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The DASP Program Division of the Center for Occupational Education

is committed to assisting vocational educatilon decision-makers in the ‘
. . -

identification, collection and use of policy-relevant information for

planning. Consistent with ‘our eftort to seek participatory input from

.

- those actually involved 1a the daily administration of- vocational
education in the field, this national survey presents am analysis

Y ' :
*Spécificallylff problems encountered in planning by state directors.

The amount of time spent 1n’State Plan preparation is compared with

3

th & spent on state planning in general. Problems consisfently ranked *

4 :
high in priority for solutiof were isolated. The responses to this
. ® ’ 8

survey suggest that there is a general consensus on the single most &
:. important problem facing state directors in vocational education.

The assistance of the American Vocational Association was in- R

3

valuable 1n this study. : In particular we appreciaté the help of

Mr. Lowéll A, Burkett and Mr. Dean Griffin in the désign of instru-

i . -

ﬁentation and review of the final repqrtf and Mrs. Chris Berger in

the dissemination of the survey. ® ~

-
.

- -

; ' Co Donald w..Drewes, Director
DASP Program Division
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\ . INTRODUCTIQN . .
., ) v ) ' -

Recent federal lvglslatlon in vocational eduuatlon has focusad
copsiderabls attention on state planning and particularly en the State
Plan. Yet Arndld (1969) considered the conduct of statewide program

' ol:nn ng in vocrtlonal education to ha"e\geen at "best ‘somewhat haphaz~
. ard and Lragmentary (p. 5). He cited a number of reasons’ for this,
¢y ’ among whith' are-lack of funds exclusively for planning, lack of data on ' .

' e labor, market ne¢ds, and a lack of initiation or leadenship in plaoning |
B : from the state lsvel . . .t
The most obvious: aad tangible* product of the federal mandate to
s ' vocat ¥gnal aducation is-the State Plan. It is impqrtant, though,
) dLSttﬂgUlﬁh between the "State Plan, required by federal leglslatlnn
sivce 1917 and given addltlonal emphgsis in the 1963 Vocational Educa-
tiom Act and 1968 Amendments, and state planning. While state planning
clearly includes the Staté Plan, it s easier to define the second .than .
the firsr. Thus, anmak1ng Lnterstate comparisons, it is. somewhat .~ )
VTR L easlpr to do so in terms’. of the’ State Plan, because of the relatively ‘
oo homogeneoda response to rlgorous federal guidelines for its constructuioh.
There is, however, ev1dence that the document is largely enginecred * a
toward comoﬁnance and’, is not often’ used, operatlonallv (Lawrence ind Dane,
197%4)- [Reasons for this havé frequently been sought ‘in the extreme '
. SpeleICLtV of controlllng leglslatlon (Thompson, 1973). The Nattonal
- y‘ \, - Adv150ry Counc11 in its fourth report (1971), considered ‘the specifica- .
tibns*."so meticulously detailed . -, - [that] annual preparation becomes
. a choye for the expert in grantsmanship."  However, so little attention ~
is pajd to the plan at' the regional or federal level that "its review .t
' 1 T Ln,the Office of Education has’Literally been entrusted to secretaries"

~f

°

1 ( ..169-11 - x. a ’
L pi oo . ) £ . ] .
| = ' Suspicion about the quality of data available to state vocational .
- education vplakners has® ied to further distgust of %the accuracy of pro-

«jectlony contained as Justlficatlons for program choice in State Plans
) (Lawrerce and Dane, 1974, p. 69). A careful, ‘in-depth $tudy of"the 1970
r Agabhma State Plan by the' State AdVLSory Council revealed 'gross inade- ’
‘ quaties ‘in plenning and in methods of determining state feeds" (Alabama-
State’ AdVLSory Council Report, 1970). The North Carolina State AdVlSOry
Gouncil fdr Vocational Education recommended in its 1970 report that /
éither the State Plan be organized so as-to displdy goals,‘objtctlveq
and priorities in an interrelated fashion, or the State agency do so in
& separate document. Dissatiéfaction by-state advisqry councils with
State Plans is, therefore, reflected Ln'the conclusion by the Natlonal
Advisory ‘Council that the State«Plan is not{a viable planning instrument.

1 i LY

. £ 1t is not clear why little research has been’generated ir such an -

v .important arca so obviously in need of objective‘examination. Regard:ing L
e the State Plan, one study has found, rather than the restrictive nature . .
of federal guidelines. that "ineffective leadershlp At the state level" ,
, © may be - £e blame for “the weaknesses that exist (Vandlver 1968, 121) o
Another study, however has pointed to an inheredt 1ncon<isten¢v in . Y
f e : R ° . ' . >
. - . N “ . , ; 'q’
« 4. ° - - z Py
Q B . . . - N o
. . r N =
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ex1sting l.gislation  The 1663 Vocational Education Act and '1968
Amendments smphasxzed the designation of the Stat. Board as the scle
agency for the asdministration and supsrvision of local wvocatioral cdu-
cation =upported by federal fundas Yzt the intcot of the 1968 Amend-
nents, with the introdactior of the submissior ot local plans, seems to
require that planning responsibility be shared between state and local

agencies _pc arbiguaity of this relatioaship afd :ts implicatior$ con-
cerning the dichotomv betwoen the plannicg-a-d delivery functions of
vordtional education were discusced in Woodruff ¢t al (1974). They 4

suggested cxpansion of sthe role of the state agsncy in the plamuing
process and iadicated a nesd for clarification of the state agencies'
respoasibiiity for the plarning process. .
C .. y

There is very little documentation regarding the spicifics of
the stats planning process as distinct from time spent in compliance
with feaeral requirements. Ohe line of research has focused on the
necessi1ty ror coordiration of expertice ar the state level (Nowrasteh,
1971, Arnold, 1969, Loomis, 1969) Other sfudies have focused on both
the qualifications and inrtormational inputs required for vocational edu-
cation agencies personnel at the state level Gray (1970) identified
147 compctencies required for state persornel .in the areas of socio-
economic, program and resoutce planning. Information needs of state
directors were categorized by McCracken (1973). However, there is an
absence of research to determpne eapirically, at the state agency level,
what: planning personnel perceive as being the problems that directly
obstruct c¢ffective plarning.

Taking the operational vicw o{‘planning. the study documented in
this report addressed the above.deficiency by contacting directors in
the states and the District of Columbia to determine first-hand what
they saw as being their major pPlanning-related _problems. It was, there-
fore,” the purpose of this exploratory study to determine (1) if problems
which have been identified in the literature and from other sources are
consistept across states, and (2) if clusters of plapning problems could
be derived which were of operarional sigdificarce for researgh purposes .,
More specifically, the objcctives were co ;

1 To assess the severity, fregdency of occurrence and signifi-

- cance of problems as perceriyed, by state dlfGLtOf“ of wvoca-
tional education,

* 2. _ to determine the amount of time_élloQatgd to planning within

X the state departments; . - . o
n

3. to determine the problems as perceived bv, sTte-level pian-

. ners as most frequent and sevare or -''moct significant';

' 4 . 4

to determine whether meaningful clusters of problems could

be developed for future research and intervention purpos=s;

and

I~

“ -

- 5. to determine 1f groups of respondents (states) who respdnd
alike differ in the amouat of time allocated to plznning.

o 40

Y
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¢ METHODOLOGY ’ .

