.
purchase services for the handicapped ==~ over and above .those that are normally
available to all students. It should be emphasized, however, that in virtually
no case did local administrators exagge;'afe local. contributions; in fact, fFe
opposite was true in most areas. For “gxample‘,-‘in many areas such items as

! * travel costs were paid for by local funds but note of this contributjon was not

- made’on the project budget.

Outcomes Data

The weakest information availuable at the local level was data relating to completions, .
placémenfs, and follow=up. l;'or example, what little outcomes infﬁrmaffon existed was
not broken down by specific occupational offerin‘é; in fact, it was often not possible fc;

- Identify specific occupational offerings. The major problem, however, was that 'ouféomes
information either was not collected or, if it was collected, was not processed in a way
that would be useful for monitoring and evaluation purposes. The attempt was mdde to
collect the following kinds of outcomes information:

(1) Number enrolled

(2) Number of dropouts

(3) Number of completers
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" (4) Number employed |
~(9) Number. employed (fraini.ng related)
(6) Number employed (nontraining related)
(7) Number unemployéd
(8) Number reenrolled -in project
(9) Num{ber'éh;‘olled in regular vocdﬁonal education program

(10) Number enrolled in other training T

(11) Number unknown

st L

At only twenty of the 74 ;réiec:fé,included in the representative sample was all of
the above information available, For the remainder of the projects, the outcomes informa=
tion was so sparse as to be virtually useless. Per enrollee and per completer costs could

be computed for onl; 25 ﬁ;iecfs.

Summary_

s clear that problems perfoinmg to fheﬂclccuracy and completeness of national
::nd state dofo on fhe Part B set=aside for the handicapped originate at the local level,
and that fhey do not lend themselves to easy solution. ~The diverse methods used for funding
projects, the lack cf use of common definitions for kéy terms and hqndicappiﬁ_g conditions,
and most importunt of cll, the apparent lack of. response and lack of resources of all levels:

to meet the need for monitoring and evaluation combine to create a management informa=

tion system that is at best incomplete and at worst nonexistent. It will take action at the
!

-~ federal level to improve the overall system, but it is doubtful that such action will be

fruitful unless state and local adminisfrafors are consulted before improvemenfs are insfifufed.,

The goal should be to aid Iocol administrators in generating the kinds of informaﬁon fhey

e \ v

e
L
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‘need to maintain control over their programs. |f the requirements of local administrators
are satisfled, and if local ,odminis.frafors understand the need for collecting complete on.d
accurate datd on thelr programs, It follows that state and national requicements will also
be met. | |
Ové;view j - R

The statistical presenfuﬁon confofnéd in this secfion pertains to the represenfuffve

)
sample of 74 pr0|ecfs in nineteen states. It addresses |fse|f to several key issues regarding

programming f;l" fhe handicapped, including the extent to whuch the bondlcqpped are
~ placed in classes with regular students ("mainstreaming") and fhe'exf"enf to which work
experience situations are made available to handicapped students. Annlyses are also made
of enroliments by type of handicap; sex, and racial and ethnic background. Data per='
foining‘fo proie\cf-cosf; are contained in- the section "Project Administration," ond' those
pertaining to o‘cc‘:upafionol ;afferings , institutional settings and outcomes are contained in

the "Instructional Program" section,

Analysis of Projects Included in the Representative Sample -

Before the statistical findings are preselnfed, it is necessary ..fo describe the types
of projects mcluded in the represenfuhve somple. Separofe analyses were made for each
type. The first, consisting of 61 "frodlhonol" projects, was made up of specnflc courses -
of study for class-size groups of handncappgdmdnvuduols. The second group of thirteen
projects, called the "unique" group, was made up of the following:

(1) Mobile laboratories, or diagnostic centers, which often service as many as @

thousand students during the school year
(2) '.The funding of specidl schéo' “istricts, made up solely of handicapped individuals,

which also serviced large numbers of students during the year

I




(3) Special summer programs, generally of a work experience nature, which provided

jobs or other serv_i.c;‘es for d‘.l.orge number of handicapped students durl;\g the
o summe’r. months
Statistical data perfcining to these two groups of proiecfs are presented seporafely.

It is obvious fhaf if fhe two were combined, the resulfing data would not make sense. En-v

rollments in the "unique" projects were large; enroliments in fhe "fradihonol" projects

were closs-size (alfhough more than one course, or severol classes, was often offered by

the traditional projects). The nature of the services provided by the two groups wos_al‘so ‘

different. The services provided by the traditional group were primarily educational in nature;

the services provided by the unique group were primarily diagnostic and supportive.

s

Mainstreaming o - . | .-

""Mainsfred‘ihing’" i; the term used to describe the integration of handic.;apped students
in regular vocational education classes. TaBle I1.1 provides information on the extent fo
which studer.;: znrolled in the Part B sét-oside program were placed in v"regular" rather
than "speciai" classes. As was menfiéned previou;ly, in nine of the 61 traditional projects
included in the re'pr.esenfaﬁve sample, more than one type of class was funded. Because
it was not possible to o_bfai_rj enrolIments by type of class for these nine projects, fh@y are
o categorized separately in T::ble I1.1 ("more than one category"), It is_known, however,

that in eight of the nine projects, some students were placed in spec.ial and-_.combinaﬂon.
classes, and in six, some were placed in regular classes. o e
Table 11,1 shows that 62 percent of the projects, representing 51 percent of the en-

rollment, were in special classes. As all of the thirteen unique projects were special, this

means that in 69 percent of the 74 proiects included in the representative sumple, handicapped
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students were not vinfegrofed into regular classes. When 1t is also considered that a sub-
stantial portion of the students in the "more thdn one category” classification were enrclled
inspecial classes, it must be con.cluha_ed fl'j_a? the goot of integrating handicapped students

with regular students is still far from a reality,

Table 11,1
Az.f.?:- : : .
" Projects and Enroliment by Type of Class == Representative
Sample of Vocational Education Projects for the
Handicapped in Nineteen States
(61 traditional projects)

Known Project with

- Projects ... EnrolIment Enroliment Unknown

Type of Class Number  Percent Number Percent Number  Percent
°f . . Y .

Total - - 61 100% 6,555 100% > 8 13%
Special B 62 3349 51 4 10
‘Regular 6 .10 75, N 2 7 3
‘Combination 8 13 80 14 2 - 25
More than -

one category 9 15 1,566 = 24 0 - 00

[

Work Experience

The extent to which handicapped students are enrolled in work experience programs
is reflected in Table 1.2, ’Of the 61 representative projects, nineteen (or 31 pgrc;.ehf)
" were cof‘egorized.os eifhér work experiencxe (18 projects) or cooperative education (one
project), These projects accounted for 28 per;enf of the total known enrollment in the 61

1
projects. Only one of the thirteen unique projects was categorized as work experience,

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Therefore, of the 74 projects in the representative sample, twenty (or 27 percent) were

work experience, or in the case of one project == cooperative, in nature.

~ Table 11.2
} , - ' i ) ' '
' Projects and Enrollments by Type of Project =~ Representative
Sample of ‘Vocational Education Projects for the
Handicapped in Nineteen States '
(61 traditional projects)

— Known “Project with
Projects Enroliment Enroliment Unknown

Type of Project ~ Number  Percent  Number  Percenf  Number  Percent

*

Classroom/ iab 2 % . 5100  72% 1 2%
Work experience 18 30 1,898 26 . & 33
Cooperative 1 1 - 73 02 } 0 00

-

Table 11,3 shéwsvfhe number of projects in which some but not all of the students
received compensation for work performed in work experience components. In nearly half
of the proiecfs; including the nineteen listed above, compensation was paid to some students,
It was |mposs|ble to determine the exact number of students who were rec;iving compensation,
but in most projects that were not genuine work ekperience or cooperative projects, the

number was comparatively small (generally less than five),

Table 11,3

Number and Percent of Projects in Which Some Students Are
Receiving Compensation =~ Representative Sample of
Vocational Education Projects in Nineteen States
(61 traditionol projects)

Compensation Number Percent
Yes 3 . 49%
No 31 51
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EnrolIment by Handicapping Condition

Naflonal projections on the incidence of hondlcopping condition for schoolchildren
befween l'he ages of Flvewend nineteen (1968-69).l revealed that of the opproximol'ely
6.057 million handicapped chlldren, 88 percent were ,cloesifled in one of the followlng |
categories: speech lrllpoired (35 pel‘cenl'), menfelly retarded (23 percent), emotionally
disfurbed (20 percent), and learning disabled (10 percenl') Six percenf were classified

as hard of hearing or deaf, § percenf as crippled and ol'her heolfh Impalred, 1 percent as

. vlsually impolred and 1 percenf as mulflhandicapped

Table 11.4 shows enrollmenf by handicopplng condition in the 61 frodiﬁonol pro]ecl's,
and Table 1.5 provldes the same information for‘fhe thirteen unique -pr0|ecfs. The differences
between enrollment by handicopping condition in Part B set-aside projects and national

Incidence figures were quite dramatic. Of the known enroliment in the 61 traditional |

. pro]ecfs, 79 percent were menfelly retarded; the correspondlng figure for the thirteen unique ’

pro]ecfs was 76 percent, Naflonol mcidence flgures showed 23 percenf mentally retarded, +
Houlever, if the cafegory "speech impmred" was eliminated from the incidence
_ figures, the gap would be narrowed consl_derably . Not counting youngsters with speech
| impediments, the nleIenal incidence flgures‘for 1968-e9 showed thot 89 percent of the
children were in the following categories: mentally retarded (35 percent), emofionolly
disturbed (31 percent), and learning disabled (15 percent). These three categories occounled
for 84 percent of the known enrollment in the 61 traditional projects and 79 Eercenf in the

unique projects, Since many (perhaps most) speech-impaired students can succeed in vocational

lBureau of Educoﬁon for the Handlcapped U.$. Office of Education, Handicapped Children
in fhe United States and Special Education Personnel Required 1968~ =1989 (est.).
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education programs without "special education assistance” (only a few speech~impaired
students were reported as enrolled in the 92 sample projects), for comparison purposes,
it appeared to be Iegifln’w'te' to eliminate the speech~=impaired category from the national
incidence figures. When this was done, the differences between enrollment by handicapping
condition in the representative sample and national incidence figures became less m‘orked,
alvfhough the incidence of inental retardation in the set-aside programs was much higher
than in the national figures. |
Table 11.4
Number and Percent of Known Enrollment by Handicapping
Condition -~ Representative Sample of Vocational

Education Projects in Nineteen States
(61 traditional projects)

Handicapping o
Condition Enrollment Percent of Total
Total : 7,071 100%
Unknown 2,360 : 33
Total known 4,711 100
Mentally handicapped: 3,974 | 84
Educable Mentally Retarded 3,089 66
Trainable Mentally Retarded 574 . 12
Learning disability 181 04
Seriously Emotionally
Disturbed 19 o1
Educationally handicapped 50 01
Physically handicapped 697 15

Multihandicapped 40 01
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_ Table 11,5

Number and Percent of Known Enroliment by Handicapping
Condition -- Representative Sample of Vocational
Education Projects for the Handicapped

in Nineteen States
(Thirteen unique projects)

Handicapping
Condition Enroliment Percent of Total
Total 7,829 100%
Unknown 3,739 48
Total known ' 4,090 100
“> Mentally handicapped 3,180 78
Educable Mentally Retarded 2,756 67
. Trainable Mentally Retarded 351 | 09
b ~ Learning disability 84 02
Seriously emotionally
disturbed 39 01
Educationally handicapped 19 ' 5
Physically handicapped 838 20

EnrolIment by Sex and Racial and Ethnic Background

Table 11.6 shows known enroliment by séx and racial and ethnic background for
the 61 traditional projects, and Table 11,7 provides the same figures for the thirteen unfque
projects (it should be noted that for 56 percent of the enrollment in the unique projects,
racial and ethnic figures were not available; and for 66 percent, the breakdown by sex
was not available),

Of the known enrollment in the traditional projects, 55 percent were white, 37
petcent black, and 8 percent Spanish-surnamed, Oriental, and other; the corresponding
figures for fhe unique projects were 48 percent (white), 45 percent (black), and 7 percent

(Spanish=surnamed, Oriental, and other),
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Enrollment by sex was approximately 60 percent male and 40 percent female,

although in the unique projects, the known enroliment was 68 percent male and 32 percent

female,
Table 11,6
Number and Percent of Enrollment by Sex and Racial and Ethnic
Background -- Representative Sample of Vocational Education
Projects for the Handicapped in Nineteen States
(61 traditional projects)

Choracteristics Number Enrolled Percent of Enrollment
Total by sex 7,416 100%
Unknown 1,579 ' 2]
Total known 5,837 100

Male | 3,566 61

Female ‘ - 2,271 39
Total by racial and ethnic 7,486 : 100
Unknown 1,91 26
Total known 5,575 100

White 3,071 55

Black 2,086 ' 37 .

Spanish-surnamed 311 06 .

Oriental ' 9 -

Other 26 01

American Indian | 73 01




Table 11,7

Number and Percent of Enrollment by Sex and Racial and Ethnic
Background -- Representative Sample of Vocational Education
Projects for the Handicapped in Nineteen States |
(Thirteen unique projects)

Characteristic: Number Enrolled Percent of Enroliment
Total by sex ' 7,829 0
Unknown 5,151 , 66
Tota! known ‘ : 2,678 100
Male ' 1,822 68
Female 856 32
Total racial and ethnic 7,829 100
Unknown : 4,373 _ : 56
Total known 3,456 100
White 1,646 _ 48
Black ' 1,558 45
Spanish=surnamed ' 39 01
American Indian 12 ¥ --
Oriental ] --
Other 200 06
Summary

The major findings of f‘he statistical overview are:

1. Most of the programming under the Part B set-aside was for special r-afher than
regular or combination projects. This means that the goal of integrating handi-
capped students into regular vocational education classes is still merely a goal ==
not a reality,

2. Approximately 30 percent of the projects in Part B set=aside programs were in
some form of work experience program, and in nearly half of the projects,

at least a tew students were nlaced in work experience components. Considering
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the handicapping conditions of the students, this is a surprisingly good record,
Most of the jobs held by students in such programs had little relationship to
the vocational courses provided by the school; the jobs were used both as a
means of income maintenance and as work experience.

3. Enrollment by handicapping condition generally paralleled the incidence of
handicapping conditions throughout the nation.

Most of the students were white, but a sizable number were black (between 37

“and 48 percent), The high percentage of black students can be partially explained by

the high percentage of black enroliment in some of the school districts visited, Few Spanish-

surnamed, Oriental, American Indian, and otherminorities were enrolled in the program.

The breakdown by sex was approximately 60 percent male and 40 percent female,

Policy and Planning

The state level assessment revealed that most state program officers believe that
palicy and planning for vocational education programs for the handicapped are local
reSpOt;sibilities. Interviews were conducted with project and local education agency ad-
ministrators at all 9.2 sites to determine how pqlicy is set (if it is set) and how planning
is carried out at the local level.

Policy can be defined as "a definite course or method of action selected from among
alternatives and in the light of given conditions to guide and determin:. present and future

decisions." Planning is the process through which potential target populations are identified

and priorities (based on available resources) are set; and program: initiated are evaluated

ERY

to determine their effectiveness,




The Vocational Education Act of 1963 established a national policy regarding
vocational education for the handicapped, for it contained a general charge to the states
that a portion of the grants they receive from the federal government be used to provide
vocational education opportunities for the handicapped. However, it wasn't until the
1968 amendments established the Part B set-aside that such programming actually became
a reality. Thus in a sense it can be said that the 1968 amendments imposed on vocational
educators from the naffonal to the ivcal levels a policy regarding the handicapped.

The 1968 amendments also réquired states to prepare and submit "state plans,"
theoretically based on the needs of local education agencies throughout the various states,
The extent of local education agency planning, and the methods used to draft local plqlns_',
were explored in.fhe project level assessment .,

Policy at the Local Level

Policy as defined earlier in this section can emerge from within the local education
agency or state department of education, or it can be mandated by legislative or judicial
fiat. There can be no doubt that with respect to eaucational services for the handicapped,
éolicy has been imposed from without. Administrators in only fourteen of the 92 local
areas visited in conjunction with the project level assessment sa.id that vocational programming
existed for the handicapped prior to the 1968 amendments, but even in fhe:se areas, the
pre-}l 968 programs were small compared to what they are today. In only a few areas have
local school boards enunciated policies of their own toward the handicapped and in some
instances, these have been negative (examples of both positive and negative policies will
be described later in this section). |

There is also evidence that the Part B set-aside and other Fe-deral legislation dealing

with educational services for the handicapped, along with class action suits and universal




education legislation, have helped increase public awareness of the problems faced by

the handicapped in acquiring educational services. All states and all local school distriqfs
visited during the course of this study were aware of these developments, whether or not
they had been the subjects of such suits or legislation. Because of their importance to

the development of policy at the local level, some of the more significant legislation
recentiy passed by states, and class action s!uits brought against educational agencies in
behalf of the handicapped, are summarized in this section.

Legislation?

Virtually all states have in force some type of mandatory legislation requiring that
at least a portion of their hon‘dicapped children be provided an education. Too frequently,
however, these mandatory requirements have been ignored, and in almost all states many
~ handicapped children in need of special education programs have been unable to obtain
them. Examination of this situation a few years ago suggested that the presence of man=~
datory legislation had little effect on the expansion of educational opportunities for handi=
capped children. |

The new laws, however, are different, primarily because many of them contain
basic policy mandating the education of all handicapped children. For example, the
North Carolina legislature pasied a law containing the following language: "The General
Assembly.of North Carolina hereby declares that the policy of the state is to ensure every
child a fair and full opportunity to reach his full potential and that no child as defined

in this Act shall be excluded from services or education for any reason whatsoever," |In

e gt s

?-Olympus Research Corporation is indebted to Alan Abeson, director of the State=Federal
Clearinghouse for Exceptional Children, Council for Exceptional Children, for the
material appearing in this and the succeeding subsection,




‘another section of the law, the language is even more specific by requiring that the

state "shall prevent denial of equdl education and service opportunity on the basis of

national origin, sex, economic status, race, religion, and physical, mental, social, or

emotional handicap in the provision of services to any child" (emphasis added).

Some states are requiring dates by which compliance must be achieved. In Kansas,
for example, a recent law requires that "the board of education of every school district
shall provide special education services for all exceptional children in the school district . . .
not later than July 1, 1962." A similar but more dramatic sto*ute, passed by the West
Virginia legislature in March 1974, calls for the education of all .excepfionol children
between the ages of five and 23 beginning .luly 1, 1974, Presently, of the nineteen states
with specific statutory dates of compliance, seven become effective in 1974, one in 1975,
four-in 1976, four in 1977, and two in 1979.
Another important element of emerging law is the incorporation of many of the
legal principfes that have been established through right=to=-education and associated
litigation. Perhaps the most significant of these elements is provisions requirfﬁg that any
alteration of a child's educg.tig:_nal status must be governed by adequate due process protections,
Still another observable trend in recent legislation is emphasis upon the ploc;amenf
of handicapped children in educational programs which are as close to the nermal sifuo.ﬂon
as possible, yet in which they can effectively learn. The Wisconsin school code requires
that "preference is to be given, whenever appropriate, to education of the child in classes
along with child-en who do not have exceptional educational needs." Florida law specifies
that in providing for the education of exceptional students, the superintendent, principals,

and teachers shall use the regular school facilities and adapt them to the needs of exceptional




whenever this is possible. The Florida law also specifies that no student shall be segregated
and taught apart from normal students until a careful study of the student's case has been
made and evidence obtained which.indicates that segregation would be for the student's
benefit, or is necessary because of difficulties involved in teaching the student in a regular
class. | S
These laws have been accompanied by increased appropriations for the education
of the handicapped. ‘A recent survey of nearly half of the states indicated that between
the 1971-72 and 1973-74 school years, increases in appropriations ranged from i5 percent
(Maine) to 377 percent (West Virginia), West Virginia's huge percentage increase meant
a $2.7 million appropriation for 1973-74, up from $564,268 in 1971, In the same period,
Arkansas went from $450,000 to $2 miilion, a 344 percent increase. The average increase
was about 60 percenf..3
Along with expanded appropriations has come inclusion in state laws of financial
penalties for failure to implement the states' mandates. In Maine, a law has been adopted
which provides that if after the compliance date of July 1, 1975, all eligible exceptional
children have not been provided "the necessary education" by the appropriate administrative
unit, the state commissioner of education "may withhold all or chh portion of the state
aid" as in his judgment is warranted. Similar laws have been enacted in Missouri and
Colorado,
One final area that has recently received state legislature attention in special

education statutes, and which may signal a trend, is the training of regular education

Edpcafion Commission of the States, States with Comprehensive Legislation and Educational
Services for Handicapped Children, 1974,




personnel. As is well recognized, the ultimate success of educational programs for the
handicapped is in large measure dependent upon the attitudes of regular educators, teachers,
" administrators, and policy makers. What negative attitudes they may hold must be altered,
and they must be made aware of the educationai needs of all handicapped children, re-
\Jgardless of whether these children are in regular-classes or special programs. In Colurado,
in-servicg training of regular classroom teachers to provide special education services
within regular classrooms is included as a "state reimbursable" expenditura, A recent law
passed by the Gzorgia |egis|atu'fe requires that after July 1976, no certificates may be
awarded to teachers, principals, or guidance counselors unless each candidate has success=
fully completed a cou:l'se of five or more quarter-hours in the education of exceptional
children, or has participated in local education agency staff development programs designed

to assist teachers in i<entifying children with special needs.

Litigation

The following quotations from decisions of the Supreme Court of North Dakota
(1974), the New York State Commissioner of Education (1973), and the Circuit Court
for Baltimore County (1974) testify to the continuing success of the juzicial effort to achieve
the right to education for all handicapped children:

We hold that G. H, is entitled to an equal education opportunity

under the Constitution of North Dakota, and that ‘depriving her of that

opportunity would be unconstitutional denial of equal protection under

the federal and state constitutions and of the due process and privileges

and immunities clauses of the North Dakota Constitution (in the Interest

of G. H., A Childvs G, H , B. H,, F. H,, Williston School District

No. 1, et al., 1974).




| find that a class appeal is properly brought in this matter, in
that there are admittedly numerbus children residing within the re=
spondent district whose educational needs are not being adequately
served, as required by Section 4404 of the Education Law (Reid vs

Board of Education of the City of New York, 1973).

The Court declares that it is the established policy of the State
of Maryland to provide a free education to all persons between the
oges of five and twenty years, and this includes children with handi-
caps, and particularly mentally retarded children, regardless of how

severely and profoundly retarded they may be (Maryland Association

for Retarded Children et al., vs State of Maryland, et al., 1974),

To date, 36 right~to~education lawsuits have been filed and are pending or have
been concluded in 25 states. OF the seventeen that have been concluded, sixteen have
been decided in favor of the plaintiffs (handicapped children or their représenfa?ives).

Local Education Agency Policy

In the light of all this legislative activity and litigation in behalf of the handicapped,
local education agencies in all but a few of the 92 areas visited were far more aware of
their responsibilities toward the provision of educatior for handicapped éhiidren than they
had Leen in the past. However, in most areas, local education agencies were Le_gsﬂr_w_g
to what they considered "still another demand" put upon the nation's schools rather than
in translating these legislative and judicial mandates into a body of local level Adminisfrafive
policy. Although this study was concerned solely with vocational education for handicapped

students at the secondary level, the attempt was nevertheless made to determine whether




local school boards and superintendents of education issued policy directives dealing

with the identification of the universe of need and the various kinds of resources ear=

marked for the handicapped coming into the local school districts. In most areas, one
looked in vain for policy issuonces- that directed fhe_ various educational divisions (special
education, vocational education, research units, for example) to work together in creating
a comprehensive program for the handicapped.

* A recent Rand Corporation report to the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare recommended that allflhough expanded educational services for the handicapped
are "greatly needed," other federal services should have priority over education in future
federal spending. The system, Rand reported, "defies efficient and effecﬁvé operations;

inequities and gaps in service delivery abound, and not enough information is available

wd

to manage the service system effectively.
One of the problems appears to be the fragmentation of educational agencies into
special units, each with its own private line to funding sources at the state and federal
levels. National vocational education administrators talk to state vocational education
administrators, who in turn talk to their local counterparts. The same is true with special
education, research divisions, and other unif...f.. Ifls seldom that all of these competing
units get together to plan a program for the handicapped. The result is that vocational
education programs for the handicapped are funded on an ad hoc basis, without policy

and planning guidelines to aid those charged with initiating the projects. While there

4Rand Corporafign, Improving Services to Handicapped Children, report to the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare, Contract No, HEW-0S-72-101.,




can be no doubt that the resulting projects have been of benefit to the hondicqpped, most
local education agencies have no way of knowing how many of their handicapped students
are being served and the adequacy of the program mix.,

Exceptions

In ten of the 92 school districts visited, it was apparent that local school booiids,
superin;;n;;nf;:;;;:peciol education and vocofion{ql' education administrators had moved
from ad hoc veaction to outside developments to fhe;sfoblishmevnf of comprehens:ve programs
for the handicapped, based on written policy and a coordinated approach to planning,

On the other hond, at least four school districts (there may have been more; it was im-=
possible in most areas to obtain the kinds of documentation used in describing the two -
negative examples below), were operuting as if there had been no class action suits in

behalf of the handicapped or no passage of legislation requiring the education of all students,
handicapped and non-handicapped.

For example, in one state, three local education agency administrators stated that
schools have the right to refuse to accept students who exhibit severe emotional handicaps,
regardiess of age. When questioned further, they agreed that state law requires that all
children have the right to an education but that there could be extenuating circumstances,
und that these were covered by other state and/or district policies. These policies, the
respondents stated, allow the district to remove students from schools before they reach
the age of sixteen if they are incapable of socializing; have severe antisocial attitudes;
are felt to be dangerous to themselves, other students, or faculty members; or if programs
do not exist by means of which behavioral and attitudinal problems can be modified,

Further queries indicated that these students, or ex=students, are lost to the education system

after their removal from schools. No effort is made to follow up cr reenrol! thr, "rejects. "
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The embattled director of special eaucafion of a school district located in a
progressive midwestern state == acting on his own, without support from the school board
or his superintendent == sent the following memo to the principal and assistant principal
of the senior hiijh school, the director of vocational education, the director of the guidance
department, and the dean of girls (a copy was sent to the superinfendenf);

This is to inform you that consider'able difficulty has been encountered
regarding the enrollment of sufficient number of students in the special needs
program. As c consequence, it may become necessary to cnn;:el the funding
for the special needs program at the state level . . . . If such action becomes
necessary, the [school district] will be in violation of certain provisions of
the state code. | therefore wish to discuss certain identification and en=
rolIment problems with you on [date and time],

The author of the memo, who was new in his job, was appalled at the indifference
of his co~administrators to the needs of the handicapped. The Part B project in this area
had only one student enrolled, There was no attempt on the part of the g'u‘fdance depart=-
ment to identify students with special needs, and mentally retarded and socially maladjusted
children were rejected by the city's one high school.,

On a more positive note == in one of the areas visited, a special school district,
with taxing authority, was created to accommodate all handicapped children who could
not be served adequately by existing schools; and in another, five school districts combined
to establish a policy reeducation of the handicapped and to construct a special school to
help carry out this policy. Although the creation of a special school district and school

may at first appear to run counter to the generally accepted goal of integrating handicapped
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students with their "no:mal" counterpart, both examples are nevertheless obvious manifesta=
tions of policy making at the iocal level. Moreover, in both of the ex‘amples described
below, students attending regular schqols are also served (part time), and students enrolled
in the special school districts and school may be referred to regular schools at some point

in their training.

St. Louis County (Missouri), In December 1957, the voters of St. Louis County,

after thorough public discussion, created a new school district, The district is different
from other school districts in that it covers all of the area of St. Louis County and is ﬂn-
posed over the county's other 25 school districts. It is unique in that it is responsible for
developing programs of special education and vocational and technical education, It is
the only school district in Missouri having the responsibility for providing a program for
trainable mentally retarded children.

During its first year of operation, the district provided services for handicapped
children by entering into cooperative agreements with other local school districts and
deferring payments to these districts until the first taxes levied by the special school district
were collected. The district completed its first building in 1961 and is now operating
eight buildings. |

The vocational and technical programs are designed to prepare students for Initial
employment in business, frcdé, and technical occupations while at the same time meeting
all of the requirements for a high school diploma, thus making it possible for students to
do further work in a college or university. The district offers 24, full-day training programs
in eighteen different business, trade, and technical areas.

Manitowae County (Wisconsin),  In 1967 (the boards of education of) Manitowac

County's five school districts passed resolutions requesting the county board of supervisors




to construct a central facility to provide educational services for mentally handicapped
children. Children are enrolled in the school upon the recommendation of a multidisciplin=

ary team which has completed a thorough psychoeducational evaluation. An educational

plan is developed by the team for each youngster before the child is enrolled. This educa=
- tional plan is continuously evaluated and revised if necessary .

The statement of policy Jeveloped by the five school districts is of special interest.
Immediate and long=range goals are listed under a.gene,ral philosophy of education which
states in part: "Mentally handicapped individuals, like their more able peers, are an
Integral part of society and therefore their education should discover and develop those
abilities whic':h will ensure their worthy contribution and membership in that society."
Among the specific goals are the following:

(1) To initiate, improve, and expand insfructional programs for handicapped

sfudenfs

(2) To establish or otherwise enéourage#he. development of career oriented

instruction

(3) To develop programs of staff development

(4) To establish cooperation among public and private clge'nc':ies concerned with

the welfare of the handicapped

(5) To establish work experience projects for the handicapped

() To refer students to regular schools (to the extent possible) for part of their

skill development

(7) To provide job placement services for the students

(8) To evaluate and follow up on students after their exit from the program




The on=site review indicated that these goals were being carrled out successfully,
Manitowac County's experience is not uncommon in Wisconsin; all eighteen vocational
educational districts have adopted similar policies.