N .
A &

" This section describes’ the development of the survey idstrument, s
the procedures employed in the survey, and the-data analysis techniques. *

Surveyv Instrument Development B v -

- <
The suryey instrument used in this study can be divided lnto three -
sections (refers.to Appendix %) The first section - lS addressed to detep///
mining (1) the man-months dllocated to planning, (2) the man-months
allocated to the development of the State Plan, and (3) the percentage
of total available man-months spent in planning. The second sectipn
lists: problems that have been identified from the literature and from
discussions with state directors of vocational' education! A ffve-point
rating scale was applied to each problem (item). Each item ¥as rated on
two bases: (1) frequency of occurrence of each ‘problem and (Z)gche
severity of the problem when it occurs. A team of ten judges was involved
in testing the content validity of the instrument. (Four psychometricians,
four state-level personnel and two representatives from the American Voca-
tional Association reviewed the instrument for comprehensiveness and .
redundancy. ) The third section deals with the 1dent1£1cat10n of critical
planning problems :

——

s

0 v

.

Survey Procedures
- ¢

~

<
On January 16, 1973, packets containing a cover letter from Lawell

Burkett, Executive Secretary of the American Vocational Asspciation, an
addressed and stamped envelope for returning the survey, and one copy of
the survey’ fnstrument were mailed to 49 state directors of vocational
cducation, who constituted the entire pOpulatlon df interest for this
study Thirty-seven instruments were returned.- Of these,.33&were usable
(¢omplete LQrms) and were coded and subsequently analyzed. Three of the -
responses were unusable because of failure to follow directions, and one
respondent dect}ned to complete the form at all.l o )

N 2 . .

«

Responses were coded directly from the survey rnstrument and each
state' s responses were punched and verified. The data analyses dzscusaed
in the hext section were performed on ‘an IBM 360 Model 165 computer,
using Statistical Analysis System (SAS) software.

v
2.
-

-

1On the front page of the survey form the respOndent noted that
"State planning in voéational edycation is handled ‘very well" in the Bureau
of Vocational Education. It takes man-hdurs to plan and we do it."
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.o > \ RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
- . * " \ \\ <
A\: . . \. .~

LY

. The results section presents: (1).time allocated to planning, N
§ . (2) frequency and severity of'identified problem areas, (3) critical
i planning probiems, (4) ciustens of planning problems, and (5) clusters
Y of states. : \ .
\ . » \ - ¢
v \
~ 4 s
Time Allccated to Planning " ) .

] .

L. s w .
-

. »r'Trém 1 asks for the approximate number of man-months allocated
<« te'planhiang in-the organization. .The mean number of man-months allo- .
cated ro planning each year was 68,75 with a standard deviation of 88.45.

Item 2 asks for thé approximate -number of man-months spent on the devel-

opment of the State Plan (rot inc1§§ing local time spent on local

plans). The mean number of man-months spent was 18,70 with a standard
"deviation of 44.67. Ttem 3 requests, the percentage of total available
man-hours spent in planning. The mean percentage was 20 18 with a
standard deviation of 12.50. '

\ . t .
. \ - - P

Y Only 27'percent of the time spent in planning was related to the . "~
developmant of:the State Plan. This fact tends to support -the contention
R cf many that the State Plan is merely a compliance document- which do€s

-~
o,

o fot.at all represent the true planning capability ané‘ggfgrg,at thefsgéte‘ -

~ level. Since total planning time is ‘only 20.18 percent of the total man -

" ", hours available} ‘it would seem that approximately five percent of avail-’

able time is spent on the State Plan. ¢ . .
¢
) It is important, however, to note the' implications of these
. dafculations. The data suggest that the average state agency spends just
s > ‘one-fifth of its time, or 68.75 man-months. on planning--imply,ing a total

number of 341 man-months, on' the average From this, one concludes ‘that
the average state agency for vocational education in the United States
employs anpyally the equivalent of 28 full-time personnel, a very low

o estimate. ¢ Judging from the, skewed distribution of responses to Section 1,9
item 1 (7= 88.45), it s®ems likely that the mean is a poor measure of
central -tendency in this <case, ‘and that most states spend more time on
‘planning than the means indicate. Other possible explanations are either -.

! . that respondents have generally tended to underestimate time spent on
) ¥ pianning, or that the mean as a statistic is more representative of small
RS states These conclusions are tentative and require further research.

However, one conclusion that seems warranted from these data is that
though the mean values seem small by absolutg standards, the relative
difference between time spent on state plans and on planning in general

-
-~

20ne estimdte (Rice, 1968, p. 35) projects 1965 regional state
agency professional perscnnél to 1970 The mean 1970 projection for a
"sample'" state division oﬁqﬁocational education atross the nine regions -+
. < 15 168, and the range, goes from 31 to 468.

(2 -

o 13 ' ’ b .
ERIC - . y ,
s v . . o
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'

is large. 1f we assume that though the estimates are low--for reasons

given above regarding implications for numbers of .agency perspnnel-- .
‘they are likely to ba uniformly low within states (and by roughly similar

.amounts), ‘ther the important and legltxmate conc lusion is that. state

agencies spend on the average one-quarter .of the time o their State Plan | RN
that they spend on state vlanrcov in general.

12

Frequency, and Severity of Problem Arcas

Table 1 presents Lhe medn rating, ‘onta fiye-point scale, of the’
frequency of occurrence (0}, severity of the problem (S), and a composite -
single measure, the product of frequency times occurrence (0 x S) for
each of the 56 items in Section 2. The 12 most frequent and severe prob- ;
lems as measured hy (0 x $), in order of their magnitude, are.

s
\

i

a the uncertainty in avglilability of future fiscal resources for
ptograms (Item 38);

A

b. the insufficiency of fiscal
long-range programs ‘(Item 39)

AY >

esources available tO\Qrpport \

. . .
c. the inadequacy of gystems to measure the bepefits of voca-

tiofal programs (Item 48); -

KA ~ N ~

d. the difference in formats/pf data collection across ageuncies
EES U A(ltem 17); . .
" -_"é. the inadequacy of procedures for the estimation of future ~ i
e . employmenfﬁdemands (Item 54); .8 N '
£. the lack of tralnlng in planning techniqu®s of local level- T ' .
staff (Item 36); - . , ATEREN
hed : ~ T . ‘ . %
. . L4 . .. { . . /
. ¢ g. the lack of adequate personnel to pnocess and aqalyze data . < -
+ (Item 31); : ] .. ' ‘ Y
h. -the Lnadeqﬁacy of preqently avaxlable data for planning
o purposes (Lleem 15); T
i. the inadequacy of studeut fol?ow«up data (Item 49) ' ' ’
. ~j. the xnadéquatv pf~anﬁormatlon congernnng soc1eta1 needs for‘ ‘ ’
' oL voca&10qa1 educaﬁ&cn (Ltem 10? - - —
R ./,.',‘ - r_.,”.,! .< .
LK tfe. xncompleta nature~nE’;nﬁormataon on characterxstiqs of . -
< - prargdt populatloha'(ltau.s) " and’ /; "; . ‘ S
’ : lr._:rd- . ,,/’ "' -"
? 1 the anomplete nature 0% fnform tion abOut,qee of target, .

populations (Item 8)
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. Table 1.

.
1-

!

.

.
¥}

Mean Rating of Frequencies of Occurrence, Severity of Problems,

-

7

and the Product of Frequency and Severity of the 56 Planning
Problems, with Rank Ordering of Twelve Items Ranked Highest
on (0 x S) Rating . o
Item. 'Frequency Severity of *Rartkk Order
Number of Occurrence =+ Problem of Twelve
) (0). (s) 0xS Highest 0 x S
: “ Ratings
1 2.88 3.06 8.81
2 - 3.30 3.03 10.009 i
3 3.06 2.73 8.34
4 3.49 3.09 ~— 10.76
5 2.90 2.82 8.19.
6 3.58 3.39 12.13 |
7 3.03 2.88 T BE L,
8 3.76 3.58 S 13.43 0 - 12
9 3:76 3.58 " 13.43° 1l
10 3.8L 3.55 13.53 10
<11 . 3.12 3.00 - .9.36
12 2.61 2.67 6.94 -
, 13 2.88 Nt '7.32 ~
“ 14 - 3.21 2.82 . 79.06 .-
15 3.79 3.73 14.11. . 8
" 16 3.33 3.27 10.90 .
17 4.18 3.79 15.83 4
18 . 3.24 2.97 9.62
19 3.76 3.21 12:06
20 2.76 2.79 7.68
21 3.51 3.21 11.28 .
22 3.51 3.21. 10.64
23 3.42 3.24, / 11.09
24 3.49 , 3.33 11.61
25 . 3.21 2.82 9.04"
26 3.45. 3.09 10.67
- 21? 3.33 -~ 2.97 9.89 ‘
28 * 3,39 2.94 9.97 X
29 . 3.09 2.64, 8.14
. 30 2.97= 2.58 7.64
31 4.06 Y 3.64 _‘,// 14.77 7
- 32 3.51 3.18 . 11,18
33 3.30 2.85 9.40
34 3:79 . 3.39 12.85
3% .3.58 3.30 11.81 ‘
36 Do . 4.09 3.67 . 14.99 -6
37~y /77 3.15 2.90 V¥ 9.16
38 N 4.36 4.48 19.56 1
39 4.39 4.21 18.50 2

r
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Table’' 1. (continued) ’ . R . -
. : _ .-
\ . . .
Item ‘ Frequency Severity of ¥- . - Rank Order
Number of “Occurrence - Problem . . . of Twelve
: ¢0) . (S) 0 xS , Highest Q x
o o . v . Ratings
.40 - 2.85 S Lo 251 . L7060 - .
pro 2.39 2.39 . 5.72 ' L
42 . 3.21 2.94 ‘9.4 S
43 3.5 2.90 9.16
R . 3.42 S 3.03 137 _ .
' 45 3 3.70 © o .03.55 13.10- o
- bo 3.49 - 3.06 - 10.66 ..
47 . 3,212 2 82 8.79
48 412 , "3.91 16' 11 - ' 3
e 49 ) 376 +3.64 13.66 : 9
' 50 . - 3.49 . 3.12 10.87 _ >
51 3.42 3.06 110.47 o v 3
. 52 3.42 3.21 10.99 A
53 , 3.24 3.00 | 9.72 . :
56 1 T 4.00° 3.88. " 15.51 .5
55 . 3.64° . 3.63 t12.22.°
56 § < 3.76 * 3.49 o 13.09 -
- [

. Slgﬁifitant Planning Problems

- +In Section 3, respondents were asked to se]ect from Section 2
those items, expressing problems they felt to be “'most significant' for '
olannlng in their state. Table 2 presents a frequency count of items.
thus chosen. Flgure 1 clusters graphically the L6 Ltems with the hlghest:
frequency of respofise into eight ordinal categories. Th1s measure of
cr1t1ca11ty of problem areas gives a slightly’ different plcture from our
prev1oUs measure (0 x S).

s
~

‘By this weasure, the uncertainty in avallablllty of future fiscal
° s resources for problems (Item 38) was considered ''most slgnlflcant” by -
most respondents, corroboratlng the previous. findimg. Poor procedures ,
for estlmatlng future employment demands (Item 54) was the next most
frequent response in this ‘section; this item rankqp fifth in the (0 x S)
measure. Items 39, 15 and 48, cencerning fiscal ‘resources for long-
range’ prngrams, 1nadequate data presently available«for planning, and .
inadequate measurement of the beneflts of vocational education, ranked
equally as the most frequent response. These threé 'items ranked secocnd,
eighth, and third, respectively, on the (0 x S) measure. Items 8 and
17, concerning lack of information or needs\of target Dopulatlons apd
different data formats across collection agencies, were the fourth and

’
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Table 2. Frequency of Identificatlon of Specifié Items as 'Most
Significant Planning Problems in Your State"
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Table 2. (continuedj
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(Y .

Item,Numbér SRR Number 'of Response -

. ’ A -

45
46 -
A 47
48
49 SN .
B 50 ' . '
- 51 '
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. ‘ 53 ) )
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55 ‘ ' ,
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of Specific Items in Section 3 as 'Most Significant Rlanning Problems"
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. b ¢
fifth most frequently chosen items in“this section;: these itemg ranked
twelfrh and fourth, respectively. on the (Q v S meaoun? Item 36,
conderning the lack of planning trainiung for local lcvek'stafg% ranked
sixth 1n frequency on this measure, where it also ranked "on ¢t D x 8)
rdting Items 31 and <9, concernimg the lack of adequate, persqnnel‘go
process .data and the Lnadeqqacv of student follow-up data, ranked
seventh in froqupncy on this measure, Whereas’ they .ranked eeventh and
niath Onthe ¢0 x S) measure, respectively. Itema 35 qnd 45 aTso ranked
seventh on this measurc<, though they did nof rank in the highegt 12 on

\1the (0. x S5) measure. Flnally I[tem 9 rapkéd exghqh on this measure, .
.with Items 24, 32 and 54. Only Item 9, concerning incompleten°§s of

information on targdt population needs, was ranked in the first 12 on
the (0 % S) weasurg «it ranked eleventh. _ ,
) ¥
Comparing these two measures-(Table 3)3 1t is alear that Item
38, which ranks highest on both.measures, is the most meortant prleem
defined by -this study. Using Kendall's tau \Hays, 1963, p 652) as a
test of CbDCQ*danLP in the rankings of ltems 38, 39, 48,.17, 54, 36, 31
15, 49, 9 and 8° on both measures, it appears that there is a sxganL-‘
cant Jegree of agreement between rankings on these ltOmS (For 1 = =
.548, the test for significance provided a z 'of 2.331,.which supports -
the hypothesis that 1 is significantly different from zero ag, better
than thg .05 level.) It is, therefore, suggested that these sll jtems . are
representative of key problems in frequency and severity and in, prlcrlty

ey

for solution in the state agencies sampled. ; -'