There were other examples of policy in action at the local level, but none in which
the policy statements were as care:ully articulated as those described above, The Paterson,
New Jersey, progran: concentrated on servicing the handicapped in regular schools and
in creating work experience situations for the handicapped. Michigan school districts,
partially but not solely due to prodding by the state, were especially successful in inte=
grating the handicapped in regular classes =~ especially in regional vocational centers,
Some Florida school districts had carefully articulated programs for the handicapped, and |
other school districts experimented with diagncstic centers (mobile and stationary).

These programs, however, were exceptions. In the vast majority of the school
districts visited, projects were being initiated on an ad hoc basis. Little attention was
given to fhe articulation of clear policy statements concerning educational services for
the handicapped.

Issues,

Local administrators were asked whether policies existed regarding some of the
more important issues pertaining to educational services for the handicapped, Among these
were policies regarding "special” versus "regular” classes, the development of work ex=
perience‘componenfs for the handicapped, and the possible effect revenue sharing may
have on programming for the handicapped at the local level .

With respect to revenue sharing, half of the administrators interviewed said that

\

revenue snaring would have an adverse effect on F;rogrqms for the handicapped; sevenféen




said that it would have no effect; and the remainder (29) said they "didn't know." The
consensus of those who said revenue sharing would have a negative effect was that entrenched
special iniarest groups, most of which represent nonminority groups (or the "loudest"
minorities), would see to it that funds that would otherwise have gone to the handicapped
would be siphoned off for cther purpcses. One administrator in a rural soﬁthern school
district called attention to the "courthouse syndrome." He reported that the county had

just built a new courthouse, had added a high fence with a gun tower to the jail (located
directly across the street from the school), and was paying to maintain the old courthouse

as a monument == all with revenue=sharing funds. In the meantime, school funds had been
cut by the county. The administratur said that he tried to point out to the local judge the
number of students now enrolled in the Part B project who, if they had followed the example
of their predecessors, would have dropped out and possibly ended. up in jail == but with
little success.

The general consensus of all administrators interviewed was that work experience
components should be initiated for the handicapped, and many school districts were sur=
prisingly successful in promoting work experience situations for their handicapped students,
The major constraints mentioned which limited work experience components were; (1) the
reluctance of employers to hire severely handicapped individuals, und (2) the limited abilities
of some handicapped students. Most of the handicapped students who were enrolled in work
experience programs, other than those enrolled in sheltered workshops, were individuals

whose appearance did not mark them as "different." ;

Agpoximarely two=thirds of the local administraters interviewed said that it was

the policy of their school districts to integiate the handicapped with regular students.
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Twenty reported no policy in this area, and eleven said that they did not know whether_
such a policy existed. However, in most areas where the policy calls for integration,
implementation was still far from o reality. One of the major reasons cited by administrators
for the lack of impiementation is that it is easier to account for funds spent for "special"
classes than it is for funds spent for "regular" classes. "When auditors or evaluators like
yourself come around, " one administrator said, "it's far easier to explain special programs
than it is regular programs, and it's far easier to keep track of the funds." Other reasons
cited for the lack of implementation were the reluctance or inability of regular teachers
to accept (or teach) handicapped students and the need of some handicapped individuals
for special services that are not availablé in regular classrooms,

Planning -

It would be a mistake to say that no planning takes place in the majority of school
districts vsithout articulated policies toward the handicapped, but it is accurate to maintain
that what planning does take place is of a short-term nature, general ly directed at justi=
fying specific projects. The question raised by the project level assessment was: Whose
responsibi lity is it to plan educational programs for the handicapped? It would be unfair
to place the blame for the lack of planning solely on vocational administrators or on the
administrators of vocational programs. It is the responsibility of vocational education to
provide a specific kind of educational service to all who are referred to the vécai:ional '
~education piogram == handicapped and non-handicapped; it is not necessarily the responsi=
bility of vocational education to identify, assess, and -ecruit all students coming up through
the education system who should be referred into the vocational education system,

On the other hand, vocotion.al education is responsible for administering the Part B

set-aside program, Thus vocational education administratars, from the national to the local
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levels, are ot leait parfiall); responsible for planning. Yet if vocationul educators were

to use Part B set=-aside funds to discover the universe of need and assess handicapped stu=-
dénfs to determine thelr fitness for occupational training, they would not only be duplicating
activities carried out by other divisions of educational agencies (special education and
research units, for example), but they would also be reducing the amount of funds available
to provide direct educational services to the handicapped.

Thus if long=-range plans are to be launched to provide comprehensive educational
programs for the handicapped, including vocational education, pertinent divisions of educa=
tional agenéiés == at both the state and local levels == must work together, At the very
least, special education divisions, vocational education divisions, research units, and
information ccllecting units should work together in planning programs for the handicapped,
Ideally, outside agencies, such as vocational rehabilifufion, should also be brought into
the planning process.

There was very little evidence of this kind of cooperation in most of the areas in
which the sample projects were located. When asked about the universe of need or the
establishment of priorities, most respondents expressed bewildermen!. "Planning," if it
can be called that, consisted mainly of getting together with special educators to determine
what kind of a project should be funded and what types of students should be referred to
the project. The objective was to spend the funds (Part B set=aside) available from the
states.

Part of the problem is due to the aforementioned fragmentation of educational res=
ponsibilities. It is doubtful that coordinated planning for the handicapped will take place

until a policy is set calling for coordination in the planning of all educational programs.
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Summary
Prior to the 1968 amendments to the Vocational Education Act of 1943, policy

regarding education for the seriously handﬂicoppea was not a primary concern of educational
policy makers ot either the state or local levels. Since the amendments, state and local
educational officials have been forced to ¢"2vote some attention to the handicapped. There
is evidence to indicate that the amendments have spu-red class action suits ugainst educa=
tional agencies in behalf of the handicapped and that these suits, in turn, have resqlfed

in universal education legislation in some states. Because of these developments, overall
policy toward providing educati al services, including vocc;fional education, to the handi=
capped appears to be emerging. However, clearly articulated policies and coordinated
planning have not yet occurred in most areas, although some areas are far more advanced
fhaﬁ others. Nevertheless, it is certain that since the passage of the 1968 amendments,
projects have been funded for the handicapped in all states - projects that did not exist
prior to 1968,

Project Administration

The amount of Part B set=aside funds that were allocated to individual projects
constituted a miniscule proportion of aIAI funds administered by local education agencies
and schools. Perhaps for this reason it was relatively easy for local education agencies
and schools to absorb the administrative costs of the Part B program, Certainly as Tables
11.8 and 11,9 indicate, the vast majority of Part B set-aside funds, expended betveen
school years 1972~73 and 1973-74, were spent for direct services to the handicapped.
This was one of the most positive findings of the project level assessment,

This section contains an analysis of the allocation of Part B set-aside funds, by -

cost category, and an exploration of the administrative techniques employed by local




-102-

education agencies and schools in conducting th. set-aside program. It shoi:|d be kept
in mind that the two pi'ecedi_ng sections discussed problems associated with management

information systems and planning, both of which are administrative functions. They were

treated separately because the issues they raise appeared to warrant special attention.

Allocation of Funds

Data regarding the allocation of funds, by cost category, were collected for both
school year 1972-73 (the base year) and school year 1973-74, Data regarding school year
1972=73 were pres;.umably complete, whereas cost figures for school year 1973-74 (which
was still in progress at the time of the study) were "caticipated" cost figures. Nevertheless,
‘comparisons between the complete 1972-73 fund allocations and anticipated 1973-74
allocations resulted ir highly significant findings.

Table 11.8 shows the allocation of funds, by cost category, for the base year 1972-73;
the corresponding figures for school year 1973-74 are shown in Table 11.9 (all cost alloca=
tion figures are for the 61 "traditional" projects included in the representative sample).

The term "contact staff" means personnel who work directly with handi capped students;
e.g., instructors, counselors, therapists, and so forth. "Nonconfact" staff are personnel
“whose regular work does not bring them into contact with the students; e.é., administrative
staff, clerical workers, maintenance personnel, and the like. The term "combined costs"
means the total of federal, state, and local funds allocated for the program.

The information confained in the two tcbles is far from complete. In 1972-73,
combined costs were not available,l‘or nine projects, or 15 percent of the sample, and

federal costs were not available for ten projects, or 17 percent of the sample.- In 1973-74,

combined and federal costs were not available for nine projects. Of the cost figures
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Table 11.8

Allocation of Funds by Cost Category == Reprasentative Sample
of Vocational Education Projec's for
the Handicapped in Nineteen States
(61 traditional projects; 1¥/2-73)

“Fercent Percent

of of

Category Combined  Percent Fec 2ral Total Federal

Total known $2,460,552 100%  $1,822,786 74%  100%

Total known (with e | : '
cost breakdowns 2,395,492 100 1,613,586 67 100
Contact staff 1,835,860 75 1,346,984 73 83
Noncontact staff 111,074 05 84,463 76 05
Facilities : 12,989 01 7,868 61 01
Equipment 135,633 05 74,746 55 05
Materials and supplies 61,064 03 30,079 49 02
Other ___238,902 09 __ 69,446 29 04
Totals by breakdown $2,395,492 1,613,586 -
Table 11.9

Allocations of Funds by Cost Category =- Representative Sample
of Vocational Education Projects for
'he Handicapped in Nineteen States
(61 traditional projects; 1973-74)

Percent Percent

of of

Category Combined  Percent Federal Total Federal

Total known $4,069,372  100%  $2,349,211 8%  100%

Total known (by ‘

cost breakdown 3,619,647 100 2,074,548 57 100
Contact staff 2,543,097 70 1,445,450 57 70
Noncontact staff 265,644 07 179,965 67 09
Facilities 24,175 01 1,650 06 -
Equipment 309, 527 09 249,742 81 12

Materials and supplies 100,537 03 77,012 77 04
Other 376,667 10 120,729 32 05

Totals (by breakdown)  $3,819,847 $2,074,548

\)‘ Bt e N 4 A ey 0 e -




obtained, breakouts b cost category were not available for 10 percent of the known
federal expenditures it 1972-73 and 11 percent of both the known combined and federal
expenditures in 1973-74, |

Table 11.8 reveals that of the known 1972=73 expenditures, 83 percent were spent
for contact staff, equipment, materials, and supplies; only 6 percent-were allocated for
noncontact staff and facilities. Most of fhé funds in the "other" category were spent for
the transportation of students to schools and to work sites. Thus it can be concluded that
approximately 93 percent of all known funds allocated for the program in 1972-73 were
used to provide direct services to handicapped students. OF all federal funds, 92 percent
were used for direct services. The figures for the 1973-74 school year were approximately
the same. |

A highly significant finding emerges {rom a comparison of fund allocations between

school years 1972-73 and 1973-74: |In 1972-73, fedefgl funds accounted for 74 percent

of the total expenditures; the corresponding figure for 1973-74 was only 58 percent. A

check was made to see if this trend held for all 92 projects included in the project level
sample, both representative and nonrepresentative. Of all known funds allocated in 1972-73
for the 92 projects, 67 percent were federal; the corresponding figure for school year 1973-74
was only 56 percent. This was true even though federal allocations for 1973-74 were 23
percent higher than for 1972-73. This means that the Part B set=aside program had an
accelerating effect on state and local contributions to vocational education programs for
the handicapped == a highly significant fact.

Other findings emerging from the comparison between the two years were:

1. The percentages of both combined and federal allocations for contact staff

dropped a few points between the two years, and the percentages for noncontact
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staff increased a few points, This probably reflected increased administrative
costs due to program expansion.
2. Allocations for equipment increased significantly in 1973-74; the percegtage
of federal allocations for equipment rose eight percentage points between
1972-73 and 1973-74. | S
The most important findings of this analysis, however, are that the majority of.federeal,
state, and local funds all-~ated for the Part B set-aside prog.ram were expended for direct
services to the handicapped, and that the program served to increase state and local contri~
butions to vocafiondl education programs for the handicapped.

Organizational Structure

Part B set-aside programs were for the most part absorbed into the already existing
organizational structures of the schools in which they took place: vocational high schools,
regional vocational education centers, comprehensive high schools, aqd institutions for
the handicapped, among others. This is why, as Tables I1.8 and 11.9 show, the costs of
administering set-aside programs were relatively iow. - Most of the staff hired with set=
aside funds were "contact"” staff; that is, personnel who work directly with handicapped
students. Cn the other hand, the absorption of set=aside programs into traditional adminis=
trative structures tended to diffuse their special missions. The handicapped program was
just another "special" program the schools had to administer.

The amount of funds received by a single s&hool to carry out a "project" constituted
such a siall percentage of all funds administered by the school (and were subject to year-
to-year federal appropriations) that priority given to the handicapped program was generally

no higher (and often iower) than priorities given to other programs administered by the
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school. This deficiency was often balanced by the enthusiasm and aggressiveness of
personnel hired to conduct projects. Such personnel usually chose to work in the project

and were highly committed to special education, They made it their business to avoid

as much red tape as possible and to force administrative decisions on issues important to
the program. Yet in the absence of such enthusiastic and dedicated personnel,' the projects
were apt to be lost in the arganizational wilderness of most schools, especially large
comprehensive and vocational high schools.

Table 11.10 shows the distribution of projects by type of school for all 92 projects
included in t!.: project level assessment., About 60 percent of all projects included in
the sample took place in either comprehensive or vocational high schools. Approximately
40 percent were in institutions exclusively for the handicapped, Which included nine
sheltered workshops.

Table 11.10

Breakdown of 92 Vocational Education Projects for the Handi=
' capped in 24 States by Type of Institution

(1973-74)
Type of Institution Number of Projects . Percent -
Total ‘ 92 100%
Ex. for the handicapped ‘ 38 30
Sarandary compreheneis: 42 @k
Secondury vocutional 12 : 13
Other 2 02

I T N R o 2 Y P B . - - - -ty R — . - . ‘o mmas P m s et SR g agn e S

iviost projecrs were olganized with a project direcror reporting directly to a principoi,
assistant superintendent (for specic| education), or superintendent of schools. Under the

project director was the project staff, In instances where there were a number of schools
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included as part of a single project or whére local education agencies were funded rather |
than proiec;s, the project organization was generally determined by the size of the school
district, In large school districts, the person at the local ¢ducation ageﬁcy level in charge
of special needs (ge‘nerally an assistant superintendent) coordinated the project. In small
school districts (and in projects that took place in a single school), school prir.cipals were
responsible for the implementation and day-to-day operation of the project .,

Staffing

Personnel whose salaries were paid by set-aside funds were primarily instructors ==
either vocational education i}nsfrucfors for skills training or special education personnel
for prevocational training. Funds were also expended for "evaluators" in diagnostic centers
and for paraprofessional's and teacher aides.

Almost all instructors employed by the program met state standards for certification
in either special education or vocational education. Those who had not met state certifica-
tion requirements were in the process of afquiring their credentials.

On the whole, project personnel were selected from inside the school system, either
from vocational education or special education, Those from vocational education who
were teaching special classes usually volunteered for the positions. In Oklahoma the four
projects included in the sample (two of which we.re‘;fafewide) were administered by the
department of public welfare. The two statewide projects were under the auspices of
vocational rehabilitation which, in Oklahoma, is under the public welfare umbrella.

Use of Nonproject Staff and Support

Most projects were self=contained; i.e., whatever services were provided to the

students were provided by the projects themselves without help from outside organizations,
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Occasionally there were ties established with vocational rehabilitation, but these were
rare. The school district was responsible for providing academic instruction; but in many
instances, enrollment in the project was the sum and substance of the handicapped students'
school activities. In Ohio's larger cities, "coordinators of special needs" were funded

(50 percent by the state and 50 percent by the local education agency). One of their
responsibilities was to promote services from both within and without the educational. es=
tablishment for handicapped students, However, in most instances, the nonproject staff
and support, if it existed in more than a few projects, was not readily definable.

Staff Trainin_g_

In .all projects included in the sample, staff training was accomplished 'informally.
Rarely was a class established to train staff for a specific project. All of the state schools,
and approximately”lo percent of the local schools, provided a semiformal orientation
program for new teachers and other personnel, but this was about the extent of the "staff
training" provided at the project level, However, most school districts encouraged staff
to attend university courses,~ state seminars, AMIDS programs, and other training opportunities,
and provided released time for such training. |

Project Involvements

Parents

The project administrators and staff generally agreed that parental involvement in
most of the projects was extremely limited, Parents did not seek out project staff for con-
ferences. Nor did project staff encourage parents to become involved in the operation

of the project. OF course, parents received whatever report cards the school issued and

were sometimes called to the schools for conferences, but such procedures were normal for




all students, handicapped and non-handicapped. Data emerging from the parent inter=
views (Part Ill) indicate that the schools made genuine efforts to notify parents that thelr
children had been placed in special programs. There was, however, some indication that
occasionally parents learned about the program after the fact, and without benefit of
bersonal contact from school or program administrators.,

The involvement of parents appeared to be most active in small projects and/or
in projects located in institutions not exclusively for the handicapped. The lack of parental
involvement in state schools (exclusively for the handicapped) was due primarily to dis=
tances between the schools (where the students resided) and their homes.

Advisory Committees

Although vocational education advisory committees existed in most local education
agencies, their impact on the Part B set-aside program was at best indirect and at worst
nonexistent, Most project personnel knew that advisory committees existed, but few had
any contact with them or knew who the members of the committees were or what interests
they represented, Where committees were active, they had an indirect effect on program=
ming for the handicapped by recommending or approving occupational training (for the
whole school or the local education agency == not specifically for the handicapped program),
but they did not concern themselves with educational programs for the handicapped in

particular,

Relationships between Vocational Education and Special Education
One of the most significant findings of the administrative assessment is that the
relationship between vocational education and special education at the local level was

50 close that it was often difficult to distinguish between them. Considering that the two
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agencies often appeared to be separate "Baltic states" at the state level, this came
somewhat as a surprise. In hindsight, however, it is easy to see how the two grew so

close together. First, the organizational relationship between the two agencies was

quite different at the local level; both reported directly to the same superior == the
superintendent of schools == and both were concerned with the implementation of actual
programs. State and national administrators were once and twice removed from the "firifig
line," thus bureaucratic concerns were more apt to take precedence over program concerns.
Party lines were more clearly drawn and adhered to, and both sought support for their
respective positions within their respective organizational channels.

At the local level, both agencies found themselves mutuclly dependent on each other.
When vocational education administrators, who in the past have had very little experience
in serving the handicapped, were asked to implement vocational programs for the handi=
capped, it was only natural that they turned to special education. By the same token,
when funds were made available for hand.icapped programming through vocational education,
special education administrators, anxious to provide vocational components for their con=
stituents, sought out vocational education administrators. The result was that old differences
began to disappear as both sought to provide services for handicapped students,

Thus in most areas, the two agencies were working very closely together. In some
cases, special education personnel served as project directors under principals of vocational
schools or school directors of vocational education; in others, vocational education in=
structors worked under special education personnel, and in some cases, special education
teachers were responsible for prevocational training, while vocational instructors were

responsible for skills training, In all but a few cases, cooperation between the two types

of educators was close.
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Of course, disagreements did arise, For example, the vocational instructor of

one .roject explained that one of the problems’ he had to face was the tendency of mentally
retarded students to be overly physical in expressing their appreciation to instructors.,
At first," he said, "they are all over the teachers, hugging them, trying to climb on
their laps and hold their hands." He went on to explain how necessary it was to break
them of this fendvency, "to establish some distance from the teachers, and to teach them
to look for satisfaction in the task itself, rather than in teacher approval." The special
education teacher, on the other hand, said that one of his major problems was that the
‘vocational instructors did not understand the need of mentally retarded students for "con=
crete and positive reinforcement.” He said that many mentally retarded students did not
progress because of this lack of understanding on the part of vocational instructors,

| This is a classic example of the kind of disd;g::eemenf that arose between special
education and vocational education personnel. Vocational instructors were "job oriented";
special education teachers were "student oriented." Yet by working together in uctual
training situations, the instructors were able to reach compromises. In the final analysis,
this give and take between special and vocational education personnel probably had a
beneficial effect on the handicapped students they were serving.

Reporting Requirements

Considering the lack of program information available at the local level (described
in the first section of this part), it not surprising that reporting requirements imposed on
project administrators by principals, log:al education agencies, and state administrators
were minimal. Usually the only ones required were fiscal reports (to the states). Seldom

were outcomes and follow=up reports required at any level (Michigan was a notable exception).




~112-

Thus whatever outcomes and follow=up records were kept depended solely upon the
initiative of project administrators,
Summary

Most of the administrative cost§ of the Part B sef-osfde program were absorbed by
the sponsoring schools and institutions. More than 90 percent of the federal funds expended
for a representative sample of projects for the handicapped in nineteen states were spent
for direct educational services. The percentage of federal funds to support the program
dropped between eleven and sixteen percentage points between school years 1972-73 and
1973-74, thus indicating that the Part B set-aside program had an accelerating effect on
state and local contributions to vocational programming for the handicapped.

One of the reasons for the low administrative cost of the program was that projects
were absorbed into the existiné organizational and administrative structures of the sponsoring
schools or institutions.

The projects were in most cases self-contained, using few resources from agencies
outside the education system. Parental involvement in most projects was minimal, and
very little use was made of advisory committees.

The relationship between vocational educ.:afion and special education at the local
Igvel was much closer than similgr relationships at the state and federal levels. Although
disagreements arose between the two agencies, compromises were reached, and cooperation,
based on mutual dependence, was close.

The Instructional Program

The interviews (summarized in Part |l1) indicated that both students and parents

expressed extremely favorable attitudes toward the projects in which they or their children
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were enrolled. If one can judge solely from expressed attitudes, the Part B set=aside
program appeared to be a success. Six out of ten project complefers; (who were no longer
in school) held jobs ot the time the interviews took place. Because of the absence of a
control group, it was impossible -to determine whether project participants were more
successful in finding jobs than their handicapped counterparts who did not participate in
the'program. Nevertheless, considering that most of the students interviewed were classi=
fied as "mentally retarded, " the program's placement rate appeared to be good,

It should be bome in mind, however, that student and parent attitudes may have
been biased by two factors: (1) many, if not most, of the students were in programs designed
to serve their specific needs for the first time in their school careers, and (2) mentally
retarded students (who constituted a majority of the students interviewed) are more likely
to be positive about school than their non-handicapped counterparts. Moreover, the extent
to which the training was responsible for placements was impossible to determine,

The above comments are not meant to downgrade the findings of Part 1lI, but to
put them into perspective. If one can judge from the 92 projects included in the project
sample, there are wide variations in both the type and quality of projects funded throughout
the country under the Part B set-aside, The goals of programs include at least the following:
diagnosis and assessment, prevocational training, the provision of counseling services, the
acquisition of special equipment, and of course, skills training. ‘The clientele ranges from
the severely mentally retarded and emotionally disturbed to high level (or borderiine)
educable mentally retarded individuals, The teaching techniques vary from rudirﬁenfcry
to highly sophisticated, and the training that teachers receive in serving the h~~“icapped
ranges from nonexistent to graduate degrees in special education. Projects are regular,

special, and a combination of the two, and they are operating in depressed rural areas




-114-

)

and in suburban and urban areas with varying unemployment rates and industrial mixes,
The instructional content, for example, runs the gamut of a program in New York City
to teach trainable mentally retarded students how to travel on the subway to a highly
sophisticated skills training program in the suburbs of Detrolt for students with several
different types of handicaps.

Indeed the variations encountered in the field were so great that it was impossible
to synthesize the 92 projects into categories of vocational programming for the handicapped;
and in some ways, the overall program defied analysis =~ statistical or otherwise. Most
important of all, without understanding the difficulties encountered daily by project «d=
ministrators and instructors == who in many cases must settle for "small victories" == an
analytical presenfoﬁon would lack meaning.

The project descriptions presented below, taken directly from notes made by researchers
on site, are meant to communicate the éomplexify of the overall program, the effect of
various environments and clienteles on project content, and fhe. day=-to-day unfolding of
programs as seen from the point of view of instructors and administrators, The descriptions
are followed by discussions of: (1) selection and referral, (2) curriculum and teaching
methods, (3) guidance and counseling, (4) equipménf and materials, and (5) outcomes
information,

Project Descriptions

The projects described below illustrate not only the diversity of programming through-
out the nation but also the fhorny problems faced by administrators and instructors in imple=
menting the Part B set-aside progrum. In some cases, they provide a "feel" for what goes
on day to day in the classroom and raise serious questions regarding expected outcomes,

They also point up the difficulties in attempting to assess, ("evaluate") such a diverse program.




The researchers' notes, upon which the descriptions are based, were edited to

eliminate subjective opinion, but otherwise were left intact. However, the names of

teachers and students (where they were mentioned) were changed for reasons of privacy.

A Small Town in the Southwest

(Observation of a fe.am of three insfrUct-ors teaching "related" subjects to horticulture,
food service, and laundry service students.) About fourteen students were scattered around
three tables coloring a dittoed picture of an iron and the letter |, folloning step-by=step
instructions given by William, the horticulture teacher, and Mary, the food service teacher.
Williom is easygoing and warm. When he talks to students or passes them, he puts his
hand on their shoulders, He rarely speaks without a grin, and the students seem eager
to please him. Mary, on the other hand, speaks formally, like a teacher. "To whom do
we say please ?" she asks, "I didn't see a hand raised, William,"

Marjorie, a black student, legally blind, and brighter and more forward than most,
would banter humorously with Witliam, then cringe away when Mary spoke to her.

The third teacher had a "you're not going to get away with anything" game going
with one student. The student would hold his picture up to show K&F. She'd say, "that
cord isn't finished, Jim." Jim was only interested in the game he was playing with her,

though he was getting his work done.

All of the students but two seemed either severely retarded or disturbed. Several
had serious physical problems. Only one seemed capable of reading. They were heavily
dependent on attention from the teacher. A few would lapse into complete inactivity when
direct attention was not being paid to them. Most weuld respond strongly to personal attention.
They were being taught to follow instructions carefully: "When you finish coloring

the cord on the iron, stop. Wait for us"; or: "Remember to outline the handle before you
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color it." Motor control . . . Bill's hands fiapped sloppily, but somehow he managed
to keep most of the colors inside the lines, Colors . . . Marjorie, almost totally blind,
writes her name in perfect script, each Ieffer a different color. Manners . . . classroom
behavior.

"At other times", William says, "they tie their shoes, brush their teeth, f:omb their
hair" == all the minute details of existence, and simple day-to-day tasks are slowly and
carefully presented. Most of the students try hard to Iearn, mzuinly to please the teachers.
Mary says that this "doing for the feachef"vi.s what gives her so much satistactici ~- more

than she would get in the "disrespectful" atmosphere of a regular classroom,

A Large Northeastern City

The Part B programs consist of two woodworking classes in the basement of a junior
high school. All the students are classified as educable mentally retarded, most black
or Puerto Rican. The first class is taught by a ref.ired cabinetmaker, mild mannered, soft
spoken, and patient; the second by a six-foot seven-inch giant in his mid=twenties, Both
are white. The atmosphere in the retired cabinetmaker's class is calm but busy. All of
the students are working on "projects"; the instructor goes from table to table offering help
and advice. Although he keeps his distance, he seldom touches the sfudénfs; they seem
to like him., He says: "These kids are slower than most, but | don't think it's because
they are mentally retarded. They just fell behind in school from the first grade up, and
now they're in trouble. The problem is that most of them will never become carpenters;
some of them have no talent for it at all. | don't know what courses they should be taking,
but it's obvious fhcf.mosf of them should be receiving some other kind of training."

The atmosphere in the second class is hostile, and the huge instructor is a frank,

blunt man. He says that he's in the wrong job. "I wasn't meant to be a baby sitter. "
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Like the first teacher, he says that his students are not mentally retarded. "They're
discipline problems, and the reason they hired me is because I'm a big white man among
small black students, | was hired to scare them." He complains about the educafional
approach: "All they're interested in here is having the kids do 'projects' so that they can
display them out in the hall." He complains about the materials;: "Look at that lumber,
It's so green and warped that it's impossible to do anything with it,"

The new principal said later that the second teacher's application for a transfer is

now being processed,

A Midwestern Suburb

More than a hundred handicapped students from five different school districts are
referred to a regional vocational center for skills training. The students spend one=half
day in their regular schools and one=half day at the vocational center. At the center,
the students are placed in fifteen different skills training classes with regular (non=handicapped)
students, and two classes which combine the handicapped with the disadvantaged, The
latter two classes are "janitorial services" and "health services" (mainly nurse's aide).

The school is new and modern, and the equipment is excellent, The special education
teacher who administers the project (under the direction of the principal) keeps meticulous
records, sees to it that the placement and counseling services of the school are made avail~
able to "her students," and conducts follow=up studies,

When students are referred to regular classes, the instructors are not told that the
students are handicapped. This leads to endless speculation among the instructors, "I
suspect, " says the distributive educatién teacher, "that those two are yours," The special
education teacher immediately changes the subject. Similar remarks were heard in other

classes,




In another situation, five whites who aré severely mentally retarded are enrolled

in the anitorial class with four disadvantaged blacks. "What are the eleven steps for

sfripping"apa finishing this floor?" the instructor asks. |mmediately, five white hands
go up in the air. "How about you, Tony ?" he asks one of the black students. Tony smiles
and starts to answer, but he only gets to the third step.

Finally Tony says: "Look, | know how to clean this Floor. | don't need those eleven
steps."

The white hands are persistent. The teacher calls on a boy with a severe speech
defect. He laboriously describes fhe'eleven. steps and smiles delightedly when the teacher
complimenfs him.