-

-

. ~ . -
Only two problems were not deemed "most signiffcant' by’ any
state--Items 20 and 29. concerning restricted access tq dara sources and
inapproprgagte choice of data levels. All other items were-.identified
by-at 1945? one state director as being ''most sxgnxflcant.' Thxs find-
ing lends some support to the content vaixdxty of the' instrument. '
. 1

Clusters of State Ajaﬁhxng Droblems ’ 4’ -

L ’

Ward hierarehical clubdier analysis (Anderbegg, 1973, p. 42) was
chosen as the method for grouping both respondents (states) and problems
(items), using 0 x S as the elements of (the .matrix. This procedurt forms
hierarchicol clusters having midimum wit in-group variation and maximum
between-group variation at each stage of the grouping process. -

Initially, each of the N prdfiles can be thought of as N groups
or clusters, each having one membe The Osgood and Suci measure of
distance (simply the sum of the sq ared differences between the raw ele-
ments) is used %o phoose the two groups. most nearly alike. The two are
combined leaving N-1 groups LIs,process continues until only.one

group is left (i.e., all profilés ‘are clustered into one greup). At
. ) o .

31Lem 10 appearbd 10th-on the (0 x S) mea5ure but was not ranked

high in the second measure, so it was discarded from this test.

¥

-\j:.
SN
. ”

¢
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sTable i Comparisons of Rank Ordering of Items by First Measure .
% (0 x S) and Second Measure (Frequency of Identlflcatlon .
© < gs '"Most Szgm.flcant Planning Problems)
o LS . 4 oo
~gank’ {0 x S) Fréquency
Order Table 1 Table 2
¢ Al M 38 38 "
2 39 o Ts4 w
‘ 3, 48 . - -39, 15, 48
4 17 8
3
5 54 K 17
6 36 36
7 ) 31 31, 35, 45, 49
., 8 15 9, 24, 32, 34
5 9 s/ 49‘ ’
10 10 .
. 11 9 et
! / .
12 8
I
o
f - 3 -
A
. .

Ly 2
7
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14 8
. /' . |
eath stage of the clustering process, the total withip errdr and the; -
ehange in error are computed. The relative change in error is used #o‘
determine with minimum subjectivity the point at which the homogeneity
of the groups starts to break down. PRIV . ;
| * £
Grouping by item was thus performed. The plot of within-grfup
error vs. groups remaining served'as the basis for determinjing the opti-
mal number of clusters. After five groups were remaining to be clustered,
¢ i within-group error rose sharply, indicating a cluster, solution. f‘
;‘ » - v

Table 4 preseﬁts the mean and standatd deviations for each of the
five obtained clusters. ‘
!

¢ &

Table 4. . Cluster Analvsis of Problefs in State-Level Plannlng‘

Group: , Items Mean (0 x §) . $.D. (0 x S) .
I 1, 2, 4, 6, 10, 16, 18, 19, T 100510 i R36
- 21, 22,25, 26,.27, 28, 37, 1 . :
o . 42, 45, 46, 47, 53 ‘ ' N .
11 3, 5,7, 12, 13, 14, 20, 29, - 7.77 i - .95
; © 30, 41 ' i .
. CL R
o 111 8, 9, 15, 17,38, 39. 48, 49 15.58, . - 2:23
\ 54 C -
v 11, 23, 24,.33, 40, 43, 44, 10.24 1.40
) 50, 51,-52, 55 ° , - -,
' v 31, 32, 34, 35,°34, 56 13.11 . 1.53

-

v

@

TQe items, grouped as in Table 4; are as foLLows:f
Group 1 ) ) . R ‘

Item 1. The goals of vocational education at the state level have
" not been clearly stated. ;s ’ :

-

Item 2. 1t is difficult to translate state vocational programs to

- medsurable product objectives.

1

" Item 4 There are difficulties in establishipg the linkages be-
tween product objectives and process necessary to obtain these objectiveg.

-~

' b o




.. ' ST ' : " 15
- ) ’ - v
. " Item 6. There are conflicts betéeen the goals of vocablonal edu- .
cafion and general education. - /. , .-
\ a"_ I f .

Item 10. Informatlon is 1ncomplete concerning socretal needs for
vocational education. . L. e

» 1 N | - :.
. Item 16. The necessary data are too costly to colféct. R L.
) N . . ; ,‘ - )
- . . item 18. Available data are collected on inappropriate popula- .
tlor@ ' - * M b N .
’ . L]
, ’ . Item'19. Collected data quickly become outdated. .
. ‘ 'Y M
. . 2 > N N
i . Item 21. "Available data do not exist at an appraopriate level of
aggregation. . 4
} ., ) v ' . o * !
T Item 22, Reports based on coltected data. are not updated w1th
. . sufflcient frequenéy ! e o . .
Item 25°° Data about avallable phys1ca1 resources are 1ncomp1ete
) Item 26 Data about\avéilable human resources are incomplete. ) o
9 ~ -~ a . ) ¢ . .o N y
v . & - ¥ °
. . Item 27. Instruments are not available for the collection of
, data. . , )
.. . o

> R

. Item 28. 'The form of data is inappropriate for storage retrieval

o
°, and analysis for reporting requirements. .. ;
7 -
A Ttem 37.. Political constraidts inhibit effective data-based
IR . planning* e ) . % . v
. N , . N »
— ‘ Item 42.  There is no adequate mechanism for determining the
' . % " number of educat;onal profeSSLOnals needed in the future,’
. Item.45. Feedback 9n-the degree of attainment of product objec-
t1ves is 1nadequate '{ .
\.‘ R -] 4 ‘ ;
. Item %6. Feedback on the degree ofdttainment of process objec-
. - tives is inadequate. . g
. item 47. Accounting systems to mdnitor expenditures by prog{am
. category are’inadequate. ’
. Item 53. Local facilities are in dequate for program require-
. ‘ ments. . ! .

Group I1 k .
. 3 U ‘ >
Item 3. It is difficult to translate state vocational programs

to observable process objectives.

ERIC .
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\ .
?
‘ 16 ‘ , .
4
e Jzer 5. Tnere are conflicts between state and loZal gpals for
. wvocatior gl sJucation. , ‘. . o ’
9 . L4 M .,

ltem 7, = needs of target 'populations have not been adequately
* reflected by state program goals . ,

. + ‘ . . .

ITtem 12, Ihere is uncertainty at the state levecl ahout the put-
pose¢ of state planning for vocational education. .

A
.

B SR A Ine users of planning information are not clearly
definad
[ . '
iten®14. The level of aggregation of irformation for particular
usere i not clearly defined. .

L)

[tem 20, There is restricted access to data sources.,

item 20, Jhe choice of level of analysis is inapprorriate.
i
@ . ~ . (- - -
item 30, cChoice of method of data analysis is inapprovriate

lcem o1, There is little assurance that funds allocated to the
. lo¢al schecols witl be used according to state-level intentions.

. . o

.
.

Ttem 8. Information about the needs of target populations is -
incomplete.

lhem 9 Informatlon is incomplete concerning the characterlstlcs
of targat populations.

ttem 15. The presently available data are inadequate for planning
purposes. et .

item )7. Data collected have different formats acrq;s:collection

agencies ~

¢ "
Item 38. Fiscal ,resources that will be available in the future

to support programs are uncertain or unspecified.

. 1 A
L3 -
Ttem 39 Fxscal resources ava&)le to support long-range oro-

grams are insufficient. . .
! N -

-

rew 48. Systems ta measure benefits of vpcational education pro-
grams are” inadequate. . i .

item 49 . Student follow~up data are.inadequate.

. ) Item S&.  Procedures for the estimation of future emplovdent
demands are Avadcquar ' s N
, s - S
) L
Q ' ' v. o>
« >4
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ftem 11.
plan'urb proce

Ttem 222

Ttem

2.

making purposca.

. Item 33-
and analvze the

3

N ’.

—

tem 40.
tions,

Item 3.
needs of the ¢t

1V

. ) { .
Target populatitgare inadequacely represented in the

~hey

SS.
.

o/

» 2 ? . N .
Datd about available fiscal rescurces ‘are ‘incomplet

- .

>

e.

Tre implications of data are not clear for .decision-

- B

‘There are Lraﬂequate physical facilities to gs%ceos '
desired Hea. . v .

‘Allocation of Funds is biased by political considera-

Al ©

—

Leacher training institutions ‘are nct sensitive to the
ate for trained porsonnul -

' ’
f

. Itew 44, Inservice training for staté department personnel is )
//,inadequate. . . - . v , »
S . ’ . . . .
. Item.50% Unsuccessful programs are difficult to terminate. .

Item 5i. Criteria fot selectionsof alternative program strategies
are not specified. ¢ ‘ v .

i a item 52. Policies are inadequate -on how information will be used

in decision- -making. . g

ol

-

jcem 5?.

"Group V

.

*

. L]

#There 'is insufficient confrol. over the placement process.

N
. 1 . - ..

§

- prs

v

Item 31.. There is an inadequate number of personnel dvailable to
process and analyze desired data,

-

.t N © Item 32. There are inadequately trainz d personnel available to.
process and analyze dezired data. ¢
. i - » * b .
N item 34 Resourcaﬁ allocatad to state-level planning "are in-

sufficient..

i

N

. - Item 35. State-level staffs are not trained in planning techniques s
ltem 36. local-level.staffs are not trained in planning techniques.
' Ttem 56. Coordinafion of general and vocational education is in-
adequate. L v @ .
. hd o . > N
. ) " 4 . 4
N L4 — : - o » ' - > * . '
5 ( .
- < N K

O
ER
o
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. in the areas of goal*expression, data collectiog,procedurcs and fefed- -

. . . . T ot
18 . 4 ' . ®
N ‘ .
3 . 1

Statistically, the clusters are _mutually’ exclusive'in tevms of
the yariances in responses generated for the §et of itoms i1thin the’
~cluscer Thus it was prohable that a respondent who san oae of . thew
items within d .particular cluster:.as a problém would tend to se2 the “- . .
other irtems in the cluster s1m11ar1y Conversely,. if one of the items '

is not secen as’aprodlem, the remainder, of itenls in the ciuster tend

pot to be also for that respondent. Cluster vever, in terms
of what items appear to be addressing, does
exclusive across categories. “That is, some
¢simpar class-cs of planning prob‘lems are lodgéd i
(e.g., items & and 10). Careful, .though ju i
neverthllcss, of the item’‘content within tlu has yielded gvidence
of some homogenmeity, enabling the tentative ;titting of clusters accord- 5 oo
ing to general cbntent class. Group I Contalns items predominantlv ' ’ . .
concerned with procedural constraints surrounding the planning pr 8s * ¢ o

different categortes”
s codsideratiOn, Ce

back. This group is, therefore, ¢alled the procedurel/contextual lus-

ter. Group Il wwpears to be primarily concerned with the“ends toward N } o

which the planning-process is dire¢ted: goals, obje#tives and user . -
groups Group 11 is thus named the directional cluster’ The third - ot
Cluster deals with the problems SUrrounding the planners need for in- .
formatioh and is called the informational cluster. Group IV concerns - s
specific and substantive operational problems, though COVcragg a wide . .
range. This is the least ‘homogeneous of the categbries and is-called 2 .
the opérational/substantive-clustervy Group V mostly ‘contains items c .
that address the quality and quaptit of resoudces, particularly trained

personnel available for planning tasks in_state agencies, and is thus | @.ﬁg

¢ called the: resources cluster. . .. R SR
i [ N

g ~ - ”"a o
By examining the mean of means for the item ratings associated s
with problem areas, it was determined that state directors felt that
informational and resource problems were the most significant. o .
. . .
H-‘ . The’, third or inﬁormatnonal ‘cluster contains nine out of thé
1l 1tems on-which concordaqce avas found to be: Statlstlcally Significant o

which ,shows that respondéent tended to respond in the sgme manner to . -

e " .

most of those items (resulting in low within-item variance across respOnd- .

eits). One suggested explanation for the sa11ende of these items, both .
in rank order of frequency/severity and in "significance," 1s that they ) N
tend to specify’ Problems over which .the respondentc may perceive then-, -

O > S,

. selves as having Tittle control The ‘other twp items highly ranked by ' .
‘the earlier measures are in Group V,, the resource cluster. -It can be ’
hypotheSLzed, therefore, that state directors' key problems seem to . et
center around the shortage w.of necessary°information and resources with
‘which to plan, and .that-these problems may be characterized'by a per-:
ception of their solution” as largely exogenous to the state agencv . .
itself. This explapation is tentative ‘and takes the form of a nypothesis o
for future research rather chan a $tfongly documented empirical con- .
clusion. It is, however, supported somewhat by the observation that - "y
two of the other three clusters which did not figure as importantly- in%’ - .
1dentif1cation of problem areas (Groups II and IV) are characteiiypd by - -

o



.
L
P
T
-
\
»”
‘
. -
.
)
»
-4 I
k]
b

FRIC &

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1.
R

agerey dirvartion a~a agz-oy orsration, ra¢opa-tively, 1 is reescnakle
< .

of ot vwn'»vLu:I troblam arcas as. te.some exntant

urisdivrion and, tharefore, corrrol of the ,catemgireotor -
© prrastva Fhow 2 less preblamarical, Thi remaicing cluse”
hogsver, ie largely contestual anc, therefore, eXogsnous; ~

€
within tho j
ard, thus, ¢
ter {Gt-up 1

o3 ]
ver it dses ret ceetain 1"y c¢f the parricularly saliert croblems. It is, -
the larg-st ~ius=za a~d cdlls i~to s:me gucstion rhe 390*°murc1ored con-
clasion . 9
us Ll . \_ -~ » )
\ .
5 \‘ ’ ° .

» &
Ths hizrarchice! crogaduzes ware applicd to srtatss alzo. The
purpese here wss to determias if the srates’ tendency to respond alike
e}

has ary relstionshirc to ¢h® time spert in plarniug, Three state cluscers,
were darived  (Sea Table 5.3 '~

. . ’

a. Group [, vhoee mear 0" x S was 6.96, spent 71 mav-months in
planning. 6.3 man-menths in State Plan devalopment, and 16
pereent of total available.time in plarcing.