Later, out in the hall, the special education teacher says that it's "not good practice”
to mix the handicapped with the disadvantaged unless normal students are also enrolled.
"But, what can we do? Those mentally retarded boys you just saw can be trained to be
janitors and can be placed in jobs. The disadvantaged kids can't make it in more skilled
classes because they're way behind educationally. Yet they can be placed as janitors
and there's good money in janitorial jobs. So we put them in together. Of course, it's
impossible to get non-handicapped, non-disadvantaged kids to enroll in the janitorial

program."

In other, regular classes, the special educatior teacher talks in sign language with

her deaf students. "How do you communicate with the deaf?" the instructor of a printing
class is asked.
"Oh, it's not much of a problem. Usually, | can get across a point by gestures, but

sometimes we have to communicate through notes," he answers.
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The project is tightly administered, the instructional program appears to be excellent,
and the placement record is good.

Institutional Prggrom

The school is located in an old building in a rundown area of o.lorge northeastern
city; but inside, the building is impeccably moihfuined, attractive and excellently equipped.
The school provides vocational training for seriously crippled children, including epileptics,
diabetics, and victims of cerebral palsy cnd muscular dystrophy, among others. Part B
set-aside funds are used to partially finance a graphic arts course for students already
enrolled in the school, The program is designed for eighth and ninth grade students as
well as high school students, During its two years of existence, the graphic arts program
has placed more than 70 per;enf of its graduates.,

The principal explains that one of the purposes of the school is to insti'l confidence
in the students.. "We make them perform as much as possible. We give music lessons,
speech lessons, and drama lessons, as well as provide vocational education." After lunch,
ff\e students present scenes from "Hamlet." tre boy who plays Hamlet has severe cerebral
palsy, and the girl who plays his mother performs from a wheel chair. Their fellow students
cheer the players enthusiastically. The principal explains that the boy who played Hamlet
was afraid to do onyfhirig for himself when he first came to the school. "His parents put

him in o corner and did everything for him. Can you imagine what that applause means
to him?"

Sheltered Workshop

Five towns and a state school for the educable mentally retarded in a New England

state joined together to administer a sheltered workshop. About 50 percent of the stuclents




are from the state school and 50 percent from the five towns, The program is divided
into two phases: prevocational and full=time work. The prevocational phase is run on
a regular school schedule; the students spend one=half day in their regular schools and
one=half day in the prevocational program. The work phase is full time, for twelve months
a year, including two weeks' vacation.

One- of the goals of the program is to place students in advanced training and/or
in outside jobs. However, the program has not been in operation long enough to determine
whether this goal is realistic.

Work Experience Program

The pregram is operating in a rural area of a Middle Atlantic state. Part B funds
are used to fund three work experience coordinators, none of whom work exclusively with
the handicapped. They work in the eleven schools of vu./'ha.f is called an "intermediate unit,"
Both special education and vocational education are heavily involved in the intermediate
units, but cooperation between the two is not yet "total." The coordinators administer
an "employment «.rientation" program, and Jevelop on=the=job training work stations.,

One of the biggest problems they have is finding adequate transportation (in a rural
area) for handicapped students. They also complain that they have been unsuccessful in
gaining the cooperation of "the old industriul arts department." The coordinators would
like to use the industrial arts facilities for their employment orientation program, but
‘the industrial arts director does not want to be associated with anything that “smacks of
'orientation' or 'prevocational’ training."

The intermediate unit has developed a "handbook" for work experience coordinators,
It includes a list of several thousand jobs that coordinators should keep in mind when looking

for work experience stations,
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Di_agnosfic Unit

This project, operating in a large southem city, consists of a mobile Singer-Graflex
vocc;fional evaluation trailer, including ten testing units, which moves from one high school
to another throughout the year. Approximately 308 students (not all handicapped) were
evaluated during school year 1973-74 == 162 blacks and seventeen whites; 145 boys and
34 girls. Separate evaluation sheets are preparéd for the students, indicating how well
they performed at each testing station. Copies go to the students' teachers and guidance
counselors, but fh-ere is no follow up. The evaluation unit director doubted that student
programs are modified as a result of the evaluations, Students spend one 2-1/2 hour period
per week (for one to ten weeks, depending on how many units they wish to attempt) in the
diagnostic lab.

The director of this particular testing unit claimed that he had no problem applying
the norms that Singer has established to handicapped students, a common criticism of
Singer raised by the directors of other such units, However, the director also admitted
that he has had no training in the use of the Singer-Graflex unit,

Summary_

Of the seven projects described above, three could be rated as average, two above
average, and two slightly below average. Taken together, however, they illustrate many
of the problems associated with the implementation of vocational education programs for
the handicapped. For example, what kinds of outcomes are expected for programs that
deal with trainable retarded students == students who do not even know how to tie their

shoelaces or whose attention span is extremely limited? Some states, Michigan is an

example, have decided that vocational education is not the proper answer for "trainables"




and have therefore limited their progrars to "educables" and other handicapped individuals,
Yet a horticulture program for trainables in Texas claims an 80 percent placement rate
for its completers,

The. two woodworking instructors doubted that their students were actually mentally
retarded, as they were classified, One of the instructors complained that most of his
students were in the wrong course; the other was obviously not suited to teaching the handi-
capped. The Singer-Graflex program seemed to operate in a vacuum == only marginally
connected with the students' regular school program -~ and the director of the program
was untrained in the equipment he was operating. Confusion between "handicapped"”
on.d "disodvohfuged" individuals was rampant throughout the program; and in some cases,
so=called disadvantaged students "lost face" by being placed in classes with the mentally
retarded. Conflicts between vocutional and special education appeared in the work ex~
perience prograni, and sheltered workshops -- even though they ure considered anachronistic
by many modern educators == were still being established.

Nevertheless, the projects were serving the handicapped, and most students and
their parents were grateful for them, The negative aspects of the programs were emphasized
only to illustrate the complexity of the problems associated with initiating a vocational
education program for the handicapped. Thus the project descriptions should serve as
a base for the cliscussions which follow.

Selecfio_n and Referral

Two types of evaluations were made of students placed in vocational education
programs for the hohdicopped: (1) evaluation and classification of handicapping cor.dition,
and (2) evaluation of student aptitudes, The first was not a responsibility of vocational

education; the second was sometimes, but not always, a vocational education responsibility.
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Sources of Referrals

The most common sources of referrals for broiecfs in comprehensive and vocational
high schoc;ls were special education classes either in the high schools or in the elementary
schools of the districts. Students enrolled in "regular" classes were sometimes referred
to the projects by instructors and/or guicjance counselors, but they constituted a minority
of the enrollment in the overall program.

In insfifufions for the handicapped, students already enrolled were placed in the
Part B set-aside projects. Sheltered workshops enrolled students from institutions, special
education classes, and in a few cases, youngsters who were not enrolled in schools or
students who had completed skills training programs but were not yet ready for ‘oufside
-employment,

Almost all trainable and low-level educable mentally retarded students were referred
to the Part B set-aside program by special education teachers. On the other hand, high-
level educable mentally retarded students, fs well as students classified as "learning dis-
abled" or "emotionally disturbed," were often referred from regular classes. Most of the
physically handicapped were in institutions, but a few were referred from regular and
special education classes.

Screening, Diagnosis, and Evaluation

Virtually all of the student evaluations observed during the couse of the project
level assessment were of the "student aptitude" type == orientation and prevocational
programs. (which included assessment components), and mobile and stationary ass. ssment
and diagnostic units. These assessments, however, were not used to screen individuals in

or out of the program but to determine in which general area of vocational education they

should be placed.




. The evaluation and c_lassificafion of students by handicapping condition generally
occurred long before the students were referred to the vocational program, In all but a
few of the 25 sample states, formal evaluations of students by multidisciplinary teams
were mandated by state law, In a few states, however, evaluation and classification
was left up to teachers and/or guidance counselors. |t should be emphasized that rarely
if ever did vocational education or project personnel diagno§e and classify student handi-
caps; however, diagnosis and classification have never been considered a responsibilif}'
of vocational education.

Mevertheless, the question of screening and evaluation raised several issues. One
way the use of |Q tests alone to classify students as mentally retarded. There was a variety
of attempts being made to establish broader, less "culture~-bound" methods of classification.
Ancther was the lack of periodic reevaluations of students classified as handicapp'ed. The
concern was that once a student is classified as handicapped, he is so labeled for the re-
mainder of his school career, or for lifé. Several states (Massachusetts and Pennsylvania,
for example‘)‘bdssed laws requiring periodic reevaluation of students classified as mentally
retarded, serfously emotionally disturbed, or qurning disabled,?

In areas where minority populations were large, one of the most sensitive and emotion=
packed issues was the classification of minority students in one of the mentally handicapped
categories. One southern administrator said that when a program is "black-heavy," due
to the "misclassification" of black students, the result is that white students who are

"legitimately" retarded are not served. In many large cities, teachers and administrators

.5|:-I—R69, which permits parents access to school records, will probably make the labeling
of students an unlikely occurrence.
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were openly cynical about a classification system that produced handicapped classes that
~ were made up almost solely of minorities, "Look around you," said one teacher, "notice
the color of my students. lsn't it interesting that all of them are black ?"

Criteria for Handicapping Condition

® o 2eg e

For students enrolled in the set-aside program, there were no problems in classifying
physically handicapped or trainable mentally retarded students, The vast majority of the
more severely handicapped students was already in institutions and obviously in need of
special attention. One issue that arose, however, was whether "trainables" should be
referred into vocational education programs. A large majority of the administrators and
instructors interviewed believed that the set-aside program should be reserved for those
handicapped individuals who had the potential for competing on an equal basis in the
labor market. Trainables, they contended, did not have this potential,

As for the classification of students as educable mentally retarded == there were
two problems, one relating to the aforementioned IQ scores, and one to the difference
between mentally retarded and "disadvantaged" students. An |G of 75 was th'e standard
cutoff flor educables in most areas of the country, but in sore it ranged up to 85. Most
school districts held well-to-estaklished cutoffs, but the IC test, as a measure of mental
retardation, wos being challenged in many aieas of the country == especially in large
metropolitan areas.

In smaller schools, no attempt was made to separate educables from the disadvantaged,
"The disadvantaged are handicapped, " said one administrator. "{en out of ten handicupped
‘are disadvantaged and ten out of ten disadvantaged are handicapped, " said another. While

projects where this attitude prevailed were a minority, they did exist, and in some cases
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they existed out of what administrators believed was necessity. "If we didn't lum. our
handicapped and disadvantaged together," said a project director in a smal: midwestern
town, "we might not have enough kids in either category to qualify for state grants."

The most nebulous of ali categories was "emotionally disturbed" and "learning dis=
ability." Both were based primarily on behavioral definitions. Thus if a student was having
or causing trouble, he might very well be labeled as emotionally disturbed or leaming
disabled, [f such a policy were carried to the extreme, all students who did not conform
to a prescribed "norm" could be classified as "handicapped.” In a few states, instead
of classifying students in existing categories, they created new ones ("socially malad[usfed; "
for example, or "educationally handicapped").

It should be emphasized that most of the personnel interviewed in connection with
the project level assessment were "project" or vocatisnal education administrators and
instructors, Their knowledge of the evaluation and diagnosiz process was at best super=
ficial. "We accept whomever they send us," one project director said, "Classification
by handicap is not our can of worms." It was not possible, therefore, to assess the evalua=
tion and diagnosis process in depth. Nevertheless, there v/ere many indications that the
classification of students in mentally handicapped categories (cxcept trainable mentally
retarded) was a.source of tension to educators, students, and the general public.

Educational Plans

One of the purposes of multidiscipline evaluation teams and aptitude and assessment
programs was to work out an educational plan for each individual student. Such plans included
the kinds of academic or remedial basic education the student should receive and the

vocational area in which he should be placed. These plans served the function of steering
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students into specific programs, but once they were placed in programs, the plans were
generally forgotien. In some of the smaller projects, recards were kept in an informal |
and personal manner, yet they often included the kind of detail that was conducive to
fhe development of individual program goals. In a New York City project, for example,
daily records were kept of student activities and progress, and plans for each succeeding
day were worked out in advance, One Michigan project used a computer to prepare on
a waelly basis a unique set of activities for each student, based on the student's abilities, |
accomplishments to date, and gori's, |

Such projects, however, were exceptions, The general rule in most projects was
that students would work together on the same topics for the same length of time = toward
prederermined course goals that existed before the students were placed in the classes.,
This general focus would narrow to the individual only when students were placed in work
experience situations, Even then, student in=school activities would not be geared to
individual needs,

Curriculum and Teaching Methods

In the early days of the Part B set-aside program, a substantial portion of the funds
were spent on curriculum development. Researchers refﬁur;wed from the field with reams
of this kind of material from virtually every state. It covered every vocational area and
broke courses down into medules geared to individualized instruction techniques, In some
of the newer regional schools and/or institutions this material, as well as more sophisticated
curricula developed by universities, was being used. In the majority of the projects,
however, curricula and teaching techniques were far more traditional.

New York is one of the states that has developed some excellent curriculum materials.

Yet when a small motor repair teacher in upstate New York was asked about his curriculurﬁ,
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he replied: "When they can fix all of the things | can think of to mess up this engine

with, then they've leamed what | have to teach them," Individualized instruction in

a small Texas project consisted of a young, weather-toughened lawn maintenance instructor,
wearing faded jeans and cowboy boots, hunkered down over an electric lawnmower, ex=-
ploring with two boys the reasons why the mower stopped running.

Nearly all of the instructors interviewed expressed a theoretical commitment to
individualized instruction, but as with "mainstreaming," that commitment had not yet
been translated into action == except to the extent that "hands=on" vocational training
(which by its very nature is individualized) is practiced.

The reasons for this discrepancy were that most classroom teachers did not have the
time to develop their own curricula, nor did they have access to materials that had already
been developed. Why the latter is true was unclear, but it is seldom that state developed
curriculum materials were found at the project level.

It was outside the scope of this study to assess the relationship between "innovative"
or traditional classroom techniques and the overall quality of programming. However,
the general imprassion that emerged was that the newer materials worked best in large
institutions for the handicapped, or in regional vocational centers which were equipped
with the latest teaching aides, and sometimes in computerized systems for deve loping
individualized educational plans. The lack of such equipment in smaller schools appeared
to render advanced curriculum techniques impractical. However, it should be emghasized
that in the smaller projects, the personal attention received by students was far greater
than it was in the larger, more "advanced" institutions, Most instructors throughout the
country, even those in modern schools and institutions, believed that personal, noncom-

gt ey masums

puterized, nonmachine attention was extremely important in serving the handicapped ==
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especially during the early phases of their training. The ideal would be a combination of
the two; but in many areas, especially rural and urban areas, the resources to achieve

this ideal were not available. In Dade County, Florida, this special attention was provided
to handicapped students in regular classrooms by aides, funded from Part B funds set aside
for that purpose.

Occupational Offerings and Range of Class Hours

The definition of vocational education contained in the 1968 amendments is, in
part, as follows:

. « « vocational or technical training or retraining which is given in schools

or classes (including field or laboratory work and remedial or related aca=

demic and technical instruction incident thereto) under public supervision

and control or under contract with a sta!2 board or local education agency |

and is conducted as part of a proaram designed to prepare individuals for

gainful employment or semiskilled or skilled workers or technicians or

subprofessionals in recognized occupations . . . (emphasis added).

This language indicates that vocational education for the handicapped means "skills
training," or training for "gainful employment" in skilléd, semiskilled or technical positions,
However, data taken from class enroliment figures for 71 of the 92 sample projects (Table
11.11) shows that 65 percent of the handicapped students enrolled in the 71 projects were
in non=skill training courses. Of these, 55 percent were enrolled in prevocational courses.

This raises the question of whether set~aside funds were in most instances being used
to fulfill the intent of the Act. For example, should non=skill training courses be financed

with vocational education funds or with other funds appropriated for the handicapped?
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Table 1. 11

Enroliment by Type of Training
(71 Projects)*

Type of Training EnrolIment - Percent of Total
Total 9,350 100%
Skills training 3,232 . 35
Non-=skills training 6,118 65
Skill training 3,232 100
Trade and industrial 2,065 . 64
Health occupations 277 - 09
General business 231 07
Agriculture 230 07
Gainful hcme economics 183 06
Distributive education 6% 02
Graphic arts 35 ' 01
Piano tuning ' 4 --
Other nonspecified 141 04
Non=skills training 6,118 100
Prevocational 3,371 55
Nongainful home economics** 829 14
Tutoring 796 13
Evaluation 416 07
Travel training 237 04
Sheltered workshops 214 : 03
Mini skills 140 02
Industrial arts 94 02
Other 21 --

*The fourteen "unique" projects were eliminated from the foble, occupational informa=
tion was not available for an additional seven projects.

**These projects were judged by research teams as "nongainful" home economics; they
were considered by project personnel, however, as "gainful ,"

The answer to this question depends to a great extent upon the types of handicapped indi-
viduals who are referred into the program. If trainable mentally retarded individuals are

referred to the vocational education program == and 12 percent of the total enrollment is
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classified as "trainable” == skills training may not always be possible. The same is true
for seriously but educable mentally retarded students, who were often enrolled in sheltered
workshops, and to many students who were classified as seriously emotionally disturbea
and leaming disabled.

These issues related once again to the absence of planning at any level for overall
educational services for the handicapped. It would seem that the first priority of the set=
.aside program should be to provide skills training for handicapped individuals who, although
they may need special educati;)nal services to succeed in vocational education programs,
were judged capable of competing on the open labor market with non=handicapped indi=.
viduals. If vocational education were to serve this target group, other funds (special
education funds, for example) could be used to provide non=skills training for those who
are not and never will be capable of competing on the open labor market. However, if
this were to happen, it would necessitate coordination of planning, from the local to the
national level, involving such agencies as special education, vocational education, re=-
search and statistics units, vocational rehabilitation, and perhaps other agencies. Such .
nlanning was not taking place in most of the areas visited in conjunction with the project
level assessment,

The courses in the 92 projects ranged over the entire spectrum of vocational education
offerings, but the largest number were in the trade and industrial category (primarily male),
home economics (primarily female), and prevocational (primarily younger students), As
in other programs, the range of training was considerably wider for men than fer women,
Most female students were enrolled in home economics, health occupations, and prevoca-

tional training. The remainder were scattered throughout distributive education and office
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ond clerical classes. OFf course, the number of occupational offerings inciuded in the
trade and industrial category is much larger than the number of occupations in the home

- wronomics and health occupations categories. This factor, more than any other, accounted
for the wider range of occupational training for men,

However, it should be noted that in the judgment of ORC researchers, most of the
home economics courses were not "gainful," even though they were o billed by project
staff. If this judgment is correct, the amount of skills tralning available te women in the
71 projects was very slight indeed.

One significant finding of the assessment is that there were few differences between
the types of skills training in which the mentally handicapped were enrolled and those in
which the physically handicapped and those with sensory handicaps were enrolled.

Table 11.12 shows the ranges oF'hours that students were enrolled in the represénfofive
sample of 61 traditional projects. Nearly 60 percent of the students spent between eleven
and twenty hours per week in the set-aside projects, and 34 percent spent more than twenty

hours in set-aside classes. Virtually all enrolled students had other school attachments

while enrolled in the projects.

Guidance and Counseling

Only a few of the larger projects paid for guidance and counseling personnel from
project funds. Most students enrolled in set-aside projects had other school attachments
and, theoretically ot least, had access to the regular school guidance and counseling staff.
Within the projects, project directors and work experience coordinators were most likely
to serve as surrogate counselors. The instructors of special classes and prevocational courses
were more likely to deal with the individual problems of their students than did instructors

of regular classes,
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Table 11,12

Range of Student Hours == Representative Sample of Vocational
Education Projects for the Handicapped in Nineteen States
(61 traditional projects)

Number Percent Number Percent
of of of of

Student Hours Projects Projects Enrollees enrollees
Total 61 100 7,071 100

Information not :

available 1 18 947 13
Known information 50 100 6,124 100
1to5 10 20 1,635 27
6to 10 9 18 910 15
1 to 15 14 28 1,083 18
16 to 20 7 14 407 07
20 or more 10 : 20 2,089 34

There was considerable involvement of regular guidance counselors in the selection,
testing, and referral process that brought students into the projects. However, although
there were widespread assurances that schosl counselors were always available to students
enrolled in the set-aside program, there was little evidence of actual involvement on a
day-to-day basis. As noted previously, the projects tended to become sélf-confoined.
Most student services, including guidance and counseling, were provided by project staff,

In the larger schools, nonproject staff were more involved in job placement and
orientation activities. In many instances, vocational rehabilitation staff provided place-
ment services; in others, regular vocational education work experience coordinators, in=

structors, and job development personnel worked with students in the set-aside component, |
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Equipment and Materials

The quality of equipment and materials did not appear to be a major concern to
most project personnel. Most rated available equipment as "adequate" or better. This
may be due to the fact that the majority of the students were in the educable mentally
retarded category and used the same equipment provided for regular classes, Most physically
handi capped students and those with sensory handicaps were enrolled in institutions that
in most cases were excellently equipped to deal with specific handicaps.

Yet it was apparent that the quality of equipment varied considerably throughout
the country. In the newer institutions and vocational centers, the equipment and materials

were up-to-date and of high quality. In the older institutions and many of the older voca-

"'fiom_l_ and comprehensive high schools, the equipment was more apt to be outdated and

in constant need of repair. The overall impression that emerged, however, was that project

.

S

personnel considered e;uipmenf and materials a low-priority item. There was little evidence
that they were acquainted with some of the more sophisticated equipment that has been
developed especially for the handicapped in recent years. The fact that only 5 percent

of Part B set-aside funds were used for the purchase of equipment und materials supports

this contention. On the other hand, one reason that administrators were reluctant to use
set=aside funds for the purchase of equipment and materials was that they wanted to avoid
the charge of using funds for the handicapped to purchase equipment and materials which

could be used by all students == handicapped and non-handicapped.

_Program Costs and Outcomes
The lack of cost and outcomes information was documented in the first section of

the project level assessment. The cost information presented in this section pertains to
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25 of the 64 traditional projects included in the representative sample =~ the only projects
for which cost information was complete. The outcomes information pertains to only 18
projects for which such information was complete,

-Project Costs

Because of the lack of placement and fol low=up information, it was not possible to
calculate costs per placement. However, for the 25 projects mentioned above, which
accounted for 36 percent of the enrollment in the 44 traditional projects, it was possible
to calculate per enrollee and per completer costs for school year 1972-73. The breakdown

was as fol lows:

Category Nomber Con
Total enrolIment (25 projects) 2,749
Total completers 1,456
Total combined (federal, stat.e, |
and local costs) $3,491,011
Total federal costs 1,268,490
Combined costs per enrollee | 1,270
* Federal costs per enrollee 462
Combined costs per completer 2,398 e
Federal costs per completer 871

It should be noted that federal costs accounted for only 36 percent of the total costs
of the 25 subsample projects, whereas for the sample as a whole (in school year 1972-73),
federal costs accounted for 74 percent of all costs. This may indicate that where state

and local funds were the major source of project financing, better fiscal records were kept,
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It should also be noted that the cost informa....n outlined above pertained solely to

project costs; it did not include the ordinary costs of providing handicapped students

with an education.

(7

Qutcomes Information

Complete outcomes information was available for only twenty of the traditional
projects included in the representative sample. Of. these, fifteen were classroom=laboratory .
and five were work experience projects. Twelve were special projects (for handicapped
students only), and eight were either regular or combination, Enrollment in the twenty

projects equaled about 30 percent of the total enroliment in the 64 traditional projects.
Obviously, on the basis.of the information available, it was not possible to reach any.firm
conclusions regarding fhe relationship between post=program performance and the experience
students receive in various vocational education programs. However, the twenty projects
occurred in fourteen of the 24 states in which the project level assessment took place and
encompassed all important variables. Thus their totals may give some indication of how
well the program was working durir;g school year 1972-73,

Table 11.13 shows that of the 2,009 enrolled in the twenty projects, only 6 percent
dropped out, 57 percent completed, and of those who completed, 48 percent were placed
in jobs, 58 percent of which were training related. Approximately 33 percent of the

completers reenrolled in regular vocational education programs or in other training.
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Table 11,13

Outcomes Information for Twenty out of 64 Traditional Vocational
Education Programs for the Handicapped included in a Repre-
sentative Sample of 74 Projects in Nineteen States

(1972-73)
Enrollment Number | Percent
Total enrollment 2,009 100%
Dropouts 127 06
Completers - ' 1,155 57
Reenrolled 727 37
Total completers 1,155 _ 100
Placed in jobs 557 i 48
Training related 322 N : 58
Nontraining related 235 42
Reenrolled in school 380 _ - 33
Unemployed 169 15
.Unknown 49 4

Information from the follow=-up interviews, summarized in Part Ill, indicates the

following:

1. Four out of ten completers who were still enrolled in school were employed,

2, Six out of ten completers who were no longer in school were employed.

3. The average wage received by completers out of school was $2.17 an hour; the
corresponding figure for comp!efe.rs in school was $2,07 an hour.

4. Seventy percent of the employed completers were in the following kinds of jobs:
service (41 percent), miscellaneous (18 percent), and clerical and sales Mm
percent),

5. CEighty=four percent of the completers were employed in the following industries:
miscellanecus service (36 percent), trade (20 percent), government (14 percent),

and manufacturing (14 percent),
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6. Work experience enrollees earn more than non-work experience enrollees.

7. Eighty=one percent of the employers who hired handicapped completers rate
their general attitude as "good."

8. Twenty-five percent of the employers interviewed who did not participate in
the program believed that if they hired handicapped persons, they would have
to make changes in the work environment; only 7 percent of the employers who
were participating in the program said such changes were necessary,

Summary

Although outcomes information for school year 1972-73 was sparse and inconclusive,
the data that were available indicated that the pregram was working well. Costs per
enrollee and completer were not excessive, and placement rates of between 48 and 60
percent (for completers) were good, especially in view of the fact that about 33 percent
of all completers reenrolled in school. The unemployment rate for completers was only
15 percent, and the dropout rate was a very low 6 percent.

Because of the sparsity of outcomes information, it was not possible ta compure com=
pleter or placement rates by type of training received, nor was it possible to compare the
costs gf various types of programs, However, the follow-up interviews indicated that work
experience completers earned more in the jobs they obtained than those who were not in
work experience programs. Results of the employer interviews indicate that one of the
major constraints limiting the expansion of work experience programs is that many employers
believe that if they hire the handicapped, they would have to make major changes in their

work environments (see Part |l),
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CASE STUDY INTERVIEWS

As part of the overall assessment of vocational education programs for the handicapped,
24 programs in five staﬂfc“as were selected for in-depth study oflbofh participants (students)
and their parents. The overriding purpose of this portion of the research effort was to talk
to those involved in the programs to assess perceptions, attitudes, and experiences of those
most directly concerned with training of the handicapped == the participants. In addition
to interviewing participants and parents, a number of employers \A;ere also interviewed at
each program site,

This study was basically descriptive in nature; therefore no hypotheses were started
before data were actually collected. No external c.omparison groups were selected, Com-
parisons will be made between program completers and current enrollees, various demo-
graphic subgroups and respondents categorized by other relevant program factors, While
not wHolIy satisfactory for assessing the similarities and differences between handicapped
students enrolled and not enrolled in vocational training nrograms, the study does provide
an estimate of the direction and magni* .e of impact of these programs on the lives of

handicapped students,
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Study Objectives

Four areas of inquiry were covered in this study. First, and perhaps most important,
was the assessment of program effectiveness as viewed by students, paren.ts, and employers.
Specific issues addressed in this portion of the study include: (1) how the students got
into their program, (2) what they were taught, (3) what they liked and disliked about their
program, and (4) how they evaluated specific program components, such as teachers,
equipment, and work environment. |

A second facet of the study was an assessment of the job experience ofleach student
interviewed. Jobs held both'in and out of schoo! were discussed in some detail with the
interviewers. Current jobs were the.subiect of particular interest especially for those now
out of school who had completed a training program. Completers and current enrol lees
were also questioned on whether they would like to continue in the line of work introduced
as part of their program.,

* The third area of inquiry focused on the characteristics of participants and their
families and the attitudes of parents about the program. The principal question of interest
in this area == Who are the participants? == is discussed in the next section.

Last, viewpoints of employers were examined in detail. Employers who had hired
program participants were contrasted with those with similar characteristics who had not

taken the opportunity to hire students from the programs under study.

Research Design

As previously stated, the overall desigr of this study called for in=depth interviews
with participunts (students enrolled in selected programs), parents or guardians of partici-

pants, and employers, both participating and nonparticipating. Initially equal numbers

T

o E
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of completers and current enrollees of various programs were to have been interviewed ==
five hundred in each group. Interviews with a total of a hundred participating and 75
nonparticipating employers were called for in the original design.