-~ . L] v .

5. Group L1. vhose mean 0 x S was 11.1§, spent 48.5 man-months, ¢
‘in planning totally‘ i3.8 .man~monchs in Stste Plan develop-
m2at, and 25.9 percert of the total available time in' plan-
nieg., ) < :

) -~
¢, Group IIT, whose mean 0 x 3 wes 14.64, spegt 65 mar- monthQ
in planrlng, 34 man-months ip State plan de
13 percent of the:r ava;labL, time in planrl g
* A
The high {(Groun IIY} and iow.(Group 1)} rating grou T states,
as rated*by 0 z S and time spent ﬂn;otatp Pian davelopment, spent
approximately the came man-months irn plarning and approrimately the same
percentage of rime. Howewver, the high rating states {Group I11) spent
almost -52 percent of their tutal.avallabxe time on Stste Plan develop-
ment, while the low ratirg stargs (Group I) spent only 8.87 percent of
their avsilable planning time I State Plan development., Group ITI,
evideatly smsli state., perceide a moderate level of pianning problems.
~ N .~ / . v ) . . . .

" T The er lv partern emwvgxgg from rhis finding relates to “the amount
0f time spent ip Stare Plap development versus other types of planning. -
An inspecztion ‘of the data reveals that the ctates with the lowast 0 x S
soent the least time in-Srate Plar d2velopment and the highost time in
pverall planning. 3Conv‘r=ﬂ1, the states with the highest 0 x S re- . :
po'tcd.tle grzatost amount of time spent in.State Plar deveiopment. It
vould ha\_\u L g\tg infer frem this that states which. speod pere time
on. 2 omp}1nﬁ°f planning {i.e., State Plan dev velopment) have more problems;
however, the datz do not sugport g determ.unarion .of ‘cause and, effecr. It
may be that tfe states ropor tleg fzyst probizms {lowar 0 x S) have already
solved many pianning prebl:me acd, as a rorsaquence, spend less time on.
© State Plan developmant  Purtharmore  ar abiolute figure of, for ecxample,

25 mar-months ﬂa)’v'nrecwnt a small amourt cof tetal time For a large -~
agepcy, or a larg amout. for a small) agency.

-
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Table 5. Mean O x Ratlng, :Nuﬁ@e!‘ of Man-—'Month§ Spent in' Planning, T
‘ Number of Man-Monih&ﬁQQent in State‘Blan Development apd, K o
Percentage of” ngal‘AVallablé T1me~Spent in Planning fox
Threa Groups of States: Clustered: ~Accord1ng to Similarity ] '
in Responses i..“, e T ;
": - , s M } :; '
. PP Man-Mbans Péfcehtage of "
- Mah-Mopths . Spent in Total Time )
Mean ~Spent in Staf¢ Plan v-Spent .in .
Group 0 x}S ~ Planning Development Plénm.ng -
' . Wl : " i ~ - : ‘o 2
* : - . e ! "' ’ . - . N
I 6.96 71.0 o 6.3 ., 16..0% . G
y ° -~ 4 . R
N > « I'd - ‘
1,  11.18 48.5 " 13.8 25.9%
K -\" . . ' .. . . [ |
) IIr - 14 .64 65:0- 34.0 T 13.0% .
, SR e e e .
\\ . ’ - T S a

LT the data do not suggest & cause and effect relétionship, how-
ever.;_&» “they. do demonstrate that a great disparity exists among states in
. L~ th’e number of probTems faced and that -sgue atates,have found -ways of

Y »
T overcbmlng common planning probiems. This, in turn, suggests that ) el T
< .. - _4ndividual states can have considerable control over their own destiny *
e as ,planners. Stated bluntly, it may*%5eem that "individual states can o
N ’-/. improve their state planning processes w1thout additional federal assis- -
ﬂ/t’ance or mterVentlon. ’ 3 - A
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CONCLUSIONS

St
’ 'The meortant findings from ChlS study fall-into two general '
categories: those’ concerning the amount of time spent on planning in
<L state vocational education ageacies and those concerning the kinds of -
o planning vroblems state dLrectors find most *acutely in need of solution.
” B &

. . - From the survey on time allocated to planning, the data indicate
2 that overall state planning constitutes approximately 20 percent of the

-7 . s total man-months available for =ull purposes in the average state agency

of vocational education. State Plan development, on the otHer hand,

- takes about five percent’ "of total available time. Our analysis tends
SR T ‘to suggest that thesé e€¥timates are rather low, for reasons elaborated
’ * in_the results section. The data, however, yield prima facie support

for the contention voiced in the introduction that state plannlng and
D " State Plans should be carefully distinguished, The finding that states

- . appear to.spend only about one-quarter of their planning time on the
RN . dtate Plan offers some possible reasorns for the National Advisory Coun-
=~*",o Njf cjl”s dissatisfaction, also documented in the introduction to this
o paper, . i
B . ’ \ ' /
R N # 'In the second category of findings, the most pressing problem

¥,

raclng sfate directors, by two distinct measdres, was the uncertainty *
‘w1§h‘wh1ch the availability of future fiscal resources for programs was
- mmewed.‘ Also perceived as problemo high in both frequency and severity
were.the insufficiency of funds to support long-range programs, -inade-
. . . Quate systems for prqgram evalua Lon, confusions and inadequacies in |
S data format and cgntent, and lack of staff and adequately trained person-
w0 v~ nel for plannlng at -both the state and local levels

-

. . -
. n Of the 12, problem stateme‘ts rating highest in both frequency
* and severlty, the first two expréssed concern over the uncertainty and
1nsuff1c1ency of funds.. The others all stated either dissatisfaction 2
. ) w1th either shortage of data or 'ack of trained staff needed for plan-
n‘n".‘ Cluster analysis permitted further collapsing of problem areas
into five groupings: ‘informati nal, mucedural,/cdntextual regource, #
dmrectlonal and operational substantives’. .1t appeared that the most <
ifportant problems center around deficignces in the necessary informa-
it data and resources (flscal and personnel) with which to carry out
plannifig obligations. The flndlngs suggest the conclusion tiar the two ° . -
meortAnt provlem groupings tend to contain exogenous issues over which
st;te di"ectors perceive themselves as having little control. One of

' the three remaining, and the 1 rgest of thé cluster of problems (pro-
cedural/€ontextual), however, contained similarly éxogenous.issués,
ngne of which achieved consensus in designation as highly sallent by .
N any of our measures. Th® two jotRer clusters‘(dlrectlonal and operg~"t
ional/substantive) were both [characterized in problem content
gency~oriented\issues, and again they did not include any of the prob-
/ ems judged salient by, many sgates.- It is tempting, therefore, to -
conclude that state dLrectors diagnose as most’ pressing thoge‘problems

PR -

o G , .

s
- L N -
.
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- © i
in areas quer which they have less control, and as less pressing those
. prublems th— solution of which is percelved Eo lie withinrtha Jurisdlc-
tion of the agency. The presence of a large cluster ef exogenous but
Hon-salient prodlems- dictates that such a ¢onclusion should remain

"\tentatlv . : .