Sample Selection

The approach to sample selection was part purposive and part random, Five states ==
Illinois, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, and Texas =~ were selected on a purposive
basis.. Selection criteria included:

(1) Support of state administrators for the personal interviewing of students and

parents

(2) Geographic location of the state

(3) Operating programs of sufficient size to allow random selection of a participant

sample of two hundred without visiting more than five program sites

(4) Programs in operation continuously for two or more years

(5) Programs providing an urban=rural mix for study

Programs within each state were selected randomly with a probability proportionate
to their size of enrollment. A total of 24 programs was selected. Specific respondents
at each program site were also selected on a random basis. Lists of current and previous
year errollees were compiled by site visitation teams consisting of ORC and DM pro=-
fessional staff. From these lists of students, a random sample of 1,126 was originally
chosen to be interviewed.,

Table 111.1 gives the participant sample recovery rates for each of the 24 programs

studied, Recovery ranged from a high of 100 percent in six sites, to a low of 69 percent

in Mt. Vernon, lllinois. Cverall recovery was 89 percent,




Table 1111

Vocational Education for the Handlcapped Study Program Sample Recovery

b o e o o o e mea o i e s

Student=Parent Sample Employer Somple
Originol Completed Percent of Orliginol Completed
Sample Interviews Overall Recovery Sample Interviews
Iliinols:
Jollet 74 58 78% 10 10
Alton 2 24 92 4 4
Decotur 12 12 100 2 2
Carml R 30 94 5 5
Chicogo Helghts 6 56 92 10 o*
Mt. Veron 29 20 69 4 4
New Jersey:
Jonay Cliy 102 97 95 14 14
Paterson N 87 96 17 17
North Hunterdon Hlgh (Califon) 10 10 100 2 2
Edison 6 6 100 2 2
No'{h Carolina:
Naoshvitle 50 44 88 8 8
Fayetteville 70 64 N 1 "
Yanceyville 40 40 100 7 7
Windsor 34 3% 100 é [
Swanquarter 2 16 73 J J
Ohlot
Warren 10 10 100 2 ' 2
Columbus 10 10 100 2 2
Cincinnat! 143 106 74 19 19
Clevelond 84 74 88 12 12
Texas:
Denton 47 45 96 8 8
Mexio 59 52 88 9 9
Abllene 2 18 86 k} 3
Harlandale 1,5.D, (Son Antonio) 74 70 95 12 12
Corney=Knox 1,5.D. (Knox City) 17 16 94 k] k]
Totol . 1,126 1,001 89 175 1645
*Refused.
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The sample of employers was selected on a purposive basis. Participating employers
at each program site were identified by program administrators, The number of employers
to be interviewed at each site was allocated on a proportional basis. Nonparticipating
employers were selected by matching size and type of industry to the participating employer
sample at each site. Again the nurﬁber of nonparticipating employers was determined by
the proportion of participating students served at that site,

Broblem Areas

Several problems were encountered during the implementation of the study design.
The programs selected randomly for study in .each of the five states did not have sufficient
numbers of comp]efers to allow a fifty-fifty split between completers and current enrollees.
Therefore only 321 completers were in.ferviewed, compared to 680 still enrolled in their
programs.

A second problem encountered during the interviewing in some areas was the fact
that some parents refused to allow interviews with their children, or the children were
unavailakble for a variety of reasons (travel, hospitalization, and so on). Thus 39 inter-
views were compleféd with parents only. The opposite was also true, Twelve students
were interviewed but their parents or guardians were not present, This latter problem was
the result of the students' living outside the nuclear family. At three sites in Texas, inter=
views with counselors in state institutions were substituted for parents' interviews, In these
cases it was impossible to contact the parents individually since they lived anywhere from
three hundred to four hundred miles away from the institution where their child was residing,
and in many instances the students were wards of the state,

The lust problem hinged on cooperation. In virtually every site interviews with

students and parents were welcomed by program administrators, At one site, however,
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school officials refused to allow interviews with employers in their area. This reduced
the total number of employer interviews by ten,

Methodoloiiccll Insights

At the outset of this study, it was feared that interviewing handicapped students,
especially the mentally retarded, would pose a significant problem to data collection.
This fear was later proved to be groundless. In fact, field staff reportec few problems
with parent or student cooperation. A majority of participants (56 percent) responded to
interviewers with an eager and friendly attitude == a somewhat larger proportion than
typically found among a "normal" sample. For roughly three out of four respondents com=
prehension was not a problem, even though 90 percei.: of the sample was classified as
mentally retarded. A majority of those interviewed answered'w. h confidence and command
of the language. Comments from interviewers in the field suggest that nearly all would
welcome a similar assignment again,

Summary_

The data collected in this portion of the overall assessment of one hundred programs
for the handicapped provide a first look at the vocational education experiences of these
students, It must be remembered that the opinions reflected in this portion of the larger
study stem from approximately one thousand interviews in five states. This sample is not
projectable to the universe of handicapped students across the country. Nevertheless,
the results contained in the following pages provide a benchmark for further study of the
impact of vocational training among handicapped students.,

Participants and Parent Characteristics

Nine out of ten participants interviewed in this study were identified on program

records as mentally retarded, While no specific mental ability measures were incorporated




into the personal interview with participants, subjective appraisal by trained professional
interviewers suggested that against the criteria of verbal comprehension and language
facility, a large majority of those interviewed performed at acceptable levels,

Personal Characteristics

A summary of personal characteristics of participants is given in Table I11.2. A
sizable majority of participants in all states was males. Blacks outnumb?red whites in
North Carolina (88 percent), New Jersey (59 percent), and Ohio (51 percent), The
median age in four of the five states was approximately 17.5 to 18 years. Those inter-
viewed in New Jersey were much younger overall, with a median age of 15.5 yéars.

The perso) most frequently interviewed for the parent-guardian portion of the inter=
view were thé/parficipants' mothers. Thus the occupation of nearly half the adults inter-
viewed was that of housewife, The household size for most participants was large == the
median number in a participant's family was six. One out of four participant households

received public welfare assistance.

Student Status

Participants were classified as completers if they had finished a vocational program
in the school year 1972-73. One out of three participants (32 percent) were program com=
pleters, This number was much smaller than anticipated becgﬁse of programs designed for
two=~ or three=year duration. The percentage of participant completers by state was:
Hlinois, 35; New Jersey, 36; North Carolina, 11; Ohio, 48; and Texas, 32,

The number of completers may be further divided into those still in and those out of
school. Of the completer group, 40 percent were still in school at the time of the inter=

view, The emainder == six out of ten == were not attending school on a regular basis,
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Program Characteristics

Programs studied in five states provided a look at the vocational training experience

in a variety of program settings. The four major classroom environments included:

(1) Regular classroom: Handicapped students integrated with regular students,
most frequently held in a campus vecational laboratory

(2) Special classroom: Handicapped students separated from regular students,

most frequently held in a campus vocational laboratory

(3) Sheltered workshops: Handicapped students, separated from regular students,

meeting i(’:\‘:an off-campus classroom setting

(4) Job: Handicapped students meeting individually or in small groups off campus

in a supervised work environment — .

Participants were most likely to have received their training in special classroom
settings (48 percent). Students integrated into regular classes totaled 25 percent of the
sample. Oné out of five was trained in a sheltered workshop sefting; Only 7 percent
received their vocational training in job settings. |

All participants in North Carolina were in special classes, Texas ranked second !n
the number of participants in special classes with 78 percent. This was doubtlass due to
the Fact'fhat’fwo sites chosen randomly for participant=parent interviews were state=run
resident schools. Conversely, in Illinois eight out of ten (77 percent) were in regular
classrooms. Participants in sheltered workshop settings were most numerous in New Jersey
(49 percent).

Classroom enrollment differed not only by state but also by characteristic ot partici-

pant. (See Table A-3 in the Appendix.) For example:




-150-

1. Regular classroom and job settings attracted older participants (median age,
nineteen years),
2, The majority of regular classroom pariicipants was white, while the majority
in special classes was black,
3. The largest proportion of participants from weifore households was found in
sheltered workshops.
4, Sheltered workshops contained the largest number of participants who had a
work experience component as part of their trajning, |
A work experience program may be defined as "programs of vocational education
for persons who receive instruction through cooperative, jointly planned and supervised
arrangements between schools and employers alternating classroom instruction with on=
the-job experience." Of the total sample, 25 percent were in programs that had work
experience components, Work experience was concentrated in three states: New Jersey
(56 percent), Texas (43 percent), and lllinois (28 percent),

Summg_r_z_

Participants in this study came from a variety of program settings and displayed a
wide spectrum of personal attributes and characteristics. The experiences of younger and
older students, black and white, male and female participants may be traced witn precision
in the following sections, In addition, the program impact of different clossbom types
and the presence or absence of work experience may be assessed from the data, When the
'numbers of participants contained in any subgroup approaches a level not suitable for

analysis, the data are flagged with an asterisk (*),
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Program Assessment: Ihe View of
Participants and Parents

The purpose of this section Is to explore vocational education programs as experienced
and evaluated by participants and their parents or guardians. Discussed below are the
perceptions of both groups of how they first were introduced to the program, why they
ehrolled, and what type of classes they took. In addition to these experiences, the attitu=
dinal domains of both groups were tested. General likes and dislikes were volunteered
by participants and parents or guardians. Specific prograrﬁ attributes such as the nature
of the work were evaluated. Finally, possible problem areas for training handicapped
students (i.e., inability of teachers to make themselves understood) were tested.

Paiticipants' Introduction to the Program

Throughout, participants identified a variety of commurication channels by which
they were made aware of their vocationz! education program (see Appendix Table A=-4).
One-fifth (21 percent) of the students said the school they were attending gave them their
First intreduction to the program. Another fifth (20 percent) mentioned a specific person
afﬁliatéd with their school == the principal, a counselor, or the vocational education
coordinator == as the one who Introdu.ced them to the program. Still another fifth of the
students (22 percent) credited their classroom teachers as the first source of program informa=-
tion. Approximately two=thirds of those interviewed (63 percent) learned about it First
through the school system, |

Generally speaking, responses suggested a perception on the part of participants
that those introducing the program had made some special efforts

"+ o+ A letter wos sent (by the school) asking if | wanted togo . . , "
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"The program supervisor came to school and talked.,"

"Mr. Gonzdles, the principal, came to our school and talked to my class,"

"A lady from the school came to my home and wanted me to come here,"

"The teacher came to my house and told me."
Transfers from ofHer programs accounted for the first exposure of one out of ten
m perc;ﬁf) participants, Of the remoining students some 9 percent said they first learned
of the program from relatives or peers, A sl{‘noll group (2 percent) were proud that they
had selected the program on ;heir own. One student said, "l told them | would like to
'go down to that program," and another made out his own schedule to include the program,
While this does not reveal how they first heard about a program, it does show their initial
encounter was likely to have been positive.

Specific participant subgrbups varied some_frvhof in the source of their first program

encounter:

1. Speciol classroom and sheltered workshop students were more likely to have:
been transfarred into the program than those in either regular or on=the=job
classroom settings by about five to one.

2, Regular classroom students tended more to have learned of the program from
relatives and friends than other=type classroom students,

3. The mentally handicapped student had a greater chance of being trasferred
into the program than the physically handicapped or those with sensory handicaps.

4, The younger the participant, the more likely he or she was to have been trans=

ferred into the program or io have learned of it directly from the school. Older

students tended to understand and respond to the program because of friends

and relatives more than the other students,
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Parents' and Guardians' Introduction to the Program

The two major sources from which parents or guardians first learned of the vocational
education program were the school system and its personnel and/or their child. Nearly
half (49 percent) heard of the program through the school, while another 19 percent heard
of it directly from participating students. (See Appendix Table A=5.) |

Responses suggest for the most part a genuine effort on the part of school personnel
to deal directly and courteously with parents, There was, however, some indication that
occasionally parents learned about the program and their child's participation after the
fact, and without benefit of personal contact from school or program adminisfr;:fors. One
parent said she was unaware that such a program existed until "my son brought some papers
home for me to sign." Another expressed surprise when "my son brought home things he
had made." Nevertheless, only one parent in twenty (5 percent) indicated that the program

and their child's participation in it were not made known to them for their consent.,

Summa__rL

Both students and parents heard of the vocational education program first through the
school systems involved. Responses generally indicated a high degree of personal contact
between school and program personnel and the participants' families, Only a very small
number gave some indication that the initial contact with the program was not a satisfactory
experience,

Reasons for Enroliment

A summary of the most frequently mentioned reasons for program participation is
presented in Table 111.3, Nearly one in four parents or guardians (23 percent) stated that

their child was enrolled in the vocational education program because he or she was a slow
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learner. A close examination of parent subgroups revealed that parents in New Jersey
were most likely to give this response (61 percent). It is important to note that the age

distribution of New Jersey participants was significantly younger than for other states.

Table 111.3

Summary of Reasons Given for Enroliment by
Parents or Guardians in a Vocational
Education Program

Reason Given Percent
Child a slow leamer - 23%
Prepare child for a job (general) 16
For specific job training 11

Conform tc child's desire

No choice or alternative available

Give child individual attention

Recommendation of others 5
Improve child's behavior

Keep child in school

Help child overcome physical handicap

N W A G O8N O

Training (11 percent) and job preparation (16 percent) were the next most frequently
mentioned reasons. |llinois and Ohio residents cited both more frequently than did parents
in other states.

In North Carolina a larger than average percentage of parents placed their children
in the program for the individuol attention they would get (13) or because the children
wanted to enroll (13), In Illinois 18 percent were in the program because of their expressed
desire to enroll,

Other subgroups varied in reasons for enroliment, particularly concerning the children

being slow learners: 34 percent of the work experience component students, 34 percent
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of the sheltered workshop students, 31 percent of the studenrs whose family income was
connected to public welfare, 27 percent of the blacks, and 28 percent of the Spanish=
sumamed students were enrolled because they were slow learners. Many of these subgroups
were concentreted i New Jersey, However, the major reasons given for enrolling students
in the program were to deal w‘illlslow learning abiliries and to train and prepare handi-

capped students for jobs.

Program Subject Matter

Table I11.4 identifies the mix of program content described by participants. Many
students took woodshop and woodworking classes (19 percent), The next most frequently
menfioned classwork was orienfcfiqn to the world of work (14 percent). Other class content
included general shop, 7 percent; construction skills, 7 percent; home economics and
homemaking, 7 percent; sewing, 7 percent; industrial orfs, é percent; cooking 6 percent;
typing, 6 percent; and general piecework, 5 percenf.'

Table I11.4

Ten Most Frequent Program Content Areas

Type of Classwork Percent

Woodshop or woodwork o 19%

Orientation to the world of work 14
General shop 7
Construction skills 7
Home economics or homemaking 7
Sewing 7
Industrial arts 6
Cooking 6
Typing 6

5

General piecework

agmy dame wd by ot md @
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Subject matter studied varied by participant subgroup. Special <iassroom and
siveltered workshop students took more woodshop and woodworking classes than students
in regular classrooms, General shop was mentioned most often by regular classroom students.
General piecework was done almost exclusively in sheltered workshops.

The differences between male and female class content were significant, Male
students tgok more woodshop and woedworking, general shop, construction skills, and
general piecework. Female students clustered in classes of home economics and home-
making, cooking, sewing, and typing. ‘

Younger students took more woodwork and woodshop than older students, where

the emphasis was more on construction skills.,

Participants' Attitudinal Evaluation

| This section begins by assessing general likes and dislikes related to the nrogram
volunteered by participants during the interview. Proceeding from general to specific
attitudinal topics, participant attitudes toward their program's helpfulness and level of
difficulty will be assessed. Several components of the program environment == the facility,
the tools, and the like == w_ill be measured. Finally, possible problem areas of communica-
tion, teacher rapport, and so forth, will be examined,

Participant Likes and Dislikes

Table 111.5 identifies the five most frequently mentioned likes and dislikes volunteered
by participants. It must be noted that only 5 percent of those interviewed could not identify
_something favorable about the program, while nearly one out of two (44 percent) could
find only good things to say, even when asked what they liked least.

Training received in the vocational education program created the greatest favorable

impact on the students; 54 percent mentioned training as the element they liked most about
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Table I1+5

Summary of Program Likes and Dislikes

Attitude P_ercenf

. Like the most:

Training 54%
General positive comments 10
Job preparation ' 5
The people 5

Making money " 5

Like the least;

General negative comments 17
Working conditions 14
The teacher 5
Program=related conditions 4
Other students ‘ 3

s

the program. This kind of response was given at least five times more frequently than

any other single favorable response. Those most likely to mention training were the young,
the black, the Spanish=surnamed, and students in North Carolina, Texas, and New Jersey.
Conceivably, those who mentioned job preparation could be combined with the favorable
training responses increasing this favorable program attribute to nearly 60 percent.

Nearly one in ten participants said what they liked most about the program was
either the teachers (4 percent) or the people they worked with (5 percent). Students in
regular classrooms, the physically handicapped, those over nineteen years of age, and
those in Illinois and Ohio were most pleased with the relations they had with their teachers

or other people in the program,
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Those who received their classroom training on the job indicated that making money
was a major satisfaction arising from their vocational education program, One in four
(25 percent) of those students mentioned that the money they earned was the thing they
liked most about the program,

Only 5 percent of the students could find nothing good to say about the program,
This included 10 percent of those in sheitered workshops, 9 percent of those ov'er 21 and
10 percent of those in Ohio.

The largest category of specific negative reaction to the program was disapproval
over the working conditions (14 percent). Many (17 percent) gave general negative
comments that could not be categorized. OF those remaining, 5 percent gave responses
indicating a dislike of some teacher-related incident, 3 percent voiced a dislike for other
students, and 4 percent said that the conditions under which the program operated were
not to their liking. Nearly half of the students (44 percer.\t) could find nothing negative
to say about the program.

By subgroups, classroom type appeared as an important variable. Special classroom
and sheltered workshop students expressed above-average dislike for their program working
conditions. Those in the sheltered workshops were most likely to be displeased overall.
Two out of three in sheltered workshops voiced negative feelings, compared to only one
out of two overall,

The mentally handicapped were more displeased with working conditions than the
physically handicapped or those with sensory handicaps. Female students showed a greater
dislike for working conditions than male students.

Of the various ethnic groups, Spanish-surnamed students revealed the greatest

overall negative feelings == centered mostly on working conditions; 30 percent expressed
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a dislike for this component of the program. White students had more negative teacher=
related incidents than other students and were more negative overall than the average.

More than half (53 percent) of the black students made no regative comments.

Dislikes varied with age, but not in any linear fashion. The oldest students, those
over 21 years of age, were the most critical, especially in the area of working conditions.
Those fourteen and under were the least critical. However, the second m;>st critical age

.- group was the fifteen- and sixteen-year-olds. They expressed high dislike with working
conditions and the highest dislike for teachers.

The students in Texas were the mnst critical of the vocational education programs.
Only 29 percent had no dislikes, and nearly as many (27 percent) were unhappy with the
working conditions. This situation was probably linked to the di-s|i|<e many of the students
had for the state schools in which they resided and not directly attributable to the com=

ponents of the program.

Evaluation of Specific Program Components
Table I11.6 summarizes attitudinal responses to specific program components, The
most outstanding finding demonstrated in this table is that nearly eight out of ten partici=

pants rated each component favorably,

Such overwhelming positive resgonse leaves little in the way of variability to ke
accounte'd for by participant subgroups. Nevertheless, some noteworthy differences between
subgroups did emerge from the data,

Nine out of ten students found the program helpful. Current students had a more
favorable outlook than completers, with 93 percent saying that they found the program

helpful, compared to only 85 percent of the completers, Younger students rated the program




Table 1.6

Summary of Attitudes toward
Various Program Components

-

Attitude : Percent

Like the teacher 93%
Found the program not too hard 92
Found the progrum helpful 90
Liked the tools and equipment 87
Liked the physical environment 87
Liked the treatment from other students 80
Liked the work 75
Was not bored by the program 72

more helpful than o.der students, By state, the least positive response was found in Ohio; |
only 79 percent of the participants there rated their programs helpful == still a majority
of positive feeling.

More students (72 percent) did not find the vocatior 1l education program boring.
However, there was some variation in responses by subgroup. Completers were more likely
to have been bored than current students, Students in special classrooms were the least
bored. Whites (68 percent not bored), and Spanish=surnamed students (72 percent not bored)
were less pleased with the pace of the program than blacks (81 percent not bored). The
youngest student subgroup, those fourteen and under, expressed less koredom than other
students,

Most of the students liked the work they were doing, with the possible exception
of those in sheltered workshop settings, Spanish=surnamed students, fifteen- and sixteen=-
year-olds, and Ohio and Texas students. While the majority of the students in these sub=~

groups did not express a dislike for their work in the program, the favorable percentage

was smaller than that reported by students in other subgroups.
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Students in sheltered workshops were not so likely to express satisfaction with
peers as other group members. Only 67 percent of those students in sheltered workshops
said they liked the treatment f!\ey received from their fellow students. Not unexpectedly,
females were a little more hesitant than males to express a like for the tools and equipment
at their disposal and the treatment accorded to them from other students. Whites were
also more critical of the tools and their fellow students than were members of other ethnic
groups.

Possible Problem Areas

W

Communication, discipline, helpfulness of others, and ability to use the tools
provided for participants were the potential ‘problem areas probed in this study., Table
l11.7 summarizes the results. The overall result was positive. Only 11 percent of the
students said they had trouble understanding their teacher. Those who had the most trouble
were students in sheltered workshops (15 percent), those over 21 (15 percent), those under
fourteen (20 percent), and those in New Jersey (18 percent).

Table 111.7

Summary of Participant Response
to Possible Problem Areas

e

Problem Area Percent
Teacher got mad ' 35%
Others (peers) not helpful 29
Tools too hard to operate 12
Teacher couldn't communicate N

Twelve percent of the students found the tools and equipment too hard to operate,

it + yronp was made up of those in sheltered workshops (14 percent) or on-the=job classrooms
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(17 percent), those with physical handicaps (15 percent), and students in Ohio (14 percent)
and Texas (14 percent), |

While 35 percent of the students in all five states had teachers "get mad" at them,
this was made up largely of students from Texas (44 percent) and New Jersey (50 percent).
(It must be remembered that Texas had a number of students living in state-run institutions,
and participants in New Jersey were the youngest as a group.)

Overdll, only 29 percent or less than three in ten participating students, indicated
they did not receive hel}a from classmates. Again, the figure from those in sheltered
workshop-type classrooms (37 percent) was higher than the average.

Summary |

Student evaluation of the program was Fundamenfal.ly good. Most liked the training
they received and the people with whom they associated. Téols and equipment were not
found to be too hard to operate, classes were not boring, and the environment was generally
favorable in terms of teachers, classmates, and working conditions.

Yet there were some who were critical of various aspects of the program, and the
data link various subgroups with their criticisms.

Parents' Attitudinal Evaluation

Parents and guardians of participants were asked the same basic set of attitudinal
questions that had been asked of their sons and daughters. Their responses to these questions
is the topic of this section of the unalysis,

Parents' Likes and Dislikes

In comparison with participants, parents gave slightly different responses when asked
what they liked most and least about the program. The findings are summarized in Table

111.8. Like the students, the single most frequently mentioned response (41 percent) was
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the job training received. This was particularly true in New Jersey (64 percent), among
those whose ‘children were in programs with work experience, components (51 percent),

the Spanish=surnamed (52 percent), and those on some form of public welfare (46 percent),

Table 111.8

Summary of Program Likes and
Dislikes: The Parents' View

Attitude Percent
Like most:
The training ’ 41%
Child's new=-found independence ' ' 16
Develops child's abilities 12
General positive A
The teachers 2
Like least:
The training curriculum 13
Shortages of materials, tools, and so forth 5
General negative 4
Lack discipline 3
No job placement 3

A response not mentioned by students, but which was the second most frequently
mentioned by parents, was the independence training the program provided the child,
Sixteen percent made this comment. Parents were happy that their child was learning a
‘means toward self-sufficiency and responsibility. This response was given frequently in
[llinois (22 percent), Ohio (22 percent), and Texas (24 percent), but was surprisingly low
in North Carolina (6 percent), and New Jersey (6 percent), Parents of completers (20
percent), regular and job-type classroom students (21 and 22 percent, respectively), and

vhites (19 percent), gave this response more often than other subgroups.
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Development of the students' abilities through the program (12 percent) was viewed

favorably by parents, particularly in Ohio (20 percent), and Texas (18 percent). This
positive feature was also mentioned more frequently by parents with children receiving
on=the~job training (20 percent), and among whites (17 percent),

Pﬁfents were some what less likely than students to comment about their dislikes.,
In fact, more than half (55 percent) did not éxpress a negative view. Parents mentioned
curriculum problems more frequently than any other negative item (13 percent) == it was
mentioned more freqdenfly than the next two problem categories combined,

Subgroups most likely to cite curriculum problems were those in sheltered workshops
(16 percent), Spanish=sumamed respondents (23 percent), those in Texas (20 percent),
and those in Néw Jérsey (18 percent). Shortages of teachers, equipment, materials, and
facilities were the next most frequently mentioned problems (5 percent). Parents most
likely to cite such problems were Texans (16 percent), whites (7 percent), and those whose
children were in specia|-c|assrooms (6 percent).

One of the dislikes mentioned by parents, but not by studenjfs, was disciéline.
Overall 3 percent made this comment; 6 percent of the New Jersey .;parenfs mentioned it ==
three times th_e rate of any other state.

Program Rating

Parents were asked to rate the vocational education program as exceilent, good,
fair, or poor. Overall 26 per‘cenf rated their programs excellent, with higher than average
excellent ratings in lllinois (35 percent), and Texas (41 percent), on=the=job nlass;room
types (34 percent), and among whites (36 percent), |

. The overall "good" rating was 51 percent for a combined excellent or good rating

of 76 percent == nearly eight out of ten parents interviewed,
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Special Program Attributes

Parents and students gave similar evaluations of specific program attributes. Parents
found the program helptul (89 percent), not too hard (91 percent), and not boring for the
chi}ldren (79 percent); and the work was generally liked (76 pefcenf).

Parents were less likely than students to express favorable attitudes toward the
teacher (78 to 93 percent, respectively), the tools and equipment (67 to 87 percent), the
place where the school was located (83 to 87 percent), and the treatment given fhe‘ch'ild

by other students (72 fo 80 percent).

Possible Problem Areas (Parent.)

Parents tended to appraise possible problems differently from their children. They
were more likely than students to feel that there would be a communication problem with
the teacher (23 to 11 percent, respectively) bl;lf less likely to see the tools and equipment
as being too hard to operate (4 to 12 percent). They also thought the teacher had become
angry with their child less frequently than the child stated (13 to 35 percent) und that 'flﬁe
child had more help from his friends than the student perceived tcln be the case (25 fé 29
percent),

Parents' Rating of Child's Growth during or
after Program Participation

Perhaps the most sign_‘ificonf measure of the program's.impocf on fhé family unit
centers on perceived improvement or lack of improvement in the handicapped participants'
interpersonal skills. Table I11.9 summarizes parents' skills improvement ratings for the
children in four important areas.

Two out of three parents perceived their child as having improved in the areas of

self=reliance, self-confidence, self-image, and sacial mixing ability since participation
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in the program began. Less than 3 percent of the parents identified a change for the
worse in these areas. Added self-confidence was most frequently mentioned by parents

of students in Texas, New Jersey, sheltered workshops, whites, and work experience,

Table III.9

Summary of Parents' Ratings of Child's Progress
in Four Interpersonal Skill Areas during
or after Program Participation
(In percentages) |

More or About the
Characteristic Better ~, Same Less
Self-reliance é8 28 2
Self-confidence 69 26 _ 3
Self=image 64 | 31 3
~ Social mixing ability 67 30 1

Improvements in self-image were most often cited by those whose children were in
programs with work experience components and sheltered workshops. There were no major
subgroup differences in parental perception of social mixing ability,

- Summary

The overriding impression from these results is one of strongly favorable attitudes

\
toward vocational programs for the handicapped. Both students and parents joined in
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expressions of favorable attitude often including nine out of ten respondents. Judged solely
in terms of expressed attitudes, vocational training programs for handicopped children are
successful, How the programs fare under the more objective examination of jobs held,
hours worked, wages and occupation expectations for the future will be the topic of the
next section,

Job Experience

Does job training for the handicapped have an impact on: their employability,
their hours worked and wages received, and their expectations for future jobs? These
questions provide the outline for the analysis in this section, If fh'ey were answered properly,
a precisely constituted comparison group of handicapped students would be necessary.,
Without @ matched group for comparison purposes, the analysis is confined to an examina=
tion of similarities and differences between subgroups of handicapped students interviewed
as part of this study.

Of primary interest is the jok experience of three groups of students == those who
were currently enrolled in a program, program completers who were still in school at the
time of interview, and completers who were not in school during the study. Where dif-
ferences occur it must be attributed ot least in part to the process of maturation. Indeed
the subgroup of completers out of school contains more older sfudenf; than the other two
subgroups., Nevértheléss, a portion of the observed differences must be attributed as well
to program participation == how much must remain as an open question until properly tested
against @ matched comparison group not exposed to a vocational training program,

Current Job Experience

- s

Results reported in preceding sections gave the programs studied such a positive

apuroval that even in the absence of an adequate comparison group, positive conclusions
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were definitely warranted, Results were much less clear-cut against the criteria of employ=
ability, hours, and wages.

Employability

One measure of employability chosen in this study was the presence or absence of

a job outside school at the time of interview. Table 111,10 summarizes the results for this

" question,
Table 111,10
Current Job Holders
' : Number Holdi';g \
EnrolIment Status Current Job
Currently enrolled h ' 2 out of 10
Completer still in school ' : 4 out of 10
Completer out of school B - 6 out of 10
Total group | | 3 out of 10

Overall, one in three students held a job outside school when they were interviewed.
‘ The number of employed participants increased steadily by enroliment status. Only two
out of ten of those currently enrolled held jobs outside school. Among program completers
stil| attending school regularly, four in ten held outside jobs. A sfrongvmaiorify (six out
of ten) of completers out of school was working at a job at the time of the interview. |f
one keeps in mind the age factor, program completion was significanfly/ related to holding
a lob at the time of the infer;iew.
The highest proportion of then current job holders was found in I.Ilinois, with 56

percent; the lowest hfoporﬂon in North Carolina and New Jersey with 19 and 17 percent
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respectively. The low proportion of current job holders in New Jersey may be partially
explained by the young age of the average participant in that state, The rural setting of
ihe-p.rogmms in North Carolira may also be a partial exéianation for the low proportion
of job holders in that state,
Other points of interest included:
1. Age was positively associated with the proportion holding a. current job == the
older the enrollee, the more Iikely.he or she was able to hold a job.
2, Whites were more likely to hold jobs out of school than blacks,
3. No difference in proportions holding out=of=school jobs was found between
those with and those without work experience .components in their training.
Each respondent was asked to describe their current job and employer, Table I11. 11
summarizes the reported results to thes.e questions, Four out of ten working at a job at
. the time of the interview described their jobs as service occupations. (One out of three
employers were service or business owners,) Service jobs were concentrated in the area
of food and beverage preparatibn, with 43 percent of all service jobs so classified, The
next most frequently mentioned job area was building and related services (20 percent of
the service jobs)., Other service areas included domestic service (15 percent), miscellaneous

t

personal services (12 percent), and apparel furnishings (9 percent).

Job entry for those holding current jobs, judged solely on the basis of self-report,
centered on the job-seeking talents of individual participants and the help'r'ulnessﬂl(.)f family
and friends (45 percent of those with current jobs indicated either they themselves or family
or friends were responsible for getting their job). Next most frequently mentioned help

in getting a current job cume from teachers, program coordinators, and other individuals

within the education system,
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Table 11,11

Summary of Job Description and
- Type-of Business or {ndustry

Category | Percent

Job description:

Service . 41%
Miscellaneous occupation | 18
Clerical, sales 11
Benchwork

Farm, fishery, or forestry
Structural work

Machine trades
Self=employed or technical
Processing

N WL O8N

Type of business or industry:

;
| Miscellaneous service _ 36

Trade 20
Government . - 14
Manufacturing 14
Construction 5
Agriculture 4
Private household service 2
Self-employed 2
Finance, insurance, real estate ]

Hours and dees

Forty=three percent of those holding a current job worked Fu!l time (35 hours or
more per week). Considering only those out of school, two out of three (67 percent) were
working at full=time jobs. Those still in school worked an average of ~=proximately twenty
hours per week part time. Table 111,12 summarizes current employment experienc.e of com-

pleters out of school. Table-111,13 shows the number of jobs held by completers since gradud-

tion and their expected earnings over the course of a y=ar,




CURRENT EMPLOYMENT EXPERTLNCE BEST COPY AVAILABLE
OF PROGRAM COMPLETERS OUT OF SCHOOL

Sample Base (123)
. 0 10 20 30 4 50 60 70

Kind of Job

Self Imployed/Technical g 5%

Clerical/Sales s 1. 3%

SePVice e ———— 2895
Farm/Fishing/Forestry rﬁ%

Processing & 2%

Machine Trades e Lt %

Benchwork s 1. 3 %

Structual p——— 1 4% B
~Misc./Occupations 16% /

How Obtainea Job

Through School b 11%

Through Educators 20%

Got it Myself : ] 9%
.Relatives/Friends 29%

Renabilitation Center e 11%

Job Corps ' ol %

Want Ads in Newspaper s 3%

Employer Sought Help e 25

Miscellaneous  I—)

Training for Job

At School 19%

On the Job 64%
At rlome/Family/Relatives |[e3%

vo Formal firaining e 2 0

General %

Hour Worked Per Week

re€ss than 1l hours f— 15%

11-20 nours | S—

21-35 hours e } 3%

More than 35 hours 67%

Pay Rate Per Hour

5 .01l-1.59 ‘  —— VA
1.60-1.99 P—y Ik
2.00-250 ' 36%

$2.51 and over me— 2 4%

hot Paid o= 1%
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Table |||.]3

Number of Jobs Held since Graduation from Vocational Education
~ Program by Program Completers not in School*

Category Percent

Currently employed:

Same job : 51%

One other job | | 7
Two or more other jobs ' 3

Currently unemplbyed (68):

Two or more jobs hR
One job o ' 1
No jobs ‘ - 14

Expected earnings in one year of completers
(not in school)

$ .01-§1.59 3%
l.60-$.l .99 4
/ 2,00-$2.50 | | | 27
$2,51 and over | | 4]
No pay - ]
"“Don't know | . o 24

*Sample base = 111,
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Median hourly wuge calculated for those with jobs at the time of the interview
thowed that at least half of the students still in their pfograms were working for near-to
minimum wages ($1.79 per hour). Completers still in school improved significantly on the

above rate, with $2,04 per hour as the median split. Completers out of school reported

a median hourly wage of $2.17 per hour,
Other findings of interest included:
1. The physically handicapped and/or those \&ith sensory handicaps made slightly
more per hour than mentally handicapped students.
2, Men made more than women.
3. Whites and blacks both made more per hour than Spani#h-surnamed enrol lees,
4. Older enrollees made more than younger enrollees,
3. . Enrollees with a work experience component as part of the program earned

more per hour than those whose programs did not contain a work experience
component.

Future Expecfotions_

Enrollees and parents or guardians alike were asked their opinions of the future
as related to their program and job experience. Two out of three enrollees (67 percent)
would like to cortinue in the line of work introduced in their programs, Parents voiced
a similar pattern’of response (73 percent would like to see thei- son or daughter continue
in the line of work introduced in the program). Generally speaking, the more job experience
a participant had, the less likely he or she was to express a..desire to continue in the program's
line of work. In no case, however, did support drop below a strong majority for continuation..
Evidently participants and parents alike discriminate between the line ‘of work

introduced in. the program and the job held during program participation, Support for

Moot



=174~

holding a job such as the training program was somewhat less enthusiastic. Only about
half of the participants and parents wanted a job like the training program's as future

employment,

For participants no longer in school, expectations for a year hence foc.used primarily
on full=time work (two out of three participants and parents expecfea full=time work nne
year in the future), Of those currently enrolled, one out of two expected still to be In
school one year later, Expected earnings from jobs one year in the future appeared realis-
c}ﬁc, with most expecting to earn from $2.00 to $2.50 per hour. |

Significant Relationships by Sex

The following paragraphs give the male and female breakdown for those in the voca-
tional ;ducaﬁon program. There were several significant factors related to the student's
job experience by sex. The following is a blrief summary of the chi square significant
factors (see Table 11.14): ] —

Currently employed: Thirty=six percent of the 609 males asked this question were

currently employed at the time of the interview, ‘Only 27 percent .of the 353 females were

currently employed.

Hourly wages at current job: Of the 217 males who were currently employed, 49

percent made $2.00 or more per hour at their job; 36 percent of the 96 females made $2.00
or more per hour. One percent of the males did not receive any wages at their job, while
7 percent of the females did not receive any monetary reimbursement at their jobs,

Previous jobs: When asked if they had ever had any previous employment experience,

49 percent of the 609 males gave a positive response, and 40 percent of the 141 females

also stated that they had previou‘s employment experience.
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Hours worked per week at previous job: A little less than half (45 percent) of

the males worked at a full-time job (more than 35 hours per week), Only 29 percent of
the femdles worked ot a job more than 35 hours per week., Nineteen percent of the males
worked at a job less than eleven hours per week, comp;xred to 24 percent of the females.
Of the students working between eleven and twenty hours per week, 14 percent were males
and 18 percent were females, Twenty-two percent of the females worked at a job between
2] to 35 hours per week. Seventeen percent of the males worked at a job between 21 to

35 hours. per week.

Hourly wages at previous job: Thirty percent of the three hundred males earned

$2.00 or more an hour, while only 15 percent of the 141 females earned this amount. Four
percent of the females were not paid at their jobs, compared to 2 percent of the males.

Reasons for leaving previous jobs: Of the 441 students who stated reasons for leav-

ing their previous jobs, three hundred were males and 141 were females, Thirty=four
percent of the females left their jobs because "it was only a temporary job, " while 24
percent of the males left their jobs for this reason. Fifteen percent of the males stated
they-left the job to return to school, compared to 11 percent of the females. More malés
(19 percenf).w;:re laid off or fired from their job than females (13 pércenf). Twenty-two
percent of the males stated that working conditions were the reason they left, compared
to only 13 percent of the females. Seventeen percent of the males and 23 percent of the
females gave replies that were classified in "other reasons" cafégory.

Looking for work last three months: OFf the 392 males who were not currently work=

ing, 31 percent said that they were looking for work. Asked the same question, 24 percent

of the currently unemployed females (257) were also looking for work.
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* Number of jobs held since graduation from vocational education program: There

was 'o total of 321 students who had graduated or completed the program, OFf the 196
males, 54 perceﬁf were currently employed. Forty-one percent of the 111 female program
completers were currently employed. Of the 54 percent employed males, 44 percent had
but one job since graduation and this was their current job. Five percent had had oné
other job, while.two percent had two or more previous jobs since completing the vocational
education program,

Thirty=seven percent of the currently employed females were at their same job

since graduation from the program. The remaining 4 percent of the employed females were

- split evenly, 2 percent had one other job and 2 percent had two or more previous jobs.,

Eleven percent of the males had had ot least two or more jobs since they completed -
the program but were currehfly unemployed. Eighi percent of the currently unemployed - '
Females had at least two or more jobs since graduation. Twelve percent of the males and
12 percent of the females had one job since graduation but were currently unemployed.

Fifteen percent of the males compared to 23 percent of the females had never been
employed since graduation from the vocational education program,

Student Evaluation of Program Elements

Theré were two significant elements that emerged from the student's evaluation of
the program elements. Ninety percenflgf the males and 83 percent of the females liked
the tools and equipment they used while participating in the program. A majority of the
males (82 percent) and females (76 per;:enf) liked the way they were treated by other students,

The Employer Sample

"Hire the handicapped" is more than a cliche to 94 employers in five states who

were interviewed as part of this study. To be considered a participating emplayer, each
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had eifher.hired completers of vocational education programs for the handicapped or
participated by providing work stations for vocational training programs sponsored by the
schools. Seventy-one interviews were completed with nonportici’pofing amployers, matched
on the basis of size and type of establishment with participating employers. The total
number of completed interviews with employers was ten short of the expected cemplefion
rate because of the refusal of school authorities to allow employer interviews at one site.

The reader is cautioned against making strong infarentic | leaps from these data due to the

small sample size.

Response to the Program among Participating Employers

From the participating employers' view, handicapped students were eager emp]oyees
who were anxious to learn their jobs (see Table I11.15). In general, their expressed
attitudes toward the job oed work setting were good. Most impertantly, handicapped student
workers compared fov'orobly with regular workers.

“Table 111,15

General Attitude of Handicapped Student
Workers as Perceived by Employers

Attitude Percen,
General
”'Good 81%

Fair .13
Poor ’ . 4
Don't know . 2

Total . ' 94
Willing and eager to learn job 92
Not willing and eager to learn job 6
Dont' know 2

Total | %4




The petformance of program participants was compared with that of regular workers

on eight job evaluation measures. The results of these comparisons are presented in Table 111.16.

Table 11,16

Comparison of Handicapped Student
Workers with Regular Workers
(In percentages)

: B Positive  Acceptance Take i
~ Evaluation Punctuality Absence Productivity ~Attitudes  with Group  Direction

More 3N% 22% 18% 31% 21% 43%
(better) S '
AbOUf fhe . |
same 56 55 —B7 50 68 52
Less (worse) 11 20 20 16 9 3
Dont' know 2 2 4 3 2 2

When compared with regular workers, program participants show definite strengths:

(1) Better a.ble to take direction, 43 percent

(2) More interested in work, 34 percent

(3) More punctual, 31 percent

(4) More positive atfituae, 31 percent

In no case did a majority of participating employers rate their handicapped student
workers less favorably than regular workers. Two slightly weak ratings were given on job
performance measures of absence and productivity, Even so, three out of four employers
rated the performance of participant student workers "as good as" or "better than" regular

workers on each of the eight performance scales.
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It would be misleading to suggest that there were no problems associated with hiri;\é
handicapped students. Each employer was asked if employee=related problems in eight
areas had been encountered over the last two years due to hiring handicapped students,
Table 111,17 summarizes the results of this question.

Table 111,17

Problem Areas Encountered with Handicapped
Employers in the Last Two Years

Base Percent
Safety : ' : 10%
Morale 7
Quality control 14
Discipline | 20
Morals 2
Insurance rates 2
Legal ~ 1
Union ~ ' 1

Total ryy

Problems with discipline dominated the responses to this questioh. One employer
in five identified discipline as a problem with handicapped student workers, Quality con-
trol, safety, and morale were mentioned by approximately one out of ten employers. Judg=
ing from the low frequency of problem identification among participating employers it may
be safely concluded that whatever the problems that e.isted, none presented overwhelming
obstacles to the effective integration of handicapped students with regular workers.

Experiences of Participating and
Nonparticipating Employers

In this section vocational education program experiences of both participating and

nonparticipating employers will be explored, Participating employers were asked how
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vocational education students were referred to them for hire and how they first became
involved in the work education program. Advancement and procedures for hiring handi-
capped sfuaenfs as regular employees were also investigated.,

Nonparticipating employers were interviewed about their reasons for nonparﬁcigaﬁon

and were asked what it might take to get them to participate in the program..

Referral Process and Initial Involvement in the
Work Education Prggram :

'lnifid‘l program involvement and the student referral process stem from common sources
as demonstrated in the following paragraphs.

Participating employers were asked to describe the process by vthich handicapped‘
students were referred to their companies. Several referral sources were identified (see |
Table 111,18). Nearly a third (29 percent) mentioned the school in general, while another
19 percent mentioned a counselor, teacher, or other school supervisor, Seventeen percent
mentioned specific individuals, most of whom were associafed with the school. A few
employers mentioned vocational rehabilitation centers, sheltered workshops, and."hulfway
houses" as referral sources, Private sources (such as Goodwill Industries), family, and
friends made a few referrals.

Employers were asked to describe how. their companies first became involved in the
“work experience prograrﬁ. In the majority of instances, involvement was initiated by a
school either through a principal, counsélor, or teacher. "School contacts” account for
about 30 percent of the responses to this question, Contacts included personal visits by
school personnel us well as phone calls and letters, School counselors and teachers con-

stituted a major resource for informing employers about the work education program. |
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Table 111.18

Student Referral Process and
Initial Employer Involvement

Category Percent

How handicapped students were referred: *

School, general . 29%
Individual specified 17
Counselor, teacher, supervisor 19
General, unspecified 5
Vocational rehabilitation 5
Sheltered workshop ]
Halfway house 2
Goodwill ]
Chamber of commerce ]
Relative, family, friends 3
Fellow student ]
Not referred by anyone 13
~ How participating employers first became involved:*
~ School contacted company 15%
Individuals specified . 15
Counselor, teacher 10
General, unspecified 16
Company made contact 14
Former owner 2
Unemployment agency 2
Students themselves 7
Word~-of=-mouth 4
Family, relatives, friends 2
Not involved 4
Neutral ]

* Base is 94.




In fourteen percent of the ca;es, it was the company that initiated the contact,
Responses such as "our company is very interested in taking part in the community, and
we seek out these programs to help where we can" are fypicul of the kind of responses
placed in this category.

-On a less frequent basis, co[n_pénies first became involved in fhe‘ work experience
program through unemployment agencies, the students themselves, or informally by word~
of=mouth. |

Permanent Hiring Procedures

According to the survey, nearly two-thirds of the companies participating in the

~ work experience program hire participants as permanent employees (Table 111.19).

Table 111,19

Procedures Followed for Hiring Handicapped
Students as Regular Employees

" ““Hiring Procedures* Percent

(1) Hire as permanent employee** | 66%

(2) Other***

School recommended 15
Hired if qualified - ) 36
Hired after probation 1
Must be reliable 8
High school graduate 3
Personal application 5
No special procedure 23
General ' 8

Other . . 22

*Two mentions (1) and (2)
**Base is 94,
***Base is 62,
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_No special procedures were followed by most companies when hiring the handi-
capped on a permanent basis, Students were hired if qualified. In 15 percent of the cases,
the school recommended that the student be considered for regular employment, In just
11 percent of the cases, a probation period preceded regular employment,

- Employers were asked how they determined whether a student was ready for regular
employment. Nearly one out of four (23 percent) made the determination on the besis of
demonstraied ability. Related to this, 11 percen* went on the basis of past records of work
performance with the company. Another 9 percent felt that dependability was the major
qualification for hiring, while 7 percent indicated that a probationary period was a pre-
requisite for permanent eﬁploy_ment.

Only 18 percent of those who hire students as regular employees were required to
give notification to the school agency. In most cases, the notification was given to the
school counselor, teacher, or student supervisor.

Opportunities for Job Advancement

Participating employers were asked: Do you feel there is any room for advancement
for the handicapped person with your company? Sixty=two percent of those responding to
this question felt there was room for advancement, while 58 percent believed there was not,

The largest number (35 percent) of responses suggested that advancement was based
on student qualification, Others mentioned specific types of advancement which might
be-cvailable to the students, OF these responses, 22 percent equated advancement with
more responsibility; 9 percent suggested that students may become supervisors; while 3

percent equated advancement with increased earnings,

Thirty-eight percent of the employers saw no real opportunity for advancement, Of

this group, 28 percent described the jobs held by handicapped students as dead-end jobs.




Responses == such as "there are not too many places they could advance to"; "there is

no advancement, it's all the same type of work"; "they are hired for specific jobs and
that's all" =- were typical. Twenty=two percent indicafed f'haf the students who were
working with them were too handicapped to advance farther. Another 11 percent indicated
that the jobs were temporary and that students would be replaced by other work experience
students coming into the program next year.

Program Response among Nonparticipating Employers

- A majority of nonparticipating employers was familiar with work experiénce programs
for training handicapped students. Sixty=one percent had heard of the program, and 14
percent had previously perticipated in it. Only 16 out of 71 employers had ever been
directly upproached and had refused to participate.
| While numbers were small, several reasons were given by employers for nonparticipation.
“These are summarized in Table I11.20.
Table 111.20

Employer Reasons for not
Participating in Program*

Reason Percent
Don't need help 31%
Students not qualified . 31
Work done at plant 6
Inconvenient hours 6
No one has applied 6
General, positive 13
Other 6

*Base is 16,




Thirty=one percent of the employers responding indicated that they did not currently
need help, and another 31 percent indicated that the students were not qualified to do the
work in the company. The nature of the work done, the inconvenient hours worked, and
the fact that no one had approached them about program participation were each cited by
6 percent of the employers as reasons for not participating.

When asked whether fh.ey would consider participating in the program, a variety
of loth positive and negative responses was obtained. These.are summarized in Table [11.21,
Table 111.21

Nonparticipating Employer's Views of
Possible Program Participation

View ' Percent

General, positive _ ‘ 19%
If authorized

If they were capable
if we need help
Humanitarian

If no help available

Ml\i-_p\lo

Negative*

General, negative | 11%
Work toe hard

Work too dangerous
Business not seasonal

Too many problems

Don't need help

Didn't know about program

ANNNON

*Base is 54




About 40 percent of those responding had positive feelings about program paffici-
pating. Approximately 50 percent were negative, with the remainder undecided. | A wide
range of general positive responses == such as "we'd hire them if we were authorized";

. "we'd hire them if help were needed"; "we'd hire them for humanitarian reasons"; and
"we'd hire them if other help was not available" == were typical of those given., -

Of those with a negative reaction, 17 percent felt that the work of the company
would be too hard; another & percent felt it would be too dangerous; 7 percent simply didn't
feel they needed help; and another 11 percent gave general positive responses.

When compared to participating employers, nonparticipating employers were more
likely to believe that hiring handic;pped students would require significant changes in

their business environment. Table 111.22 compares the responses of both groups to a set

of possible changes required by the employers when hiring the handicapped.
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Table 111,22

Need for Tailoring Jobs for
Handicapped Employers’

(In percentages)

Participating Nonparticipating
Extent of Need Employers* Employers**
Adapted equipment -- veryor
somewhat necessary | 7% 25%
Alter equipment -- very or
sqmewhaf necessary 4 24
Change facilities =- very or
somewhat necessary 1 27
Reduce task complexity -- very
or somewhat nec..sary 42 68
More training == very or
somewhat necessary 61 73
Closer supervision == very or
somewhat necessary 63 80
"Base is 94, N

**Base is 71.

In every case, nonparticipating employers were more likely than participating

employers to believe changes necessary. Table 111.23 shows the characteristics of the

employer sample.




\“\\\“\" CHARACTERISTICS OF EMPLOYER SAMPLE

Kind of Business

Agricul- Construct- Manufactur- Transpor=- Trade Misc. Ser- VPisc. Ser- Public _
ture ion ing tation/Publica- vice-Private vice-Covern. Administration
tion '
Aggregate 1% 1% 134 1% 22% 55% 2% 2%
State
Illinois 0 0 0 0 48 u0 Y 0
Ohio 0 0 9 3 17 69 3 0
wortn Carolina 3 0 29 0 26 34 0 3
Texas 0 3 9 0 20 54 0 -3
New Jersey 0 0 11 0 9 n 3 6
iumber of Employees
wess than 25 25-50 More Than ‘50
Aggregate 50% 20% 28%
State
Illinois 57 ) : 29
Onio 35 30 35
sortn Carolina 50 20 20
Texas 60 20 20
Wew Jersey 50 15 35

Participating Bmployers (S4)
on-=Participating Bmployer (71)
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PART IV
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Society's approach to the handicapped == to those who because of physicol, mental,
or emotional disaEiliries do not meet some fndividuals' idea of "normal" == has almost always
been ambivalent. The reaction of the non~handicapped to the handicapped is often one
of discomfort == and sometimes of manifest revulsion. Employers and their employees often
shun the handicapped because of the way they "look" or because they assume that the handi-
capped are not os compéfenf == at any job -- as‘fhe non-handicapped. Partly as a result
of these all-too-common attitudes, the handicapped have been segregated, or have segregated
themselves, and until recent years efforts to bring fhem into the mainstream of society have
been both rare and without widespread success.

Many of the difficulties faced by the handicapped are less the result of their handi-
capping conditions than of society's perception of such conditions, The designation "handi-
capped" not only sets individuals apart from the rest of the population but also carries a strong
negative connotation of incompleteness or incompetence, Attempts to classify the handicapped
into such categories as "educable mentally retarded, " "speech impaired," "hard of hearing, "
and "blind" are often arbitrary in thelr failure to account for individual differences and are

sometimes inaccurate or misleading,
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These problems are compounded in the nducational and employment arenas. Tradi-.
“tionally, there has been little emphasis in vocational education on programming for the

handicapped. Handicapped students who could not compete on an equal basis with the non=

handicapped had to look outside the regular vocational education establishment for rare
opportunities available to them in sheltered workshops, private training programs, or institu=
tions for the handicapped. Even rarer were training opportunities fhaf prepared the handi-
capped to compete in.the open labor market with the non-handicapped. There was Iittil-e\ -
access to the nomal world of wprk for that door was closed., |

In the early 1960s, spokesmen for the handicapped began to impress this waste of -
human potential on the public mind, and in 1963 Congress passed the Vocational Education
Act which charged the states with the responsibility of préviding vocational programming -
for the" handicapped. After four years had passed, however, this general legislative charge
had produced few new opportunities for handicapped individuals. Thus in the amendments
to the Act i? 1968, Congress required that 10 percent of euch state' basic grant for vocational
education (Part £ of the amendments) ke used exclusively to finance programs "for handicapped
persons who because of their handicapping condition cannot suﬂ;:ceed in the regular vocational
education program without special educational assistance or who require a modified educa-

’\ tional p’rogram. " The amendments defined the term "handicapped" as "persons who are mentally
retarded, hard of hearing, speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally
disturbed, crippled or other health impaired persons who by reason thereof require special
educational and related services."

The amendments have now been in operation for {our years in most states, but as

of June 1973, little was known of the strategies adopted by the states for allocating funds
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under the amendments, state planning for the set=aside program, methods of selecting local
programs for support, and the extqg‘t\of support provided by sources other than vocational
education. Consequently, in June 1973, the U.S, Office of Education entered into a
'contract with Olympus Pesearch Corporation (ORC) to perform an ossessment of the Part B
set~aside_program for the handicapped. TFe overall purposes of the study were as fol lows:
(1) To provid~ programmatically useful information on the relationships between
- post=program performance and the kinds of experiences that handi capped .
students feceive in various vocational education programs
(2) To identify and analyze existing constraints or limitations in carrying out the
various vocational education programs for handicapped students, including
constraints internal to the program and. those external to the program
(3) To determine the feasibility of expanding a work experience component in
vocational programs for the handicapped and the conditions under which ex=
pansion is possible
(4) To examine the strategies used by states in identifying handicapped students
and their need for services, and the selection of projects for funding
(5) To determine to the extent possible the degree to which funds from the 10
percent set-aside under Part B for handicapped students actually reach handi=
capped students rather than become indistinguishable from other vocational
education funds
ORC designed a three=part approach for carrying out the objectives.of the study:
(1) an assessment of program administration at the state level, (2) a project level assessment
of vocational education programs for the handicapped, and (3) case study interviews with

students, parents, and employers.
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'Visits were made to 25 states, selected randomly with a probability proportionate
to total enrollments in the fifty states. Directors of vocational education and special educa-
tion, program offi cers., and research and statistical personnel were interviewed at the state
level. |

A total of 92 projects was visited in conjunction with the project level assessment.
The projects were divided into two subsamplés: (1) 74 projects in ni.nefeen states which were
representative of all projects in those states and (2) a purposive sample of eighteen projects
in three rural states and Califgrnia. To the extent possible, data collection forms (which
included enrollment, fiscal, occupational offerings, and outcomes information) were filled
out for each project, and interviews were conducted with prcject di'recf“ors;, school principals,
counselors, instructors, and local education agencies' special education officers at each
site.

A total of 1,001 student and parent interviews was conducted in five of the saméle
states, 681 with students currently enrolled and 320.with students who had completed projects
during the 1972-73 school year. The number of employers interviewed totaled 165; of these, -
94 were participating in the projects and 74 were not participating. All interviews were
conducted by Decision Making Information (DMI) under subcontract to ORC.

Through an analysis of the information emanating from these three separate but
interrelated parts of the overall study, the attempt to fulfill the objectives of the study was
carried out.

Summary of Findings

It should be emphasized that the study conducted by ORC-DMI| was an assessment,

not an evaluation of the Part B set=aside program, The program was not measured against

gl ——




a set of criterio of what constitutes a "good" program. Rather, the attempt was made to
determine how states, local education agencies and schools are coping with the Part B
set=aside, both from an administrative and program point of view, The analysis which
follows is organized along the lines of the approach taken by ORC; that is, summaries of
the major findings of the state and project level assessments, and oF'fhe student, pﬁrenf,
and employer interviews, Subseijuent sections of the executive summary contain ORC's
overall conclusions and recommendations,

Although some of the findings may appear to be negative, it shoula be kept in
mind that the most important finding of the study is that Part P set-aside funding has resulted
in vocational education projects for t ¢ handicapped that would never had occurred had
‘there been no such legislation and that most of the set-aside funds were being used to provide
direct services for the handicapped. Many of the program weaknesses identified in the
state and project level assessments were administrative in nature and may be partly due to
inexperience-on the part of vocational education administrators who have never before been
given the responsibility of providing educational services for handicapped individuals, One
conclusion is inescapable: If vocational educators were to correct some of the major adminis=
trative weaknesses =~ weaknesses which may not be their sole responsibility == funds now
being spent to provide direct services for the handicapped would be siphoned off for adminis-
trative purposes. This "tradeoff" should be kept in mind when reading the remainder of the

executive summary.

The State Level Assessment

The state level assessment was conducted in 25 states, It included analyses of the

adequacy of state level management information systems, state administration of the set-aside




program, and an operaiional profile of how states plan for, fund, monitor, and evaluate

the Part B set=aside program for the handicapped. The review of statewide management
information systems was not limited to the 25 sample states. Data reported by all fifty states
to the U, S. Office of Education were reviewed (see below).

Maragement Information Systems

Each year, the states are required to report a wide range of data on set=aside
programs to the Office of Educution (e.g., program costs, enrollments, and complefiops).
Because of this requirement, it was anticipated that such data would be readily available
at the state level. However, ihis did not prove to be the case. It was decided therefore
that we examine the data reporied by the fifty states to the Office of Education to determine
whether it would be more complete than information collected by research teams at the state
level. It was found that most of the national data were either incomplete or inaccurate.
The two subset paragraphs below are an exanitple.

Completer information: The number of completers reported ranged from 4,392 in

Florida to none in New York, California, and Ohio. Michigan reported eight completers,
Oklahoma 2,240. In Minnesota, 73 percent of the program enrollees completed; the cor=
responding figure for Texas was only 4 percent, Clearly the states were not in agreement

on how to satisfy this particular reporting requirement, Some had no figures at all to repoﬂ.
Others apparently reported scattered completer figures from some but not all of the projects
within their states. There were several reasons for the erratic nature of this information,
Perheps the most important was that many states did not require schools to report on completers.

The second wus that even in those states which required schools to report on completers,

there was no common definition of the term "completer.” In some states, for example, students
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were not considered completers until they entered the labor force, o1 did not reenroll in
school (either in the "project" or in other classes), In other states, the sole criterion for
completer was that the student remain in school for one year. Regardless of the reasons,
national data on handicapped completers was not useful for program monitoring purposes

or for making comp. .risons between states.

Average costs: According to data reported by the states to the Office of Education,
average costs per handicapped student ranged from a high of $1,664 to a low of $44, This
wide range of per=student costs raised the question as to what the states included in the "total
expenditures for the handicapped" category. For example, di‘d they include only those
funds that represented expenditures over and above the basic expenditures made for all students,
or did they include all expenditures made for handicapped students? It may be that varying
interpretations of what is asked for in this category were in part responsible for the wide
range of costs per enrollee.