pw
- When states were clustered according to sifilarity in responses,

; .. a relationship was established between the amount of time 'spent on

©  State Plan devélopment and the frequency and severity of prob
¢ndouhtef&d ' States reporting the highest probiem rating spept the
most time in.State Plan development. *tates rﬂnortlng the lowest prob-
1ém rating not onlv spent the least tim2 in State ‘Plan d;veLopment but

’ . "‘than associational comclusions to beydrawn from their interpretation,
+ and yield no information on cause and effect. However thay suggest a
» clear hypotbesia for further research: holding par#entage of total
time spent 'in planning constant, those stafes which devote the least of’
their plannlﬂg time to the State Plan, and more time to state planning '
, -in general, have the least, severc plannlng problems. - /
! Finally, there is nothlng emerging from the results of this
»study to refute the National "Advisory Council'’s 1970 verdict on the f
State Plan referred to in the introduction to this report. There lS,
. ' rather, some evidence -to support that verdict in that stateés, on the
average, spend comparatively little’ time -in State’ Plan preparatlon.
Moreover, states who spend the most time in its preparation also r§pULL
M - i/

more” severe and frequent’ problems. . . 2, ; .

o . . - v “ /

. ‘2 the most time in overall state plannlng These data do not permit more f

'
.
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, APPENDIX A .
¢ i ~

\ ‘ ) , , ‘
A SURVEY OF PROBLEMS IN 3TATE-LEVEL . :
PLANNING FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCAT ION ‘ ’

Il 4 PN
Instructions
' 4 ' / \
‘ .
This survey instrument is intended to davelop information on the
occurrence znd severity of various problems in planning for vocational

education at the state level. Each of the items shown represents a

potential problem for state planners. Please read each item carefully

and rate the problem according to its frequenzy of occurrence in your
state and the severity of the probiem on the accompanying scale.
Circle the fumber on the scale to indicate your estimate.

-
+ <

[

Section } . .

Before beginning the survey, there are three questions we'would
like to ask which do not fit the survey format: '

\
. S

1. Approximately how many man-months are allocated to planning
, in your organization? . . .

*e

L4

2. Approximatel& how many man-months are spent on the #Hevelop-
ment of tlie State Plan for your-state (not including local
time spent nn local plans)? .

» L

P

3. What, percentage of total man-hours would you estimate is
spent on?!the planning function ir your state organization .
(ingluding not only development of the 3tate Plan, but all
planning functions)? »

’ “

3

» . L N -

¢ Thank you for your time and your assistance in completing this .

survey. « . ' .

i ——
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- Section 2
[

? -

1. The goals of vocational educaflon at the state level have not been,
: clear‘y stated.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Nevar, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, &4 Frequently, 5 Continually ’

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minoy, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

U

2, 1t is difficult to translate utate vocational programs to measurable
product objectives.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 PRarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Ipconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, &4 Major, 5 Critical

K

N
“3” It is difficult to translate state vocaticnal programs to observable
"process objectives. \

1

*

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually.

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

4. Thers are difficulties in establishing the linkages between product
objectives and the processes necessary to obtain these objectives.

’

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely,‘3 Oécasiglally,la Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: ‘1 lnconsequeﬁtial, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical ;

5. There are conflicts between state and local goals for vocational =

. education, .

L

OCCURRENCE : 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4’Fr%§uentlx, 5 ponyinual

SEVERITY: L Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable; & Major, 5 Criticdl

®

- .
6. There are cenflicts betweenthe goals of vocatlonal educatior and
general education. -

OCCURRENCE: 1 Nevgf, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Conti ually

' »
SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

’




” . ;

AN
rarget populatioas for vecational Hu:xation have not
1w reflacted by stats rrogram goals.

- .

LI 7. Thke neaeds ot
e t

OCCURRENZE: . Nevar., 2 Rarely, 3 Occasioraily, + Freguentiv, 5 Continually .

v B ‘ 2

SEVERITY: .1 Incor<zquential, 2 Minor, 3 Cersiderable] 4 Major, 5 Critical

>

. Y
8. Informatior guuut the needs gf target populaticrs is incomplete.

I

OCCURRENCE: | Neaver, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasicnally, - Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsaquential, 2 Minor, 3,Coxsiderable. 4 Major, 5 Critical .

9. TIaformation is incomplete concerning rhe characteristics of target

" *  populatioas. ‘ b - )
2
1

- OCCURRENCE: 1 Newver, 2 Rarely, 3 Ocgasionailv, 2 Frequently, 5 Continually

L SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

« -

: 0k - - s '
- o PO . . .
. 10. Informatior is incomplete concepning the societal needs for vocational ;
education. . N

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Parely, 3 Occasionaii&;“ﬁ\Frggﬁéntly,,Sigoqtingally»

' » SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequentialy 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical ,
- : & . -
o \i\:‘
11. Target populations are finadequately represented in the plardning
process, . 3

OCCURRENCE;"I Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionallv, 4 Freguently, 5 Continually

N
[

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

} ' .
12. There is uncertainty at the state level azbout the purpose of state
- © . planning for vocational education. , .

é%CCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occaslonally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

ot .

SEVERITY: 1 lnronsequential, 2 Minor. 3 Censiderable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

x
-

. T T
[S

. '

. 13. The users of plannihg information are/ppt clearly defined.
OCCURRENCE:. 1 Never, 2 Parely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequsntly, 3 Continually

SEVERITY: i Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerabl®, 4 Major, 5 Critical’

€
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4L4. The level ¥f agéregation of “information necessary for particular

- users 1is no clearly defined.
OCCURRENCE: 1 Neyer, 2 Rarely, 3 Ocﬁ331onally, 4 Frequently, 5 Contlnually.

SEVERITY: 1 In onsequent1a1 2 Minor, 3 Con31derab1e, 4 Major, 5 Cr1t1ca1

e .

15. The presently available data are inadequate for planning purposeé.

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Conclnuaiﬁy

SEVERIfY; 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable;” 4 Major, 5 Cr1tipa1

16. The necessary data are too costly to collect.
OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Contlnually

SEVERITY: 1 Inc0nsequent1a1 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Majd!’ 5 Cr1t1ca1

£

17. Data collected Tigs'different formats across colleéﬁion agencies,
OCCURRENCE: 1 Never,¥2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY! 1 fnconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical .
R -

\ .

18, Available data are collected on inappropriate populations.
OCCURRENCE : 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsegdential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

. . -

19. Collected data quickly Become outdated.

OCCURRENCE:+ 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

* E

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential,‘z Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

3
©

20. There is restricted access to data sources.,

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considefable, 4 Major, 5 Critical
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21, Available data do not exist at an approwriste lev:sl of aggregation.
N ' s s =
OCCURRENCE: 1| Yever, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally. &4 Freguently, 5 Continually .
i , Ce . > {

SEVERITY: , 1 'nconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Ccns: ‘ra>.\, 4 Major, 5 Critical - .

. N . . @ - -
* : N . : i - -
22, Reports bdsed cn collected data'%nn nod ugaatad vith suff1c1ent ' PR
frequevcy. ) L. . N . A
. v . ) . i . -,
OCCURRENCE#w | Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually '

*SEVERITY: 1 I[nconsequential) Z‘Mipérﬂ %;Considerable, * Major, 5 Critical-

— ‘

fj :3%‘ .I N T -‘ A N N

4

23. Data about aua;lab1e4$1§%ab=resources are incompicte. | | e, s
vy ¥ S . N ., [ .

3 - Q hd - . ‘.