Other data dealing 'solely with expenditures and enrollments appeared to be more
accurate and rev'ealed some interesting insights regarding vocational education programs for
the handicapped, For example, a comparison of total state expenditures for the handicapped
with expenditures under the Port B set-aside program showed that without the Part B set=
aside, there would ke few vocational education opportunities for the handicapped, In .
seventeen states, there were virtually no differences between total expenditures for the
handicapped and expenditures under the set-aﬁide program, In all but a few states, the
differences were not significant,

Comparisons between percentages of total enrollments that were handicapped and

percentages of all funds expended for the handicapped indicate that in most states the costs
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for educating handicapped students were higher than the costs for aducating the non=handi-
capped; that is, percentages of funds spent for the handicapped were higher than percentages
of total enrollments that were handicapped. Thus in 38 states it appeared that total per=
student expenditures for the handicapped were higher than per=-student expenditures for
regular students, However, in twelve states, per=-student expendifures for the handicapped
appeared to be either the same as or lower than those for regular students,

Finally, in 35 states expenditures for the handicapped during fiscal year 1973
equaled 10 percent or more of total expenditures. This does not necessarily mean that the
15 states whose expenditures were less than 10 percent were not in conformity with the law.
Fiscal year expenditure data include not only allotments but also carryover funds from the
previous fiscal year, Thus it wds impossible to determine whether the fifteen states whose
handicapped expenditures were less than 10 percent were or were not in conformity with
the law.

The major conclusion drawn from the examination of national data, and from attempts

* to collect fiscal and program data at koth the state and local levels, was that complete and -

accurate fiscal and program information == information necessary for the proper monitoring
and evaluation of individual projects, statewide programs, and the overall national program =-
was not available at any level.

_(_.')_:;ganizoﬁonal Profile

All material relating to the organizational operational profiles which follow are
based solely on assessment performed in the 25 sample states. Aside from the specific fiscal
set=aside, the 1968 amendments detail organizational, operating, and reporting requirements
that apply to Part B funds in general but are nevertheless specifically relevant to programming

for the handicapped. One of these requirements is the establishment of a state advisory
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council, which must include a member knowledgeable in the special education needs of

the handicapped and which must evaluate the programs funded under the amendments.
Another is that state divisions of vocational education enter into cooperative agreements

with other agencies in the administration of vocati .nal education programs. State planning,

" funding procedures, and monitoring and evaluation are discussed in "Operational Profile"
which follows this section, The "Organization Profile" section deals with the structures
devised by states for the administration of the set-aside program, the use of advisory councils,
and interagency cooperation.’

Stote structures: One "program officer" was responsible for handicapped program=

ming in all but one of the 25 sample states. The single exception was a geographically
large ru.ro' state in which the director of vocational education assumed responsibility for
handicapped programming. Program officers operated at the third organizational level; that
is, their superiors reported directly to director's of vocational education, They were located
in "Special Needs Divisions" (the names of these divisions varied from state to state) which
also had re'.ponsibili.ty for the disadvantaged. Although the use of only one individual to
carry out all administrative functions under the set-aside program resulted in low administra-
tive costs == a characteristic of this program == it also explained why state level planning,
monitoring, and evaluation regarding programming for the handicapped were at best sketchy
and at worst nonexistent.

Advisory councils: In theory, state advisory councils are supposed to assist directors

of vocational education in initiating programs for the handicapped. The amendments charge
such councils with planning and evaluation responsibilities and also require them to have

one or more representatives "experienced in the education and training of handicapped
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persons.” All program officers interviewed were aware of their state councils and of the
council liaison officers within their state agencies, and several could identify the handi-
capped specialists on the councils. However, although not one of the respondents com=
plained of the ineffectiveness of the councils, none cited examples of council activity

in any phase of the set-aside program. Apparently there was virtually no concrete assist=

ance provided by the councils, and none seemed to be expected by the program officers.

Re!ationships with other agencies: The state level assessment indicated that although
~cooperative relationships existed between divisions of vocational education and divisions
of speciai education == and in a few states, departments of vocational rehabilitation --
in most states even these were relatively nonproductive, and for all practical purposes,
relationships with other agencies were nonexistent.

In Minnesota, a coorcinator was jointly funded By vocational education and special
education, The sole responsibility of the person occupying this position was to coordinate
the activities of the two agencies in vocational programming for the handicapped. In eight
other states, persons occupying other positions (either in vocational education or special
education) were assigned the coordinating responsibility. In still another twelve states,
the only relationship that existed between the two agencies was that special education was
given the opportunity to review al_l proposals for vocational education projects for the handi=
capped. In the remaining four states, there were no formal relationships between the two
agencies,

Formal relationships existed with departments of vocational rehabilitation in fourteen
states, However, only seven of these agreements actually resulted in the provision of

services by vocational rehabilitation to students enrolled in the Part B set=aside program.
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Among the services provided by vocational rehabilitation in these seven states were:
placement, counseling,.sfudenf evaluation, planning assistance, purchase of services

not otherwise available, and occasional joint funding of projects, Agreements with voca=
tional rehabilitation were nonexistent in eleven states.

There appeared to be a lack of agreement among state program officers as to whether
vocational rehabilitation can legitimately provide supportive and additional services to
secondary level handicapped vocational education students, The most common explanation
for the lack of direct involvement by vocational rehabilitation was that its client population
is of an older age group. However, the fact that in at least seven states vocational re=
habilitation did provide services to students in the set=aside program indicates that similar
agreements could be reached in other states.

Only four states reportec’ agreements with the employment service, and of these,
only two produced a significant amount of activity. Agreements with other agencies were
so few as to be insignificant,

| Operational Profile

The assessment of state level operation of the set-aside program included the identi=
fication of techniques employed to discover the "universe of need," to plan vocational
programming for the handicapped, techniques for funding local education agencies or
individual schools, and techniques for monifaring and evaluating funded projects.

Universe of need: Although states go through the motions of drafting state plans,

including plans for the handicapped, all respondents interviewed were vague as to whether
attempts were made to identify the number of handicapped individuals who: could benefit

from vocational education, or kreakdowns of handicapped students by handicapping condition
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The general consensus was that these are local responsibilities. However, based on the
kinds of information required by states in project proposals and on state reporting require=

ments, it appeared that state vocational education administrators id not consider the

gathering of universe of need information a major priority (this subject will be discussed
in more detail in the paragraphs describing the project level assessment).

. Planning: Planning was also considered a local responsibility, Planning at the
state level was limited to the review of project proposals and decisions as to which proposals
would be funded, generally on the basis of the sizes of school districts and other formulas.,
Factors which mitigated against planning at the state level were the independence of the
local education agencies and the fact that only one person was assigned.to t.he admin.istra-
tion of the set=aside program, |

Funding procedures: Twenty=two of the 25 sample states funded "projects"; that

is, specific programs for the handicapped submitted in proposal form to the states by local
education agencies and individual schools. Two states, California and Georgia, provided
block grants to local educétic;n agencies on a formula basis. One state (lllinois) reimbursed
schools for each credit hour handicapped individuals were enrolled in vocational education
programs.

Proponents of the block grant methcd of funding emphasized that such a procedure
resulted in maximum flexibility to local education agencies, that is, these agencies were
not "locked" into specific projects but could apply the funds throughout the school year
wheré they were most needed, There were, however, two weaknesses to the block grant
method: (1) states had little control over the programs instituted by local education agencies,

b
~and (2} the allocations of set=aside funds to some local education agencies were so small
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as to be insignificant, The former appeared to be the most sericus drawback to the block
grant method. Fiscal and program information regarding current j-rograms was virtually
nonexistent in states which allocated set=aside funds on a block r;rant basis to local
education agencies. The major reason for this was that local education agencies used

st facto auditing procedure for accounting for set~aside funds; that is, the funds were
not applied to service categories until after the completion of the fiscal or school year,
State monitoring and evaluation of set-aside programs were virtually impossible under
this system, With regard to the second drawback, many local education agencies whose
allocations were small turned the funds back to the states. Special projects were then
funded with the unused allocations.

States that funded projects had far better control ovér their programs than those
that did not, Program officers could account for services purchased with set-aside funds
and the number of handicapped persons enrolled in the projects. In those states with com-
prehensive reporting requirements (a small minority), it was possible to account for dropouts,
completions, and placements (more on this subject below). The question appeared to be
whether "control" should be sacrified for local education agency "flexibility," The state
level assessment indicated that the "project" method need not result in a lack of flexibility,
Pr0|ecf proposals could be modified, often without an excess of paper work, fhus assuring
some local flexibility. More importantly, there was a certain amount of plcmnlng built
into the projert method, The purposes of projects vere spelled out, justifications for the
types of projects proposed and the types of handicapped students to be served were con=
tained in project proposals, and the methods which the purposes were to be realized were
summarized. These, together with line item budgets, made monitoring and evaluation

possible, albeit weak, in most states.




Several states used set-aside funds as "seed money"; that is, projects were funded
only if local education agencies or schools agreed to gradually increase local financing
of the projects so that eventually the projects would be 100 percent locally fungded. One
state required assurance that projects would be locally funded auring the second year of
operation; most required a gradual reduction .of Fedéral funds over a three- to five-year=
period. A follow=up study should be carried out to determine how the seed money concept
is working in practice,

Monitoring and evaluation: In most states, monitoring and evaluation were hampered

by the lack of state requirements for vital program and fiscal information. For example,
fiscal information was not available in any standard format. There were no breakdowns
by anticipated and actual expenditures, and except in some project proposals, no break=
downs by types of services funded. Actual enrollment figures were not available, and in
most states, there was little information on completers, dropouts, and placements. Follow=
up data were not available in any state, There were.indications that some states recognized
this problem and were taking steps to correct it, Sophisticated, computerized systems
were being insfqlled in several states, and in a few, program officers were reviewing the
reporting requirements they impose on local education agencies and schools. For the most
part, however, data necessary for monitoring and evaluating projects was seriously deficient
at the state level,

Summary

The deficiencies of state level administration of the Part B set-aside program for
the handicapped must be measured against the low cost of state level administ:ation, One

program officer in each state is expected to consult with advisory councils, enter into
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cooperative agreements with outshide agencies, and plan, fund, and monitor a statewide
program. Nevertheless, if additional staff were allocated for state level administration,
the chances are that there would be fewer funds available for direct services to the handi=
-
capped, It could happen no other way, unless state agencies agreed to absorb the increased
administrative costs, or unless interagency agreements made it possible for staff from several
dgencies (special education and vocational rehabilitation, for example) to aid in the
admiiustration of set=aside programs.

At the present time, however, state level administrators consider themselves

solicitors and funders of projects; they do not consider themselves designers of statewide

programs. Thus information needed for planning, monitoring, and evaluation is not a
major concern of program officers charged with the responsibility of administering the
set-aside program.

The Project Level Assessment

The purpose of the project level assessment was to examine the various ways local
administrators identified handicapped individuals who qualified'for the program and how
.they used screening techniques, assessment techniques, ccunseling, instructional methods,
and overall approaches to the provision of vocational education to the handicapped. In
addition, both at the state and local levels, the perceptions of administrators regarding
"mainstreaming” (the integration of handicapped students with the non=handicapped),
revenue sharing, and the overall value of the set-aside program were obtained, Finally,
the attempt was made to identify local policies regarding educational services for the

handicapped, and to document the extent of local planning for the set-aside program,
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Definition of Project

For the purposes of this study, the term "project" was defin‘ed as a Part B set-aside

grant to a school or local education agency for the purpose of providing specific educa-=

tiunal services to the handicapped. Block grants to local education agencies for nonspeci-

fied services were not considered projects, Projects had identifying "project numbers,"
were designed to serve a stated number of handicapped students, and had time periods
generally equal to those of the school year; e.g., September 1973 to June 1974, Projects
were broken d. vn in the following four categories:
(1) Regular: Handicapped students infegratecl into regular vocational education
classes with non-handicapped students . |
(2) Special: Handicapped students enroiled in special classes for handicapped
students only

(3) Combination: Handicapped students enrolled part of their time in special

classes and part in regular classes, but who received extra support in the
regular classes as well as the special

(4) Other: Programs for the development of curricula or the training of teachers

and other personnel
Only the first three types of projects were considered in selecting the sample projects.
No projects for curricula development or the training of teachers were included in the
sample of 92 projects.

Statistical Overview

The search for statistical data at the local level was more successful than at the

state level, but even at the local level, data considered critical to the assessment were




not readily ovailable. Researchers were forced to review enroliment and fiscal records,
student rosters, and other information sources in the attempt to collect and tabulate such
data os:

(1) Enrollment by handicapping condition

(2) Enrollment by sex and racial and ethnic background

(3) Enrollment by occupational offering

(4) Fiscal information, including local contributions

(5) Outcomes information, including dropouts, completers, and placements

(6) Follow=up data |

The search was not always successful, Enroliment by handicapping conditions was
not available for 20 percent of the 92 projects. Complefe'oufcomes information was avail=
able for only twenty of the projects included in the representative subsample (74 of the
92 projects), and per-enrollee and per=completer costs could be ;:ompufecl for only 25
of the representative projects. |

Nevertheless, the statistical overview revealed some interesting insights regdrding
the operation of the set-aside program in the nineteen states which were included in the
representative sample. It should’be remembered that the sample of 92 projects was divided
into two subsamples: (1) 74 projects in nineteen states which were representative of all
projects operating in those nineteen states; and (2) eighteen projects in three low enroll-
ment states and California. Unless otherwise indicated, the statistical information pre=
sented below relates to the "representative" sample.

Mainstrcaming: Nearly 70 percent of the projects included in the representative

sample were categorized as "special, " indicating that integration of the handicapped with

regular students is still more a goal than a reality.
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Work experience: Twenty percent of the projects were primarily work experience

programs (that is, all or the majority of the students enrolled in these projects was placed:
in pan-tirﬁ; jobs that were either related or unrelated to the instruction they were receiving
in school), However, in an additional 30 percent of the projects, some students (usually

a small minority) were referred to work experience classes, The quality of the work
experience provided will be discussed in connection with the "Instructional Program,"

Enrollment by handicapping condition: Approximately 77 percent of all students

enrolled in the 74 representative projects were classified as "mentally retarded." Of
these, 12 percent were classified as "trainable mentally retarded, " fifteen percent were
classified as "physically disabled, " and the remainder were classified as follows: "learning
disabled" (4 percent) und "seriously emotionally disturbed," "educationally handicapped, "
and "multihandicapped" (1 percent each).

National figures on the incidence of handicapping conditibn for school children
between the ages of five and nineteen (1968-69) revealed that if the category "speech
impaired" were eliminated from the total, 89 percent of the children were in the Follow.iAng
categories: mentally retarded (35 percent), emotionally disturbed (31 percent), and learn=-
ing disabled (15 percent). These three categories accounted for 85 percent of the enroll=
ment in the 74 representative projects; however, the incidence of mental retardation in
the set=-aside program (77 percent) was much higher than the national incidence figures.

Enroliment by sex and racial and ethni~ kackground: Approximately 60 percent

of the students enrolled in the 74 representative projects were men, 55 percent were white,
37 percent black, and the remaining 8 percent Spanish=surnamed, Oriental, and American

Indian.




It should be emphasized that none of the data summarized above was readily avail=
able to elther project administrators or researchers. The data had to be processed on site
by means of record searches and detailed questioning of project directors. Thus it seemed
clear that problems relating to the accuracy and completeness of national and state data
on the Part B set-aside program for the handicapped originated at the local level. The
diverse methods used for funding projects, the lack of use of common definiticns for key
tenns and handicapping conditions, and most important of all, the apparent lack of respon=
siveness at all levels to the need for monitoring and evaluation combined to create a
management information system that was at best incomplete and.at worst nonexistent.

This "lack of responsiveness" may have been due to the absence of resources neces=
sary for the collection and processing of fiscal and program data; but irrespective of the
reasons, it will probably take action at the federc:l level to improve the overall system,

It is doubtful, however, that such action will be fruitful unless state and local administra=
tors are consulted before improvements are instituted. The goal should be to aid local
administrators in generating the kinds of information they need to maintain control over
their programs. If the requirements of local administrators are satisfiea and if local adminis~
trators understand the need for collecting c;omplete and accurate data on their programs,

it follows that sfcte and national requirements will also be met,

Policy and Planning

Prior to the 1968 amgndments, policy regarding education for the handicapped
was not a primary concern of educators at either the state or local levels, Since the amend=
ments, state and local education officials have been forced to devote some attention to
- the handicapped. Class action suits in behalf of the handicapped and universal education

legislation in some states have increased the pressure on local and state educators to provide
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comprehensive educational services for the handicapped. Because of these developments,
verall policy toward providing educational services to the handicapped, including voca=
tional education, appears to be emerging, However, clearly arti.culated policies and
coordinated planning have not yet occurred in most areas, although some local areas are
more advanced than others.

One of the problems appears to be the fragmentation of educ.ational agencies into
special units, each with its own privaté line to funding sources at the state and federal
levels, National vocational education administrators talk to state vocational education

administrators, who in turn talk to their local counterparis, The same is true with special

-education, research divisions, and other units, The result is that vocational education

programs for the handicapped are funded on an ad hoc basis, without policy and planning
guidelines to aid those charged with initiating projects. While there can be no doubt -
that the resulting projects have been of benefit to the handicapped, most local education
agencies have no way of knowing how many of their handicapped students are being served
and’the adequacy of the program mix.

Project Administration

The amount of Pari B set-aside funds that were allocated to individual projects
constituted a minor proportion of all funds administered by local education agencies and
suhools.  Perhaps for this reason, it was relatively easy for local education agencies and
schools to absorb the administrative costs of the Part B program. Certainly the vast majority
of Part B set-aside funds, expended between fiscal years 1972-73 and 1972-74, were
spent for direct services for the handicapped. This was one of the most positive findings

of the project level assessment,
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Allocation of resources: Data regarding the allocation of resources, by cost cate-

gory, were collected for both school years 1972-73 (the base year) and school year 1973-74,
Data regarding school year 1972-73 were presumably complete, whereas cost figures for
school year 1973-74 (which Qas sfill in progress at the time the study took place) were
"anticipated" cost figures. Nevertheless, comparisons between the complete 1972-73 fund
allocations and anticipated 1973-74 allocations resulted in highly significant findings.

1. Both complete (1972-73) and anticipated (1973=74) cost breakdowns indicated
that approximately 93 percent of all known funds allocated for the program
were used fo provide.direcf services to the handicapped.

2, In 1972-73, federal funds accounted for 74 percent of total expenditures; the
corresponding figure for 1973-74 was only 58 percent, indicating that the Part
B set-aside program had an accelerating effect on state and local contributions
for vocational education programs.for the handicapped.

- Organizational structure: Part B set-aside programs were for the most part absorbed

into the already existing organizational structures of the schools in which they took place,
This is the major reason why the cost of administering the program was so low, On the other
hand, the absorption of set-aside programs into traditional administrative structures tended

to diffuse their special missions. The handicapped program was just another "special" program
the schools had to administer. The amount of funds received by a single school to carry

out a “project” constituted such a small percentage of all funds administered by the school
(and were subject to year=to-year federal appropriations) that priority given to the handi-
capped program was generally no higher (and often lower) than priorities given to other

programs cdministered by the schools,




Staffing: Personnel whose salaries were paid by set=aside funds were primarily

instructors == either vocational education instructors for skills training, or special educa=

tion teachers for prevocational training. Funds were also spent for "evaluators" in diag=
nostic centers and for paraprofessionals and teachers' aides.

Use of nonproject staff and support: Most projects were self=contained; i.e.,

whatever services were provided to the students were provided by the projects themselves
without help from outside organizations,

Staff training: In all projects included in the sampie, staff training was accom-
plished informally. However, most school districts encouraged staff to attend university
courses, sfoté seminars, AMIDS programs, and other training opportunities, and provided
released time for such training, |

Relationship between vocational education and special education: One of the

most significant findings of the administrative assessment was that the relationship between
vocational education and special education at the local level was so close that it was
often difficult to distinguish between them. Considering that the two agencies often *
appeared to be separate "Baltic states" at the state level, this came somewhat as a sur=
prise. In hindsight, however, it became clear how the two grew so close together. First,
the organizational relaiionship between the two agencies was quite different at the local
level; both reported directly to the same superior == the superintendent of schools == and
both were concerned with the implementation of actual programs. State and national
administrators were once- and twice-removed from the "firing line," thus bureaucratic
concerns were more apt to take precedence over program concerns., At the local level,
both agencies found themselves mutually dependent upon each other, The result was that

old differences began to disappear as both sought to provide services for handicapped students,
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Reporting requirements: Considering the lack of program information available

at the local level, ‘it was not surprising that reporting requirements imposed on project
admiﬁ"isfrators by principals and by local education agencies and state administrators
were minimal. Usualiy the only reports required to the states were fiscal., ‘Seldom were
outcomes and follow-up reports required at any level. Thus whatever outcomes and
follow=up records were kept depended solely upon the initiative of project administrators,
Issues: State and local administrators, project directors, counselors, and instruc=
tors were asked to comment on the following issues:
(1) The effect of the Part B set-aside funds on vocational programming for the
handicapped |
(2) What the effect of revenue sharing might be on programs for the handicapped
(3) The efficacy of integrating the handicapped with non~handi capped students
(4) Whether increased opportunities for work experience 'programs could be
developed for the handicapped.
The latter two "issues" are discussed in more detail in the section on the instructional
program below; the opinions of the educators interviewed on all four issues are summarized
in this section,

1. Part B set-aside: Virtually all respondents (three state directors of vocational

education dissented) maintained that without the set-aside program, voca=
tional education for the handicapped would be for all intents and purposes
nonexistent,

2. Revenue sharing: The consensus was that revenue sharing would have a

negative effect on vocational programming for the handicapped, The
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explanation was that entrenched special interest groups (most of whom rep=
resent nonminority groups == or the loudest minorities) would see to it that
funds that would otherwise have gone to the handicapped would be siphoned
off for other purposes.

3. Integration of the handicapped: All but a few state administrators and two-

thirds of the local educators interviewed said that it was the policies of their
states and school districts to integrate the handicapped into regular classes.
However, implementation was far from a reality, One of the major reasons
cited for the lack of implementation was that it is easier to account for funds
spenf for "special" classes than it is for funds spent for "regular" classes.
Other reasons cited were the reluctance or inability of teachers to accept

(or teach) handicapped students, and the need of some handicapped individuals
for special services that were not available in regular classrooms.

4, Work experience: The general consensus of all administratcrs interviewed

was that work experience components should be initiated for the handicapped,
and many school districts were astonishingly successful ir. promoting work
experience situations for their handicapped students. The major constraints
mentioned, which Iﬁmifed work experience components, were: (a) the reluc-
tance of employers to hire handicapped individuals, and (b) the limited
abilities of some handicapped students.

The Instructional Program

Judging from the results obtained from the 92 projects included in the project

sample, there were wide variations in both the type and quality of projects funded throughout
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the country under the Part B set-aside legislation, The goals of programs included at
least the following: diagnosis and assessment, prevocational training, provision of
counseling services, acquisition of special equipment, and of course, skills training.,
The clientele ranged from the severely mentally retarded and emotionally disturbed to
high-level (or borderline) educable mentally retarded individuals, The teaching tech=
niques varied from rudimentary to highly sophisticated, and the training that teachers
received in serving the handicapped ranged from nonexistent (for most vocational instruc=
tors) to graduate degrees in special education (for some special education personnel),
Projects were regular, special, and a combination of the two and they were operating
in depressed rural areas and suburban and urban areas with varying unemployment rates
and industrial mixes. For example, the instructional content ran the gamut from a program
in New York City to teach trainable mentally retarded students how to travel on the
subway to a highly sophisticated skills training program in the suburbs of Detroit for
students with several different types of hon.dicops. |

Indeed the variations encountered in the field were so great that it was impossible
to synthesize the 92 projects into categories of vocational programming for the handi=
capped, and in some ways, the overall program defied analysis == statistical or other =
wise. Nevertheless, some of the more important issues for the future were identified
during the course of the assessment of the instructional p;ogrcm.

Selection and referral: The most impottant findings regarding the selection and

referral process were as follows:

1. The evaluation and classification of students by handicapping condition
generally occurred long before the students were referred into the vocational

program,
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Student aptitude assessments were occasionally (but not always) performed

by vocational educators.

The most common sources of referrals for projects in comprehensive and
vocational high schools were special education classes either in the high
schools or in the elementary schools of the school districts. Students enrolled
in "regular” classes were sometimes referred to the projects by instructors

and/or guidance counselors, but they constituted a minority of the enroll-

ment in the overall program. in institutions for the handicapped, students

already enrolled were placed in the set-aside projects. Sheltered workshops
enrolled students from institutions, special education classes, and in a few
cases, youngsters who were not enrolled in schools, or students who had
completed skills training programs but were not yet ready for outside em=
ployment.,

The classification of students in mentally handicapped categories (except

for trainable mentally retarded) was a source of tension to educators, students,
and the general public. The use of IG tests to measure mental retardation

was being challenged in many areas by minority groups and their advocates.

The trend was ioward categorizing all handicapped students (as well as

disadvantaged students) into a "speciul needs" category. (HR 69, which
permits parents access to school records will probably cause an acceleration
in this trend.)

In many areas, especially depressed rural areas, there was a tendency to

ignore distinctions between "disadvantaged" and "handicapped" students,
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It should be emphasized that most of the personhel interviewed in connection
with the project level assessment were "project," or vocational education administrators
ona instructors. Their knowledge of the evaluation and diagnosis process was at best
superficial . It was therefore not possible to assess the evaluation and diagnosis process
in depth. However, regardless of how "special needs" students may be classified (handi-
capped, disadvantaged, and so on), those referred to the vocational program should
undergo further assessments to determine aptitudes and edupotionol needs. Such "apti-
tude assessments" == which are a vocational education responsibility == were not con-
ducted in most projects.

Curriculum and teaching methods: Nearly all of the instructors who were inter~

viewad expressed a theoretical commitment to individualized instruction, but as with
"mainstreaming, " that commitment had not yet been translated into action =~ except to
the extent that "hands=on" vocational training (which by its verly nature is individuulized)
was practiced. The reasons for this discrepancy were that most classroom teachers did

not have the time to develop their own material; nor did they have access to materials
already developed. Why the latter is true was unclear, but it was seldom that state-
developed curriculum materials were found at the project level. This lack of individualized
instruction throughout the set-aside program may be one of the major reasons that despite

policies to the contrary, handicapped students were placed for the most part in special

rather than regular classes,

Occupational offerings: The definition of vocational education contained in -

the 1968 amendments is in part as follows:
. « . vocational or technical training or retraining which is

given in schools or classes (including field or laboratory work
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and remed’al or related academic and technical instruction
incident thereto) under pub"c supervision and control or under
contract with a state board or local education agency and is
conducted c;s part of a program designed to prepare individuals

for gainful employment or semiskilled or skilled workers or

technicians or subprofessionals in recognized occupations

(emphasfs- added).

This language indicates that vocational education for the handicapped means
"skills training, " or training for "gainful employment" in skilled, semiskilled, or tech=
nical positions. However, data taken from class enrollment figures for all 92 projects
indicate that 63 percent of the handicapped students enrolled in set-aside programs
were in nonskills training courses, Of these, 52 percent were enrolled in prevocational
courses.

The "other than skills training" category includes, in addition to prevecational
training, the following: mobility instruction, evaluation, travel training, sheltered
workshops (other than as work experience stations), industrial arts, and tutoring. Non-
gainful home economic courses (mainly for women) included sewing, home cooking, and
homemaking.

This raises the quesﬁon as to whether set-aside funes were in most instances being
used to fulfill the intent of the Act, For example, should nonskills training courses be
financed with vocational education funds or with other funds appropriated for the handi=
capped? The answer to this question depends to a great extent upor the typés of handi=-

capped individuals who are referred into the program. If trainable mentally retarded
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individuals are referred to the vocational education program == 12 percent of the total
enrollment was classified as "trainable" == skills training may not always be possible.
The same is true with seriously educable mentally retarded students who were often en=
rolled in sheltered workshops, and to many students who were classified as seriously emo=
tionally disturbed and learning=disabled,

These issues reflect an absence of planning at any level for overall educational
services for the handicapped. It would seem that the first priority of the set-aside program
should be to provide skills training for handicapped individuals who, although they may
need special educational services to succeed in vocational education programs, were
judged capable of competing on the open labor marke.f with non-handicapped individuals.
If vocational education were to serve this target group, other funds (special education
funds, for example) could be used to provide nonskills training for those who are not,
and never will be, capable of competing on the open labor market. However, if this
were to happen, it would necessitate coordinated planning, from the local to the national
level, involving such agencies as special education, vocational education, research
and statistical units, vocational rehabilitation, and perhaps ofhers., Such planning was
not taking place in most of the areas visited in conjunction with the project level
assessment.

The courses in the 92 projects ranged over the entire spectrum of \;ocofionol
education offerings, but the largest numbers were in the trade and industrial category
(primarily male), home economics (primurily female), and prevocational (primarily
younger students). As in other programs, the range of frdining was considerably wider
for men than for women, Most female students were enrcifod in home economics, health

occupations, and prevocational training. The remainder wus scattered throughout




distributive education and office and clerical classes. Of course, the number of occupa=

tional offerings included in the trade and industrial category is much larger than the

number of occupations in the home economics and health occupations categories, This
factor, more than any other, accounted for the wider range of occupational training
for men.

Work experience: Approximately 25 percent of the students enrolled in the 92

projects were in work experience programs; that is, they spent part of their time in school
and part of their time on a job. However, only one of the 92 projects was a cooperative
program; that is, the work the students were performing on the job was related to the
instruction they were receiving in the classroom. Most of the jobs being performed by
handicapped students were "work experience" or "income maintenance" positions; they
were not related to the instruction they were receiving in the classroom, Many of the

work stations were in sheltered workshops, and most of those in private firms were jobs

requiring limited skills.

Mixing the handicapped with the disadvantaged: There was a trend, especially
in rural area;, to mix the handicapped and the disadvantaged in the same classes. Some
administrators justified this on the ground that if they did not mix the two together, there
would not be enough students in either category for the school to qualify for state grants.
However, in most cases, the educational needs of the two groups were quite different,
and in almost every case, there was no doubt that those classified as disadvantaged resented
be ing placed in classes with those categorized as mentally retarded, This was especially
true in large cities where the disadvonfogéd were members of minority groups and the

mentally retarded were not. If both the disadvantaged and handicapped were referred




to "regular" classes, there was no problem; bur where they were grouped together in
"special" classes, the atmosphere == for the disadvantaged af least == was not conducive

to learning,

Guidance and counseling: Only a few of the larger projects paid for guidance
and counseling personnel from project funds. Maost students enrolled in the set-aside
program had other school attachments and, theoretically at least, had access to the
regular school guidance and counseling staff, Within projects, project directors and
work experience coordinators were most likely to serve as surrogate counselors. The
instructors of special classes and prevocational courses were more likely to deal with
the individual problems of their students than the instructors of regular classes.

Equipment and materials: The quality of equipment and materials did not appear

to be a major concern to most project personnel. Most rated available equipment as
"adequate" or better. This may be due to the fact that the majority of students was
in the educable mentally retarded category and used the same equipment provided for
regular classes. Most physical and sensory handicapped students were enrolled in
institutions, which in most cases, were excellently equipped to deal with specific

handicaps.

Program costs and outcomes: Program costs could be calculated for 25 of the

representative projects, and outcomes information was available for twenty of the rep=

resentative projects. The cost information for the 25 projects is as follows:
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Category _f_\!_umf_r_r Cost

(1) Total enrollment: 2,749
(2) 3l completers: 1,456

(3) Total combined costs (federal, |
state, and local) $2.491,001

(4) Total federal costs 1,268,090

(a) Combined costs per |
enrollee 1,270

(b) Federal costs per
enrollee . 462

(c) Combined costs per
completer 2,398

(d) Federal costs per
completer 871

Outcomes information: OFf the 2,009 students enrolled in the twenty projects

for which outcomes information was available, only 6 percent dropped out, 57 percent
completed, and 48 percent of the completers were placed in jobs, 58 percent of which
were training related. Approximately 33 percent of the completers reenrolled in regular
vocational education programs or in other training.

Because of the sparsity of outcomes information, it was not possible to compare
completer or placement rates by type of training received; nor was it possible to compare
the costs of various types of programs. However, the case study interviews (summarized
in the next section) indicated that work experience completers earned more in the jobs
they obtained than those who were not in work experience programs. The employer

interviews indicated that one of the major constraints limiting the expansion of work
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experience programs is that many employers believe that if they hired the handicapped,
they would have to make major changes in their work environments.,

Case Study Interviews

The case study interviews indicaied that both students and parents expressed
extremely favorable attitudes toward the projects in which they or their children were
enrolled. If one judges solely in terms of expressed attitudes, the Part B set-aside program
for the handicanped appeared to be a success.

1. Student assessment: Student evaluation of the program was fundamentally

good. Most liked the training they received and the people with whom
they associated. They found that tools and equipment were not too hard
ta operate, classes were not boring, and the environment was generally
favorable in terms of teachers, classmates, and working conditions.

2, Parent assessment: OF the parents interviewed, 76 percent rated the programs

either "excellent" or "good." Two out of three parents perceived their
children as having improved in the areas of self-reliance, self-image, and
social mixing ability since the children had begun participating in the program.,
Because of the absence of a control group, it was impossible to determine whether
the project participonts interviewed were more successful in finding jobs than their
handicapped counterparts who did not participate in the program. Nevertheless, the
outcomes information appears to be favorable:
1. Four out of ten completers who were still enrolled in school were employed,
2, Six out of ten completers who were no longer in school were employed,
3. The average wage received by completers cut of school was $2.17 an hour;

the corresponding figure for completers in school was $2.07 an hour.
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4, Of the employad completers, 70 percent were in service occupations (41
percent), miscellaneous occupations (18 percent), and clerical and sales

(11 percent).

5. Eighty=four percénf of the completers were employed in the following indus=
tries: miscellaneous service (36 percent), trade (20 percent), government
(14 percent), and manufacturing (14 percent). |

6. Work experience students earn more than those not enrolled in this type of
program, although the placement rates for the two groups are about the
same .,

out of four participating employers rated the performance of handicapped students and/
or completers "as good" or "better than" regular workers in each of eight performance
scales.

Nonparticipating employers were not quite so disposed to be in favor of the

program as their participating counterparts:

1. Of the nonparticipating employers, 52 percent had negative feelings about
participating in the program.

2, When compared to participating employers, nonparticipating employers were
more likely to believe that hiring handicapped individuals would require
significant changes in their business environments.

3. Sixty-one percent of the nonparticipating employers had heard of the program
and 14 percent had previously participated in it.

4, Only sixteen out of a total of 71 nonparticipating employers hc:;d' been directly

approached and refused to participate,
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The interviews also revealed some interesting attitudes on the part of students
toward different types of programs. For example, students in regular classes were more
apt to express favorable opinions regarding their relationships with teachers and class=
mates, yet they were more apt to be bored than students In special classes. Students in
sheltered workshops expressed above-average dislike for "working conditions, " instructors

~ (or supervisors), and their fellow students (or workers). The percentage of sheltered
workshép students who could find nothing good to say about their programs (10 percent)
was twice as high as for participant sample as va whole. Yet students in sheltered work=
shops were less apt to be bored than their counterparts in other classes. Finally, students

in state institutions expressed above-average dislike for their programs,

Con .lusions of the Assessment

As was stated in the iniroduction to this report, the study conducted by ORC
was an csses;sment not an evaludtion of the Part B set-aside program for the handicapped.,
Yet it is inevitable that the study's conclusions contain, or at least imply, value judg-
ments, some of which are favorable to the program and some of which are not. We have
therefore attempted to bolster the cénclusions summarized below with as muc'h hard data
as possible. Nevertheless, we recognize that some of fhe issues raised by the study are
not only complicated, but emotion-packed, and that they do not lend themselves to easy.
solutions. It is our hope that the findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the
assessment will be of use in improving a program which already has proved its value in
making available new educational opportunities to handicapped stu.dents throughout the
country. The conclusions are arranged in four categorles: general, administrative,

program, and issues,




General

Nearly four hundred administrators, instructors, and other staff were interviewed
in canjunction with this study. The almost unanimous opinion of the respondents was
that without the Part B set=aside legislation, there would be very little vocational program=
ming for the handicapped in any state, This opinion was supported by hard statistical
data.

Effect of the Part B Set=Aside Concept

Fiscal year 1973 data reported by the states to the U, S. Office of Education
indicated that in seventeen states there were no differences between total vocational
education expenditures for the handicapped and total expenditures under the Part B set=
aside. In all but a few states, the differences were not significant. Data from the
project level assessment show that during school year 1972-73, federal funds accounted
for 74 percent of all funds (federal, state, and local) spent on set-aside programs.
Equally signi _ficunf,' during school year 1973=74 the percentage of federal expenditures
for set=aside programs dropped from 74 to 58, indicating that the set-aside prog}um
may be having an accelerating effect on state and local contributions to vocational

education programs for the handicapped.

Do Set=Aside Funds Reach the Handicapped?

An analysis conducted of the allocation of set-aside funds, by cost categories,
indicated that in both school years 1972-73 and 1973-74, the vast majority of set=aside
funds was used to provide direct services to the handicapped. Of these funds, 93 percent
was used to hire staff who work directly wifh'hundicqpped students or who purchase equip=

ment, materials, and supplies. Only 7 percent wus used for administrative purposes.
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Program Constraints

Bofh state and local administrators cited the lack of trained staff and the reluctance
of instructors in regular classes to accept the handicapped as the major constraints limiting
the expansion of vocational education programs for the handicapped. However, it is
obvious that if the set-aside program were to be discontinued, the number of vocational
training opportunities for the handicapped would suffer a drastic decrease. In other words,
"lack of funds," or the reluctance to spend funds for vocational programming for the handi=
capped, may be the major constraint limiting expansion of vocational education programs
for the handicapped. .

Overall Performance

Costs and outcomes data were seriously deficient at both the state and local levels.
However, according to what little data were available and to the results of the student,
parent, and employer interviews, the program appeared to be working well, Costs per
student and completer were not excessive, and placement rates ranged from 48 to 60 per-
cent for completers, Considering that about 33 percent of the completers reenrolled in
school, one can see that the placement rate was good. Only 15 percent of the completers
were unemployed, and the dropout rate, at é percent, was very low, It should be emphasized,
however, that costs and outcomes analyses were possible for only about a third of the projects
included in the representative sample.

Both parents and students were favorably impressed by the program, and partici-
pating employers gave their handicapped employees high ratings in almost every work
performance category. “

Administration

The administrative aspects of the program are discussed below.
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Policy

Clear and articulate policy issuancas directed toward providing comprehensive

educational services for the handicapped, including vocational education, were lacking

at both the state and local levels. Because of the enactment of the set-aside program,
right=to=education suits, and universal education legislation in some states, state and
local education agencies were becoming more aware of their responsibilities toward the

handicapped, Yet most states and local education agencies were reacting to these

developments, rather 1han actingto create comprehensive educational programs for the

handicapped. What are needed most are policy issuances directing the various educa=
tional divisions with responsibility for the handicapped to work together in creating such
programs. The fragmentation of educational agencies into special units, each with its
own private line to funding sources at the state and federal levels, is one of the major
inhibitors to comprehensive educational programming for the handicapped. It is unrealis-
tic to expect divisions of vocational and special education to initiate such policies. They
must emanate from the highest levels of the educational hierarchies.

Planning

It would be an exaggeration to state that no planning takes place at the state and
local Ieve.ls; but it is accurate to maintain that what planning does take place is of a
short-term nature, generally directed foward justifying certain projects. It would be
unfair to place the blame for lack of planning solely on vocational education administra=
tors. It is the responsibility of vocational education to provide a specific kird of educa-
tional service to all who are referred to the vocational education program == handicapped

and non-handicapped; it is not the responsibility of vocational education to identify,
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assess, and recruit all handicapped individuals coming up through the educational system
who should be placed in vocational education programs, Thus if long-range plans are
to be launched to provide comprehensive educational programs for the handicapped,
including vocational education, pertinent divisions of educational agencies == at both
the state and local fevels == must work together.

There was little evidence of this kind of cooperation at either the state or local
levels, When asked about the universe of need, or the establishment of priorities, most
respondents expressed bewilderment. "Planning," if it can be called that, consisted
mainly of state program officers soliciting project proposals from local administrators,

At the lccal level, it generally consisted of vocational educators getting together with
special educators to determine what kinds of projects should be funded and what types

of students chould be referred to the proiec;s. The object was to spend the funds (Part B
set-aside funds) available from the states. While there can be no doubt that the resulting
projects were of benefit to the handicapped, most states and local educaiion agencies
had no way of knowing how many of their handicapped students were being served or if
the program mix was adequate.

Monitoring and Evaluation

Monitoring and evaluation depend to a great extent on the collection and tabulation
of hard statistical data. They also depend on the presentation of such data in a form
that is readily understandable to project administrators. Adequate management informa=
tion systems were extremely rare at both the state and local levels. In many cases,
important information was buried in files, buivif was seldom that such information was

processed for management purposes, In addition, common definitions for such terms as
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"handicapping condition" and "completer" were not used; nor were local administrators
aware of sources (federal and state) from which project funds were obtained, Complete
enrolIment, fiscal, and outcomes information was not available from any state and from
only a handful of projects. Little attempt was made to collect follow=up information.
Much of the program and fiscal data reported by the states to the Office of Education were
either incomplete or inaccurate, The lack of adequate management information, together
with other weaknesses which will be discussed in subsequent sections, resulted in poor
monitoring and evaluation at the state and local levels.

Funding Procedures

Monitoring and evaluation also depend upon whether measurable goals are set

for programs and whether performance standards are established. Proposals for grants

from local education agencies to the states should contain such goals and performance
standards. In states which provided block grants to locdl education agencies, no such
goals or standards existed, and the states had very little control over local programs,

In the majority of states which funded "projects" on the basis of proposals submitted by
schools and local education agencies, goals and standards generally existed, although

in many cases, the goals stated were too general to be measurable. Fiscal accountability
was much better in states which funded projects. In the block grant states, local adminis=

trators did not apply funds from various sources against expenditures until after the close

of the school or fiscal year. Thus the use of set-aside funds became a bookkeeping rather

than a program responsibility.,
Special note should be made of the following:

1. A few states have devised methods for the joint funding of projects with other

agencies =- agencies both inside and outside the educational establishment ==
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without violating regulations against the éo-ming|ing of funds, Since co-
mingling is often mentioned as a constraint limiting joint funding, the account=
ing methods used by these states should be disseminated to all state program
officers,

2, Several states employ the "seed money" concept in funding projects; that is,
set-aside funds are granted to local education agencies only on condition
that over a period of time the projects will become 100 percent supported -
by local funds. The results of the seed money concept, if its praves success-
ful, could have significant implications for the set-aside program.

3. One of the most often mentioned constraints limiting the funding of regular
projects (projects which integrate the handicapped with non-handicapped
students) is that it is too dffficuh to pros > that such funds are used exclusively
to purchase services for the handicapped, Yet several.states as a matter of
policy fund only regular projects and have no difficulty accounting for the
use of set-aside funds, The techniques used by such states should also be
disseminated to all state program ofricers.

Organization

Primarily because the Part B set-aside program has been absorbed into existing

administrative structures at both the state and local levels, the administrative cost of

the program has been low. Although this is a positive finding, it has its negative aspects.
Many of the administrative responsibilities mandated in the 1968 amendments were not
performed, and state program officers became solicitors and funders of projects rather

than designers of state programs. Priorities given to set-aside projects at the local level

were generally no higher (and often lower) than priorities given to other programs.




Program

Four program components == curriculum development, teacher training, occupational

offerings, and work experience =- are discussed below,

Curriculum Development

Almost all instructors interviewed expressed a theoretical commitment to individual=
ized instruction, but in most areas that commitment had not yet been translated into
action == excep! to the extent that "hands=on" vocational tralning (which by its very
nature is individualized) was practiced.

Most projects in states which successfully implemented policies directed toward

"mainstreaming" the handicapped (that is, placing them in regular classes with the non-
handicapped) used individualized instruction techniques and advanced curricula. Thus
.fhe failure to effect mainstreaming in most areas may be partially due either to the nonuse
of existing curriculum materials or the lack of such materials,

Teacher Training

One of the most often mentioned constraints Iimi;}ng the expansion of vocational
education programs for the hanc__iicapped was the reluctance of teachers in regular class=
rooms to accept the handicapped, or the inability of teachers to instruct handicapped
students, Thus teacher training in special education techniques was considered a neces=
sity, not only to help effect program expansion, but also to improve program quality.

Occupational Offerings

Two=thirds of the.training provided under the set-aside program was nonskills
training, that is, training not intended to prepare students to compete in the open labor

- market in any given skill, craft, or trade. Half of the students enrolled in this type of
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training were in prevocational courses, Others were enrolled in diagnostic centers,
mobility training, nongainful home economics, industrial arts, tutoring, and sheltered -
workshops . ‘ N
Of those enrolled in skills‘ training, the vast majority was in trade and industrial
courses, mainly for men. The range of occupational offerings for women was extremely
narrow, being confined mainly to home economics (much of which was not gainful) and

health occupations.

Work Experience

In half of the projects included in the project sample, at least some students were
referred into work experience programs. Approximately 30 percent of the projects were
classified as Part B "work experience" programs (all students in such programs were re=
ceiving work experience of some kind). However, Parts G and H programming for the
handicapped was minimal, and in most instances, the work stations to which handicapped
students were assigned were not related in any way to the instruction they were receiving
in school, were unskilled in nature, and were intended mainly to provide students with
"work experience,"

Unlike participating employers, nonparticipating empleyers expressed the belief
that it would be necessary to effect radical changes in thair working environments if they
were to hire the handfcapped, State and local administrators cited the reluctance of
employers and the limitatirns of some handicapped students as the major constraints
limiting the expansion of work experience programs for the handicapped. An additional
constraint may be that too little is done at the state and local levels to promote employer

participation in vocational education programs for the handicapped.
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Issues

Approximately 15 percent of those enrolled in the set-aside program were classified
as trainable mentally retarded, seriously emoﬂc;nally disturbed and learning disabled.
In addition, many of thote classified as educable mentally retarded were borderline train=
ables. One of the reasons why so much of the training provided under the Part B set=
aside was of the nonskill type was that many of the. individuals referred into the program
did not have the capacity to participate in advanced skills training programs. Some states
concentrated on the younger handicapped students, which explains why so much of the
programming was prevocational -

Program Priorities

Many administrators thrcughout the country voiced the opinion that trainable
mentally retarded students and other handicapped individuals who, accprding to medi cal
and psychological diagnoses, will never be able to compete on the open labor market,
should not be referred to the set-aside program, A few states established policies which,

in effect, barred the placement of such individuals in vocational education programs,

The question is one of priorities. |f one considers that funding for the handicapped comes
from many different sources and that groups of handicapped individuals have varying
educational needs, fhé question arises: Which funds should be used to provide which
services? The consensus was that the first priority for the set-aside program should be
those handi capped individuals who, although they may need special services to succeed
in a vocational education prog am, nevertheless have the capacity to compete on the
open labor market in certain occupational areas. With respect to prevocational program=

ming for younger students, the prevocational training should be tied into, or lead to,
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uter skills training, Because of the absence of policy and planning at both the state
and local levels, priorities for the set-aside program generally were not established,

Mainstreaming

Approximately two=thirds of the local administrators who were interviewed said
that it was the policy of their school districts to integrate the .handicapped with regular |
students, Twenty reported no policy in this area, and eleven said that they did not know
whether such a policy existed, However, in most areas where the policy called for
integration, implementation was still far from a reality, OF the students enrolled in
the program, 70 percent were in "special" classes. As noted previously, there were
several reasons for lack of implementation: (1) reluctance of instructors to accept handi=
capped students, (2) inability of insfrﬁcfors to teach the handicapped, (3) lack of individ-
valized instruction techniques in most projects, and (4) referral (into the program) of
individuals who could not succeed in advanced skills training classes (trainable mentally
retarded students, for example).

However, there is also the question: Is integrcfi§n always the best policy? There
appears to be a real danger that handicapped students will become lost in regular classes,
or that they will not receive the special support they need from iristructors and students -
of regular classes. One of the findings of the student interviews supports this contention,
that is, that students in regular classes were more apt to B;aéome bored than students in
special classes, There were numerous examples of special projects wherein handicapped
students received vital support from both their fellow students and their instructors. Per=
haps the answer is "combination" projects, similar to those often funded in Michigan,
Wisconsin, and Minnesota, Students in combination projects spent part of their time in

special classes and part in regular classes, but they received extra support in both the

special and regular components,




Diagnosis and Assessment

Diagnosis of handicapping condition was not a vocational education responsibility.

Nevertheless, the classification of students into mentally handicapped categories was
encountering difficulties throughout the country. The use of IQ scores to classify students
as mentally retarded was being challenged in many areas, especially by minority groups. ”
The trend in many states and local areas was to discontinue categorizing students by
specific types of handicaps and, instead, to place all handicapped individuals in the
"special needs" category.

This trend makes it incumbent on vocational education to perform educational
assessments of the special needs students who are referred for training. Thorough educa-
tional assessments, including individualized education plans, by vocational education
were performed in only a small minority of the sample projects.,

Mixing the Handicapped and Disadvantaged

In smaller schools, no attempt was made to separate educable mentally retarded
students from the disadvantaged, and in some of the larger schools, disadvantaged students
were placed in special classes with the mentally retarded, Since the educational needs
of the disadvantaged and handicapped are usually different, and since the disadvantaged,
understandably, were often humiliated by being placed in classes with ti'e mentally
retarded, the mixing of the mentally handicapped with the disadvantaged i: indeed a
questionable practice. |

Revenue Sharing

Most state anc - cal administrators said that revenue sharing would have a negative

effect on vocational education programs for the handicapped and on vocational education
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in general. The consensus was that entrenched special interest groups would see to it
that funds that otherwise would have gone to the handicapped would be siphoned off
for nther purposes.

Recommendations

Based on the conclusions summarized above, we offer the following recommendations:

1. Extension of the Part B set-aside: Despite administrative and program deficiencies,

the Part B set-aside program has proved its worth in making available new educational
opportunities to handicapped students, and it should be continued.

.a. Set-aside for all special-needs students: Set-aside provisions for the handi~

capped and for the disadvantaged should not be combined. The educational needs
of the handicapped and the disadvantaged are usually different and should be con-
sidered separately, Moreover, if the two categories are combined, there would

be no assurance that the states would allocate funds to the two groups on a pro=
portional basis. Therefore, one of the two groups would suffer a paucity of program=
ming in some areas,

b. Monitoring the set=aside provisions: There is evidence that some states may

not be expending 10 percent of their basic grants on programs for the handicapped.
The U.S. Office of Education should monitor this situation closely,

2. Teacher training and retraining: There are few persons who have been trained

in both special education and vocational education. There is a need tor undergraduate
teacher education programs which will produce individuals qualified in both fields.
Graduate programs for training vocational education teachets in special education and

vice versa are also needed. Both types of programs should require internships in Part B

projects,
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3. Instructional systems for the handicapped: Research in the area of instructional

systems for the handicapped is urgently needed. Basic, applied, and comparative research

in this area will give a needed boost to instructional technology as it applies to the handi-

capped. Many teachers and employers suggest that their unwillingness to work with handi=
" capped students is related not only to their lack of knowledge regarding "ow to" teach

or supervise, but to a greater lack of societal knowledge regarding the needs, learning

styles, and cognitive structures of persons with special needs. This research should-relate
directly to or take place in Part B programs.

4, Promotion of coordinated educational programs for the handicapped: Considera-

tion should be given to pros)iding some states with grants for pilot programs directed toward
accomplishing coordinated, interagency policy making, planning, monitoring, and evalua-
tion of all educational programs for the hondicopbed, including vocational education,
Such programs should include identifying the universe of need in local areas and for the
state as a whole, identifying funds from all sources available to meet those needs, estab-
lishing priorities based on needs and available funds for each type of program, and es-

tablishing management information systems for monitoring and evaluation purposes.

5. Dissemination of information: The U.S, Office of Education should collect

and disseminate to the states information of value in administering the Part B set=aside
program. The methods used by some states to effect joint funding of projects, account
for funds used in financing regular projects, and incorporate the "seed money" con;:epf
are examples of information that should receive wide dissemination throughout the states,

6. Improvement of data collection systems: The U.S, Office of Education, in

consultation with state and local educators and administrators, should take action to

14
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improve local and state data collection systems. The Office of Education should be
particularly concerned with the quality of information on the Part B set-aside program
for the handicapped that is reported to the federal government by the states. However,
improvement of data collected by the states depends to a great extent on the quality of
data collected at the local level. The emphasis, therefore, should be on the data local
administrators need to maintain control over their programs.

7. Curriculum development: Curricula for skills training, which would incorporate

individualized instruction techniques, are necessary if handicapped individuals are to

be integrated into classes with the non-handicapped. Although a great deal of such
material has been developed, it is not widely used. Evaluations of existing material
should be made, and efforts should be made at the state level to promote the use of
superior curricula materials in Part B sef-o#ide projects. In some areas, technical assist=
ance to project instructors may be necessary. The states should be prepared to provide
such technical assistance.

8. Program mix: The amount of skills training provided under the set=aside program

should be increased, and all prevocational programs should be tied into later skills train-
ing. Individual education plans should be developed for each student referred into fhg
set=aside program. Such plans should be directed toward providing comprehensive educa=
tional services, both nonskills and skills training, for handicapped individuals enrolled

in the vocational education program,

9. Occupational offerings for women: The range of occupational offerings for

women in the set-aside program is very narrow. States should take action to widen the
occupational offerings available to women, including those in the trade and industrial

area.
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a. Home economics: State guidelines for home economics courses should be
reviewed to make certain that such couﬁes do not preclude either work or laboratory
experience because of the few hours per week students spend in home economics
courses. Many of the home economics courses in which set-aside students were -
enrolled appeared to lack laboratory and/or work experience. As a result, they
were listed in the "nongainful" home economics category; the program did not
seem to be preparing students for "gainful employment in a recognized occupation."

10. Work experience; Consideration should be given to allocating portions of

Parts G and H set-asides for the handicapped. Programming for the handicapped under
Parts G and H was for all practical purposes nonexistent,

a. Employer promotion: Aggressive campaigns to promote participation by

employers in Part B set-aside programs should be launched at both the naffonal
and state levels. Employers who are now participating in the program should be
enlisted to help in these campaigns. The keynote should be to break dawn the
biases of employers who believe that the employment of handicapped individuals
would cause wholesale changes in their working environments or that supervision
of the handicapped would be difficult. The results of the emplof;r infe.rviews
show that such changes are not necessary and that handicapped workers receive
high ratings from participating employers in all performance categories. Use
should be made of this information.

11. Enrollment priority: Priority for enrollment in the set-aside program should

be given to those handicapped individuals who, after training, can compete in the open

labor market in certain occupational areas, Funds from other sources should be used to
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provide educational services for individuals who are unlikely to be dble to compete on
the open labor market or who are unable to benefit from advanced skills trc..uining. Of
course, periodic reassessments should be made of all handicapped individuals to make
certain that those who make educational advances are not locked into set and never-
changing programs. Furthermore, if all in the priority target population is enrolled in

a given state or area, and all set-aside funds have not been spent, projects for the more
severely handicapped, or those who may require services over a longer period of rime ‘
before they can become competitive, should be instituted,

12, Educational assessments: Although it is not.a responsibility of vocational

education to diagnose and classify inc* siduals by handicapping condition, it is a voca=
tional education responsibility to perform thorough educational assessments of handicapped
students who are referred into the program. The states should require that such assess-
ments be made for all special needs students who are referred to the vocational education

program,
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LR ;w%\ gt CTABLE As2 |
@ v+ CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENT HOUSENOLUY -
TR R AT *mm:masﬂm
| PROPORT LONAL,
_hASE* DISTRIBUTLON
. ()
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Processing (16) '
Machine Trades - ) (21) b
Benchwork ~ (35) 4
Structural Work o S . (22) 2
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Regutar R 21 ) I L I ¥ 4 S 9 2 3 ? ST ¥ R
. Speelal : . 465) 23 6 .10 . 8 .. -9 9 10 7 T 1w o
shelterod- Korkshop (2200) 19 4 6 LA 7. 10 s 18 11 )
Cdob . ( 65) 9 I X : 3 0 PR Ry P
1xgo of Mandicap .- a . ‘ R e S 2
‘Mental . 880) 19 6 3 6 8 .6 8 6 6. 13 s
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‘ o Regular évI- N € 130 8 4 -2 .2 2 .. 46 ‘  .
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Current Student .. - (655) . 93 88 - 87 ~ 8k
Iype of Classroom ‘ " AL
- Regular S (231 92 -84 89 85
" Special . (468) 94 2! 88 84 .
Shelterod Workshop - (201)777 84 g8 - 85 67
" Job h ( 65) 85 79 .88 "o '/_
Type of Hundicap _ . s
Mental (880). 93 87 87 80
. Physigal/Sensory  ( 82) 94 - 88 88 85 -
. Male (609) - 92 90 87 82 .
" Female - (353) . a3 83 .87 e R
" . Bthnic Background o o o B ' fv
White (362) ~ 0 84 85 78 e
Black ‘ (493) M 89 91 82 . IR
" Spanish Speaking (98) 04 91 81 79 VR ,/z Jyt
»éﬂg‘_ .i ' T . . L1 | L ‘ -
20 and Otder G 3O* o4 88 85 01 | L
19-20 Years O1d_ (262) 92, 87 89 83 . S
we 17418 Years.Old T (319) 7 93 88 88 81 e
15416 Years 01d " (189) 02 - 88 83 ” ' oy
14 and Younger 79 9= 86 20 65 :
e g i S , .
State ' ! T _ Y
t1linois (188) " g8 81 . 8 80
Ohio (196) - 9% 81 89 78 '
North Curolina (190) 06 04 - 03 93 .
. Texas \ (101) 94 90 84 82
New Jersey (197) 92 91 B 68
Wype of Propram . can .
Work Experience . :
“Component: (236) 96 90 90 79
Other 86 86 80

(120) 02

*Small cell sige«-Intorpret with caution -
*2Chl square significant at ,05 level
*AChi squave sdgnificant at 01 level
+Buse for subgroups may not total aggrepate because of "don't
know/no opinjon' answers and/or non-responses
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| “s\ w“ " | o STUDENT APPRATSAL OF POSSIRLE

PROBLEMS IN PROGRAM TRAINING

D

. ST DID NOT
" : ’ FOUND HAVE HELP
: A ' DID NOT ' TOOLS TOO - FROM ,
sast “VEACHER . _OPRRATR  GOf MAD _srubBNts
' T T B O amt
S ’ R * AGGREGATH (962) 11 T 12 _35 29 -
Student Status . S o
Program Completer . (307) . 12 ’ 16 33 5 N
Curvent Student  (655)_ . 10 “10 36 T TR ST
" Type of Classroom : " wn
" Regular - R €13 S IO NUREES § SR WP | '
. . 5pec{al : ' ..(465) - 10 10 34 ) 25 . ‘ . S o
. » .77 Ssheltered Workshop (201) 15 14 .43 2% S o
S Job . - (88) 6 17 2. 28 S L
Type of Hnndicaé S ‘ .rl . lunwk o '} : ‘ '">1"_* R
: Mental ~ (880) - 3 S 1t . 35 47 29 . ' "
B Physical/Sensory =~ ( 82) 6, - 15 - - 34 24
- Male C 0 (609), 10 oon 34 . 30 e e
g Female - (353) T 12 13 38 R o :
White (362) . 13 . 38 e
{ . L
‘Black NCCE) I S SRS § S § Y. | R : . -
Spanish Speaking (98) - 10 . L 8§ .02 . e AR
Age . o e L : . ‘ : S e e
1 21 apd Older SR IO L | IR B | X 18. B -
L 19-20 Years 01d° (202) - 11 o -2 28 ' ‘
e 1718 Years Otd . (319) 2 | I £ 1 27 .
' ‘ 15-16 Years 01d (189) - 12 13 45 ~ 29
14 and Younger '  ( 79) 20 1. st 43
. o J ) o \ .
" I11inois _(188) N b 34 30 :
Ohio (196) . 107 14 30 29 :
e North Carolina (190) § .. 7 0 22 "
Texas _ (191y- i e 44 Y K
New Jorseoy (197) 18 1. 50 44 5
. : J - cranend
Type_of Program ‘ S LT .
Work Experience (234) 14 ¢« 11 45 k3|
Component 4 (126) 10 12 32 28
Othet ’ ‘ .

.
b

S *smail cotl size--Interpret with caution .
; C RRCh gquare significant at .05 level
! ) ARRCN square significant at .01 level ‘ . -
+Buse for subgroups may not total aggregate because of "don't
know/no opinion' answers and/or non-responses
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TABLE A3 © TN
. - s 'JQR? )
WHAT PARENTS LIKED MOST ABOUT TNE VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM R T
' (COLLAPSED CATEGORIES)
. v R hoy g
- DEVELDP. _ : KNG
.. BASE+  TRAINING mmnlr)“ BENT  ToACHERS r:){.?llfx{ei: NEUTRAL \l;mrﬁ\,} e
STy T YT T TR € R € Y o Ty
- AGGREGATE (989) N6 12 2 " 3 3 3 I
Student Status SR . | i
Program Completer -(315) B2 13 3 4y 2 4 3 0
N Current Student (074) LI U " 53;‘ o o 3 2 I
Type of Classroom . ’ . - .
’ "Regilar ' (239) 35 Mo 1 8 3 3 I
. Special - - (ny 45 14’ 1o 2 14 3 3 2 0
© « Sheltered Workshop (207) 45 4 12 30 10 “H .4 § )
© Jeb ' : 64y . 22 0 3 1 5 'y 2 0
Lthnic Bﬁckground , . i
. Whlte {360) 3o 19 17 3 - 9 3 4 2 i
Black o (484) 14 15 8 1 13 3 3 3. 1
© Spanish Speaking . ( 9n) 3 | I U P oy 2 4. -
Age of Studdénts i :
© 21 and Older ( 36) 33 T2 17 v 1 0 3 3 0
19-20 Years 01d (271) 3 BT ST 2 B¢ 2 1 3 t _
17418 Years Old - (337 A2 - s - 10 2 13 3 3 3 1 o
1516 Yeurs 01d (190 Tt | 0 4 3 3 1 AR
14 and Yotmgper - - 80) -85 o 1 ! S 1] 1 o 3 i : Aﬁ;,
o State 3 ' : AR T am LTS YY) T Y I Y R Y RRETY Y .
~ 1linois (194) 3 S 2 10 K 3 I .-
Ohio S e 28 2 1 1 _ 8 .2 § 4 I :
T North Carolina (196) 12 6 v 1 s 2 3 1 '
~ Texas (200) 30 2 18 B n 2 2 3 0
" New Jersey 1200y 6k 0 7 ? 8 2 6 ' 1
Iiﬂgfg:_lﬁﬁxﬁﬂm~i T YT YT R Y Y Y YT Y YT AR 1Y
Work Esperience . ‘ : L
Component 1248) 51 12 tt 2 13 ] 3 4 n
Other - . BENEITH 38 S LI § 2 11 3 ) "2 1
Family Income
Public Welfare
Yes : t230) 16 1! (] 2 ta H J. 5 . 0 ~
No . - (653) 42 14 1 2 ] 3 fie 2 i
Pon't anow/ . P - -
" - No Answer - (1ou; 28 As T e Ty 1o 0 0 | 0

t¥EChE Square significant at .0} level
+Base for subgroups may not total apgregate because of “don't
-know/no opinion” answers and/or nons responses
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WHAT PARENTS LIKED LEAST ABOUT THE VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM : , P
' (COLLAPSED CATRGORIES) ‘ .
s AC ’ . R . : : N ‘-\_
’ ' JOB - STUDENT
. - CURRICG- PLACE.  PLACE- DISCI- OTHER GENERAL  LIKE
BASE® ULUM _ SHORTAGE _MENT MENT -PLINE  PROBLEMS NEGATIVE _IT_  OTHER
i ¢3) (€3N § I € > INN ¢ ) R ¢ ) MR € ) RN A ) NN ¢ P
AGGREGATE : . (989) 13 5 3 1.3 5 -4 55 1
: St'uden't statu's ! . (X1} ’ .QQQ RAR (11 QQQA KRR l KRR (1] KRk
~ Program Complotes . (315) 15’ 303 3 e 4 7 5 53 1
. Current Student o (674) . 12 5 .3 0 3 3 85 1
- Type of Classyoom : o . i
© " Regular ’ B ¢ 7 1) RS 3 4 1 0 3 3 62 1
- Special = . - (479) 1 6 3 1 3 4 5 52 t
Sheltvred Workshop c (207) 16 4. 1 -2 4. 8 4 49 1-
Job - ety - 1 5 9 0 3 8- 0 9 . 0
Ethnic_Background : . - o I g ’ . -
" White ' (360) 17 ° 7 a "y A 4. 48" 1 g
, 7 Black (484) 9 3 3 0 3 3 3 6l 0
. . Spanish Speaking o ( 97) 3, 2 0 1 3 : 8 . 420 1
Age of Students = . o _ _ o o o ,I;{
" 21 and Older o ( 36)™ 14 1 -0 0 0 3~ 50 o :
19420 Years 01d (271) 15 3 4 3 2 5 toa 51 i
17-18 Years 01d _ 3375 1 3 2 0r 2 .5 5 60 1
15-16 Years 01d B $ 1) B VA 3 2 1 2 5 4 58 1 ;
14 and Younger .. (80) 13 5 0 0 0 oG e 53—
-State - . .
f11inois s T (194) 10 4 3 ! 1 4
Ohio - . (199) 15 1 6, 1. 2 7
North Carolina R €110 N 2 1 L2 2
_Texas o < (200) - 20 .16 5 3 T 2 4
New Jersey C _ (200) | 18 2 1 2 b 8
va - Type of Program - ‘ PPN aeh  aaa YR YY SN
Work Experience ' _ S . ;
Component ‘ (248) 17 - 3 0 R S
Other: (741) 4 . 5 ! 1 2 4
Family Income . "%
Public Welfare .
¥ Yes - 1236) 11 " 2 .0 3 7
No C (653 12 :, 2 1 3 4
Bon't Know/ ] '
_'No Answer _ (100) 24 8 Y 3 0 1
*Chi square significant ht .05 level _ !
- Afachi square significant at (01 level '
+Base for subproups may not total agpregate because of "don't
know/no opinion" answer: and/ot none-responses
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o a - TABLE A-1§ 'BESTCOPYAVMMBI.S

HOW PARENTS RATE THE

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM. RN
PROGRAM_RATING -
- + . ’ . . . .
: RASE EXCELLENT  GooD  FAIR  POOR -
.A_'_' . ° !
£ [$) (%) (%) (%)
S AGGREGATE S8 T 2w 51 16 4
: . -, . A . ! - .:_
Student Status _ ‘ B : - L T
Program Completer (318) .. 29 8 17 4 '
Current. Student . (674) 28 52 - 16 4
Type of Classyoom C : ' PYTRR EXy T oaRR . aaa
Regular ;o S (239) - 31 - as 13 3
Special . (479) 24 55 16 - "2
~ 1+ Sheltered Workshop _ (207) S T
| . ~ Job ' ( 64) SN L M 17 3 , <
i Ethnic Backgroind SR | s g
G White Co (360) 36 42 15 -
Black L (484) 19 59 16 :
Spanish Speaking ' (97) 18- . 80- . 23 o
Age of Students S o : S ’ ;.*JQ
21 and Older : | ( 36 28 . M A
19-20 Years O1d .. (271) B D ¥ 17 4 ' R
17-18 Years 0ld | B € ¥ BRI ' 53 12 3
15«10 Yedrs 014 - (1on) A5 . 54 2 3
‘ 14 and Younger [T { 80) 8 64 19 8
\\ i N A . i . N . .
’ ’ : ' ’ ’ . . l Y
Stuto*ks S o C L RRA LT ) 1Ll KRR
t1linois o (194) 3% 413 4
Ohio o : (1v9) - - 28 43 17 4
North Carolina ' (196) 12 70 14 0
Texas .o ' ©(200) 41 40 15 4
New Jersey . _ ey 5 50 21 0
Type of Program ) _ o
“Work expericnce Compohent (248) . 25 52 17
Other S (741) . 27 50 16 4
anii{mincomc :
bublic welfare: A o am LTI TUR YT
Yes ’ ’ (236) 18 50 17 3
No- . 653) 26 1/ 16 oy
" hon't Know/No Answer Coooony 4y A0 12 0
*ergignificant at .01 level _ _ S . - N
+hase for subgroups may not total aggregoate because of "don't : /
.knqw/no opinion" answers and/or non-responscs .
) . B . . ) . i-“ﬁ___;‘_ .
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TABLE A-16

 PARENT EVALUATION OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM

AGGREGATE
Student Status

Program Completer
Current Student

© Type of Classroom

"Regular
-Special

Sheltered W6rkshop f

Job - ’

Ethnic Background

White
Black
Spanish Speaking

.. Age of Students

21 and Younger
" 19-20

17-18

15-16

14 and Youngetr

" State Lo

H1linols -
Ohio

North Carolina
'Texas

New Jersey

Type of Propram
Work BExperience
Cpmponent

Other

Family Income
Public Welfare.

Yes
No

Don't "Know/
No Answet

ot

~(100) - 92

*#Chi square significant at .05 level
*k2Chi square significant at .01 level ‘
+Base for subgroups may not total aggregate because of "don't
know/no opinion" answers and/or non-tresponses

~262-

, -, LIKE
. NOT NOT PROGRAM
BASE*. HELPEUL  TOO HARD  BORING = WORK
‘ ) ) i43] ™
(989) 89 91 79 76
(315) 88 . 91 78 76
- (674) - 89 92 80 76
(239) . 86 88 78 75
(479) 91 93 81 77
(207) 87 92 76 72. v
( 64) 86 91 80 86 | ‘{J
(360) . 88 91 77 71 ]
(484) 90 93 " 83 82
C97) . 85 " 86 12 68
A . )
(36) .86 89 78 67 -
(271) | 86 88 - 18 78
(337) ) .94 79 77
(190) 89 90 80, 78 , . .
( 80) - 89 96 . 89 90 : o
akh hh e ’ .
(194) 88 92 77 I ER
(199) - 83 86- 76 78
©(196) 03 92 80 85
(200) 92 92 76 62
(200) 87 95 87 82
(248) 89 a3 83 75
(741) 88 01 478 76
khk
(236) 90 03 84 83 ‘
(653). 88 91 78 78 a
91 75 50 .
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G o S NOT © T
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.a.9¢v€§ B U S G W o

AGGRBGATE  A B (11 e+ S 45",,‘I”E'f;13lf:‘ Q;f*fj 25
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" 'fCufrent Student R (Y7 ) B T E : S {1
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. Regular.. -7 Lo9) + #1721l w37 220 24 W 17 S TR
R ;. Special . me) | 19 20 ° 13 . 47) 35 I8 29 0 4
STl Sheltered Workshop Seasr oy 22 42 200 360 0 13 22 B
AT Job - , ol o3 1z 16 a9 14 23 ST 9 2L
SRS . “Type of Handicag B . o Lot T
L Mental @ |z 16 17 as|o2s vo2s e g0 a3 sl
o Physical/Sensory Caor |25 20 Ceo20 35. 25 16 3% 0% 20
0 Male . 7. | 20 19 15 6|25 o2l 1L
.  Female Co(eeyeel 26 - 12 24 38 ) 250 28
:4;};1,’ "Ethhic. B\ackgi‘om\d " - \ . J .
P ~ White ¢ (153) 19 19 22 40t ‘28 22
Vo - Blaék . e (127) <] 287 17 14 43 26 2
> Spanish Speakiﬂg (34t 22 6 97 59 9 . 4
5, 'l'ﬁl'?.'- B . ‘ o » . \\
2l and Older "o G2 IS U NI F I U 521 14 2
"19-20 Years Otd . (13s) | 18 9 14 LS9 180 7o 25
i dfet8Years Ol v (9my 2126 2429 29 o
- 15-16 Years O1d s | 52 24 120 8 60 16
N 14 and Younger - N DLIN BT Y 3 4. 14 71 IR
" s — : U m N . )
Milinols v ee) {26 21 . 23 20| 24 20
4Ohio ' (o, Jrre oy b Tsal s 32
) . iNorth Caroliﬂa SSETIL N INEV RV VRS TN 1 N B T ¥
o Texas (:50) [. 25 10 0 T84y 20, 22
g New Jersey’ cLCsne 18 300 21, 33 24 71
N “Type of Prégr‘aﬁ_\ X %
Work Bxperience . 1 _ : . '
. - -Compohenit: Gy /18 1 Tie 48 21 - 23
: Other - (236) | 23 17’ assova ) o2 o 23
’ ot ' i ¢
" #5mall cell size‘-thterpret with Llllltidll
#4(hi. square significant at (U5 level : ,
LN +Base for subfroupe; WY, Rots totalr apgregate hcumw of "ddn‘t {
, (Y know/no op. nion™ unswers and/ot non-responm :
[t
w7k RLOE NI




A

R

*Small cell size -« fnterpret with caution
+Base for subproups may not total apgregate becausu. of “don't
know/no oplnion" answers and/or nonsresponsos :

| B RS P
L . 0 - : : s BRI
- B . - ) Vs o
o TABLE A-29 B ‘
B }_ ©le. MREROF JORS HELD SINCE GRADUATION . o
- _ FRUM VOCATTONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM :
B i Ty . ' ..
s SN - - u - . . o S
L o . CURRENTLY. CURRENTLY T
SAMH N © - UNEMPLOYED UNEMPLOYED N0 - = ‘" -
JOB =+ GURRENT ~ CURRENT - PLUS TWO  PLUS ONE JOBS -
| pAsE® GtAb. ONEOVER Tuo-OWMis  SINCD SnAb. SIbek weap, ool -
. B ¢ 3 g § ) U ) R ) NN ¢ 3 Il ¢ )ROSR -t
.- ey e ' . . N K S
CUAGGREGATE YT i 32 a0 s 2, 9 o ! 17 i
RV o ; Lo . \:. . - > B - -
'“?L Enrollment Stutus . : T ‘ ‘ S
" Current Enrollee (1200 0 . 0 0 o . 0 o
- Completer in School  ( §5) 28 . 2 A 12 2 o
C .Compléter Not in ' . ) ~ 4 fx E
737 sehools (123 51 7 3 1 - u 14 s
Type of Classroom’ S ‘ SR ’ ‘ -y
" Regular . - ' (102) © 50 -— 2 3 1 12 15 ST
Spocial | () 37 [ | 9 A3 17 3
~ sheltered Workstiop  ( 74) 27 R 3 1 T8 23, \ i
R (el* 525 5 14 10 . .14 :
Type of Handicap . _ -
Menta1  L (276) 38 5 3o 0 o 20 L
- Physical/Sensory’ ( 45)% . 5) "2 0 3. "7 9 4 !
Sex - o : S
_Male (190) 44 7 3 1 12 15
Female (U3 2 b3 8 12 - 23 >
Ethnic Background - . v : -
White - (144) = M4 5 4 12 9 14 —
Black , (130) 38 5 2 8 15 22
Spanish Speaking ( 2% 52 10 0 1o 3 21 \ ,
21 and Otder BT LEEY 0 4 9 - 4 13 N
19-20 Years Cld (157 - 47 0 3 10 13 14 J
17-18 Years 01d (85) 29 o0 e L 18 2
15-16 Years O1d LI R B 17 B 42
14 and Younger (o 8)* 0 0 " 0 0 13
o .
Mlinois ( 69) 52 3 4 13 10 ? .
Ohio [ us) a4 2 2 ? 14 20 >
North Carolina D G 73 LI 11 5 0 0 18 18
" Texas ( 64) 36 9 3 16 6 . 6 v
New Jersey ( M) 27 ? 0. ) 11 34 .
Type of Program ‘ ) -
Work lxperience Com- e
ponent (8 40 8 12 7 16
Other (234) 40 4 9 13 20




e . are ""('.’" . !“ 4NN . e - - ;..4,1,'.
. . ’ /’1 ‘:w : ) R . ~ I.
‘®? S . TABLE A+30 : i
»‘ © . MOST FREQUENTLY MENTIONED REA’SONS", FOR LEAVING JORS o
‘ I  (COLLAPSED CATEGORIES) =~ )
e b - ' . N e
| TEMPORARY © 0L LAID-OFF/ . WORKING - OTHUR
,‘.v . . . o V. N 1 . - h v ¥l ; \
L BASE™ _JoB ~ SCHOOL FIRED: CONDITIONS - REASONS e
‘ ST (E)p ~ R { ) ™ (COIN CIRE
AGOREGATE 41y |- 27 14 17.. .19 19
_ ,' Bﬁrollmen-t—Status ) Tl L1 L 1Y)
. " Current Enrollee .- (228) 30 8 13 21
- . Completer in Schoel  ( 63) 21 19 21 © 13
.+ Completer Not in School(134) 19 5 . 2 19
< - Type of Classroon . _ .
- Regular . (134) 31 13 17 18
7. Special - -7 .- (183) .26 14 18 18-
" Sheltered Workshop - ( 79) - 27 14 19 20.
Job e ET T (AS)R 22 16 11 27
Type of Handicap o
_ Mental . . (396) 27 14 Y 19
. Physical/Sensory = .{ 45)% 27 16 20 16
' Sex : ' ‘ e | ane YY) JErYS
~ Mate (300) 24 - 15 19 22
Female (141) 34 R § & 13 13
Ethnic Background ' _ , .? .
White ' - (183) 22 14 20, 20
Black . <) - 32 16 “14 17
Spanish Speaking .  ( 38)*- .24 3 18 24
.21 and-Older - ( 18)* 11 33 B 17
* 19-20 Years.old .17y 24 11 el 20
~ 17+18 Years 01d (149) | 36 15 11 - 18
.15-16 Yeurs 01d ( 49)# 29 14 16 20
.14 and Younger (12)* - 17 25 17 33
State 13 Ak I raRr
f1linois .13 29 12 1§ 23
Ohio (125) - 33 18 16 i6
North Carolina ( 62) 2 39 19 11 16
“Texus ( 91) 14 10 C e 23 18
New Jersey ( 50) 16 12 20 24
Type of Program ans :
Work Experience — hen bl has ek
~ Component (104) . 16 -10 24 19
Other . (331) 30 15 18 19
*Small cell size +« Interpret with caution
***Chi square significant at .01 level .
sBase for subgroups may not total aggregate because of "don't
know/no opinion" answers and/or non-responses :
u278n
;-




NOT WhY_NOT Looma FOR_WORK :
i . " LOOK ING No " " DON'T SIGNED scnoou BLANK/
) e, FOR WORK IN - NoT NlthD JORS s WANT  WITH - WILL G-
‘ s e o, hAST 3 .- SCHOOL 100 QUALL-  BY AVAILv 06" WEALTH/ T0 JOB:  FIND LRAL/ ANS«FRI
: * BASE'. NONTHS  BASE TRAINING vouna FIED - FAMILY ABLE BUSY PREGNANCY WORK  CORPS _ JOB  OTHER Rcsusnn
f : ,tli ) O 700 SO T ™ T DRI}
” ApGRﬁcAng ' (649)  (83)  (d07). 53 "tlﬁ ! 2 1 ‘2 3 2 N 12)
{.Sihdent Stufhsz - . . R f-'f;»g‘ :
o Program Completer =~ (142) 40  (,57) 2 5 2 S TR | : 9 s 2 0 12
: Current Student (507} 69 (350) 2 17 4 4 2 | 20 2 2 1 LA
Type Of Classroom T e - . : - ,“_ 
: Regular’ (12 4 (s 9 noou 4 2 : e 6 -0 FR TR
i ‘Special \ (347) 73 . (253) . 6l DI 31 0 e ST R 9
- Sheltered Workshop .  (156) 2 ( 96) 30 31 4 1. ] 3 1. t 5 0 102 e
“Job : : v 18 Hr s 0 0 0 0" 0 25 0/ 0 nos0 . 0
- Type of Handiqag e v : o L J.' L
Meptal (616) 64 . (304) S0, e 3 ! ! 2 e ST R
Physica}/Senaor) ( 33)* 3 (-13)* 23 ' s '“‘h
L Y, & te / 300) 0 62 (D - 31 o4 0 g i 8 15 0 0 gl T g
s ﬁemaxe (157) @ (165) 5% 1 A : - 1 0 : % 0. & 14
o Eehnie Background : . o . PR
. White . (209). . 63 (131) 48 1 8. 3 B 2. 4 4 1 L A U ,
A Rlach (366) 63 (229) 84 17 | 3 | 1 2 3 o s i
2 © Spanish Speaking  .( 66) 64 (40t 41 : ? 4 0. 0 2 5 0 5 2 12
. S Q . . :
T Age . :
21 and Older (In* 69 (MF 56 0w 0 - e 0 0.0 o 0o .33
~ 494204 (127) 44 [ 56) &% : N 4 5 : - 2 0 S e |
17:18 - (222 62 {138) o 5 4 3 0 2 2 1 4 0o 6 9
1516 (134) -7 (116) 50 1? 3 I 1. 0 3 1 PR 13
14 and founger (72) 69 (i) 14 60 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 [ 16
Ilinois’ (82) 38 3 e ¢ : 3 38 0 13 0 3010 10
Ohio o117y (52) 4 3 A 1 t 8 0 0 I 3!
" North Carolina Case) e oy 80 5o 1 1 s o 3 3
“Texas (132) 80 - (106) 04 8 8 2 2 0 2 1 0 2 4 13
R New Jetsoy (164) 59 97y .27 3 A 0 | 0 2 5 -1 0o 8
. . : -
Type of Prugru@ ) "
Work Experience - (159) 64 ey 34 30 : 2 : 3 6 0 P 16
(Other (490) 62 (308) 59 10 5 I 2 1 2 0 6 11
l—-ﬂ X
#Small cell size--Interpret with caution B
. ABase for subproups mny not total agpregate because of ‘don't
know/no opinion” answers and/or fion. responses
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' AGGREGATE

) Lanrollmcnt Status

.,v”“_ -Cufrent Enrollee
{-" Completer in School

Jilh Complete Not in

: iﬁ '-§5cbool_‘

“ Type_of Classroom
0 " Regular
.. Specim T .
“Sheltered ncr¥shop
: fdob ] N

i

. Type_of Mandicap’
" Mental )
Physical/Sensory

L sex
*';ﬁ',?'f Male
l C 7 Female
: - fithnic Background
; " ‘J“  Whi‘é
o plack
“'"\ _ 1, Spanish Speaking
e ,
"21 and Older |
19‘20 c. -f’f )
B TE U
15-16

State ’ '4‘(;‘.
. t11inois. ||
- . Ohio ; _
North Caroliina <
Texas o
New Jersey:

- ﬁgge of Proé%um
Work txpefience
Componeht

) Other . -

vy

tncome Ny
public Welfare
Other

+lase
know/no op

ERIC ~
i o I

o

‘14 and Youngér
f ;!

~ FUTURE PLANS AND JOB'EXPBCTAT}ONS oF STUD&NTS AS

Lw s
P L .

TABLE

A32

e

VIEWED BY STUDENTS AND PARENTS

e e ey et ann

*Chi square significant at’ .05 level |
LLLTW T s?uare significant at .01 level -

ot subfraups muy not totul aguregate because of "doa't

nion" andwers and/oy noneresponscs

-/ :
@ : . EXPECT 70' BE DOING ONE YEAR FROM NOW
L] e 00 e e
1 o s | LW 1. ORK & ScHOOL ‘ '
B Y PR AN R O
at tudent . P udent Parent|Student Parvent|Student Pirent|Student Pavent] Student Parent |
‘ : ) R € ) I S 4 3 B ¢ ) [ V). © (¥ L NS ) V) W
(962)7°T(u89) T (67)  (13) | (5B)  (34) (33) (28)  (38)  (30) @)y - (n. (8. - sl -
P oYYy WLl L I TY Anh e aee paaﬂw~f‘aa0  B YT YOI TY VSR
(599) (594) . M 7 6, s1 17 L) ‘s 28w s, 3
(137) - (138) 61 64 "~ 57 41 W 28 27 33 018 s 10
(200) . (197) 52 64 + 49 50 1 66 . 1 P e s 6
) Y “ann Py - . o _ L . 1
(231) - (239) | 60 62 51 49 41 37 30 32 18 14 7 4
(465)  (479) 75 81 62 .59 27 23 38 46 20 6 .5 -6
(201)  (207) 627 973 60 - 54 29 22 % 46 20 2 3 2
¢ 65) { 64) 5§ 59 46 ©59 51 52 14 1325 25 3.2
i }""“"""‘:‘)"M' . - sone . . (.-f'-,{n . .
& b
| (880) . 68 59 . 32 © 35 Mgreme 20 5
C (8 . R -1 43 . 29 k16 5 .
(609) . 66 56 33 % - 1D 4 "
(353) 20 ST - s R SR T A I
362) 360 I 68 51 T R R L R IS LA T
oy amy . o 76 62 54 7 2 D I 1 3 18 4 3
(98) (97 . 69 74 3 53 10’ 35 1. A 18 14 0 5
_ - . L ta Cam ‘g _ P
- ( 34) 36 68 - 67 - 62 "6l 53 58 "6 ) 21 1 0. 1
(262) M 56— 67 47 las . 61 53 16 17 10 14 6 b
- (319) 331 5N "9 87 58 27 % .28 34 30 4 RRRRG B
7 (189) 190 - 72 74 063 62 i 3 8 T92 .. 28 13- 3. ..1
1 80 74 13, 72 49 A 82. . a3 . 10 3 0 1
. jﬁﬂ [T 1] Rk [ 23] "ﬁkﬁ . 'ﬁﬁﬂ } [ 11 I
(188) (194 56 . 5B 46 a4 4o L2 25 23 4 3
(196)  (199) 56 €1, 53 55 46 44 24 22 18 17 ¢ 6 8]
(10 (196, .83 88 54 50 21 17 51 55 17 16" - 4 e |
19y (200) 7 RS ee es o AN 30 24 34 16 17 8 10
(1993 .(200) - 70 %0 500 16 14 . 53 67 20- 14 1 2
(236)  (2d) 70 6 62 53 3o w36 45 19 .18 2 1 -
(726)  (741) 66 12 57 33 32 28 34 39 20 18 5 5
Tans
(236) . 7% 51 ST 50 14 . 2
(653) 70 5% 3 . % - 18




* Small cell size - ‘Interpret with caution

#4% Chi square significant at ,0

1 level

+ Base for subgroups may not tntal aggregate because of Mdon't
know/no opinion' answers and/or noneresponses
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Lol - " TABLE A-33 \
ST EXPECTED BARNINGS IN ONE YEAR
=§$==;E§===;==;=;‘ e = s s R
! §.00 $1.00 $1,25 $1.60- 82,00 $2,51 $3,00 $3.51 $5.00
.. T 10 70 T0 TO - T0  T0 " TO  _AND
e ~  BASE.. $,99 $1.24 "$1.50 $1.99 $2.50 $2.99 .$3.50- $4.59 OVER
ApnEAT ' ) . ' A e
~ AGGREGATE - . (502) .5 1 3° 7 4 28 300 1 1006
. Bnrollment Status L) LI LT B LU RN TU R T “fﬂi{f.ﬁtﬁﬂv_
" Curvent Enrollee (251) § 2 4 4. 30 .2 8 s.iig
o Completer in School  ( 79) ~ § 3 1 5 23 [ UREEERES T IS )
, %+ Complgter not in Schbol (154) -1 0 2 4 27 3 ", 1 .1
Typd of .Classroom ' ' _ _ , B . S
 Regular - (136) 2 2 0o s 18 3. 140 15 1
Special - @ 71 4 4 30 1 9 T
- Sheltered Workshop " (100) 5 1 3 - .3 35 4 8 11 4
“Job S 49)n 4 0 -4 4 29 4 18 16 2
Type_of Handicap o P
Mentat - (454) 5 4 29 - 2. 11 9 4
Physical/Sensory L (a8 6 0 0 15 4 10 15 17
es | , - | .
.. Male o (316) 1 2 3 25 3 2 .n 1
e Female T (188) - 2 4 33 2 9 7 003
Ethnic Background o . )
" White o (204) 7 2 1 6 28 9 .9 7
" Black - ; (235) 3 0 4 29 12 1 6
Spanish Speaking . (5 72 4 33 11 7 2
,-\ A._gg . - + . . . ) , .
© 21 and Older,. (2n* 11 0 0 0 22 4 11 0 11
19-20 Years O1d /~ (185) 3.1 2 S 27 3 17 13 . 8
17-18 Years 01d . (179) . 6 2 3 3 27 3 8, 7.8
'16-16 Years O1d ©(63) 6 e T g T8 33 0 8. 2 2
14 and Younger S O 3§ L | 0. 0 55 0' 9" 0 0
State ‘ _
Hlinois o (120) 5 2 2 3. 14 2 15 19 10
Ohio (126) 2 0 1 6 36 6 11 8 5
North Carolina ( 72) 1 1 4 3 129 3 6 1 1
“Texas (100) 15 2 5 2 22 1 7. 10 6
= New Jersey - ( 72) 1 1 4 6 46 1 15 3 4
~Type of Program '[f_‘"’
Work Experience -
Component . (128) 2 2 26 2 10 13 10
Other (374) 6 1. 29 3 11 8. 4
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