OCCURRENCE: ~. Navfi- 2 Rareiy”;ﬁ Occasionally, 4 Fregquently,; 5 Continually . 1

A 9
. SEVERITY. 1 irc =quent1a1 2 Mmor3 3 Considerable, & Majer, 5 Critical

3 . * ¢

- . ¢ . Y ? . ‘-
24. The implications of .data are 'not clear fof.decaagqn;makipg purposes, -t
OCGURRENCE: L Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, & Frequently, S Continually .

t P - ; - ) ) . . .
| P
SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor; 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical
. Y ' . . . . o : i ‘.

» -
By ~

\
N . .. ‘ . ) o .o
. * 23 Data dbout available physical reSourceé are incomplete. RS '

.':-

QCCURKENCE}, 1 Never, 2. ‘Rarely, 3 OccaSLOnallj. 4 Frtquentmy, 5 Contlnually

< .
SEVERFTY? 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Conside rable, 4 Major, 5 Cr1t1ca1 ) ”’

£ F d -

. ,
. . . N .

26. Data about available human resources are incomplete.
co. 4 .

- OCCURRENCE: 'l Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, &4 Frequently, 5 Continually

- SEVERITY:, 1 Inconsquéhtial, 2 Minor, 3 Considerabie, %4 Major, 3 Critical

- » ‘ . “

=
»

27. Instruments are not available for the collecrion of needed data.

) OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3fOécasionally, 4 Freguently, SvContinualf& B
? : ¢ S ’ .t
SEVERITY:, 1 lnconsequentiall 2 Mifior, 3 Considerasle, 4 Major, 5-Cfitical , ‘3"

&
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28. The form of data 1e inapprorriate for atorage retwieval - and
analy 51~ for reporting requirements. N o

OCCURRENCE, 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 (kcagionalfy,fé‘Frequently, 5 ‘Continually °
: o ' , " S - ’ '
SEVERITY: -1 Inconsequential. 2 Minor, 3 Congiderable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

-——

o

29. .The choice of level of data analysis is inapprépriate.

Y

OCCURRENCE: . 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 OccaSLOnally, 4 Frequentﬂy, 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequent’ial, 2 Minor, 3 ConSLderable, 4 MaJor; 5,Cr}t1cal

T

30, The choicelpf'method of data analysis is inappropriate.
v . ’
OCCURRENCE- 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequent'ly, 5 Continually
N

SEVERITY: 1 Inconseduential, 2 Minegr, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

‘

=<

~

31l. Theme are ingﬁequate numb°rs of personnel available to process and
"analyze the Jesired data. . .

OCCURRENCE. 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 OccaSLOnally, 4 Frequently, 5 Continually'

SEVERITY. 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, & Major, 5 Critical

. ; =
323 There are inadequately trained personnel available to process and
analyze the desired data-

_ OCCURRENCE: 1 Never; 2 karely, 3 Occasionally, 4 Frequently, 5 Conﬁinually

SEVERITY. 1 Inconsequential, 2 Minor, 3 Considerable, 4 Major, 5 Critical

<

»
33. There are 1nadequat° physical facilities to process and analyze the
desired data. N

OCCURRENCE. 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occasiona{ly,'a Frequent®y, 5 Continually
SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequgntiql, 2 Minor., 3 Cgﬁgiderable, 4 Major, S'Crftigal
. '] . .

[ 4
34. Resources allocated to state-level anning are insufficient.

-
. v

OCCUPRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, '3 Occasiocnally, & Frequently. 5 Continually

SEVERITY: 1 Incongequential, 2 Minor., 3 Consideratle, 4 Major, 5 Critical

.
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.S e-level staffs are no ainad in=nicnming tsinoiguas, . “
35. State-level staffs are not ‘trainad bramive ¢ JUes . .
‘o . . : . c0 s ’
. .' . ’ * \., '
OCCURBENCE.. 1 N:ver. 2 Rarely, } Occhs.irusilv  MFt-guentlv, 5 Cantinuatly « =
‘ . . - .
o [ ’\ v ‘,\ ou
SEVERITY: ! In-sasa2quential, 2 Minor, 3 (unziscrablo. & Majsan, 5 Critical L Yo
. O . s : M s 0 . va? ' d
. R “a . y ¢ < K
: - . . . ~ ro ]
. £ . PR . . . 3, v 3 * M
36. "Leccal-le -] staffs are not trainsd in zloarivyg tecartiquest, . X °
. . ~ '3 ° N ‘: <
X * : LRy - - 2 ks
OCCURRENCYL. : Neveur, 2-Rarely, 3 Occasinnaily, - Fr:guuntly, 5 Coptinually ., . N
- N ~ . ) ' ' ~ ¥ - a t
SEVERITY l [rronsaquential, 2 Mihor, 3 (eoesi®erarie, L Major Critical - - &, i
’ - ) 3 .] 3
[
— Y . — . ry 13 ‘ N
., . - . <. - ¥ i a. ) S ‘ -
37. Politival congtraints inhibit effective data-hy-wasplanning. . AR
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42. There is not adequate mechanism for determining the number of .
educational profes(&onals needed in the future.
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48. Systems to measure berefits of vocaticndl edlicatior programs are
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53." Local facilities are inadequate for program requirements, ’
L 3

<+

OCCURRENCE: 1 Never, 2 Rarely, 3 Occas10na ly, A.Frequently, 5 Coptinuélly

SEVERITY: 1 Inconsequentiaf, 2 Minor, 3 Consiherable, 4 Major, 5 Critical <

“n

, R o
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55. There is insufficient control over the placement process.
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. 56. Coordlnatlon of general and vocat10na1 education,’is inadequate,
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TO: , State :Directors.

M .
4 AR ™

’ .0

FROY., Lowell Burkett, Execut}se Director - : ,

Id

The American Vocat10nal,Assoc1atlon is sponsorlng a series of’ conferences
nn state p‘annlng ror vqcat1ondl education t¢ be held ‘here, in Washrngton, b. C.,
4u“*nf Januar. and F»bruary‘ The jintent of the conference series is to develop
a et of gunidelines which may be used by staty directors of vocational educa=
tisp in the vrendrarlon of their stare nlans= Three groups of natlonally known
state cxrector;, LGUfators, economists and planning specialists are being N
»athpreo Lo construct, these‘guldelinus as a'service from the American Vocational
SSOClatlon co the field. ' The Center for Occupatlonal Educatlon, located at
North Carolina State University, thrcugh its DlvrSLon Qf _Dynamic Analysis and
Stratezic Plarning (DASP), 1s cooperating withthe AVA® 1n the.conduct of the con-
_~ ference and has provided the funding. Staff frow, the €enter .will provide assrs-ul
+ tarce in the analy<is of data and the final prod&étlor~ofethe gu1de1r~es, as
fwc11 as partifipating in the conference itself, ) - N
v », - .

in order .to provide our conference participants with as clear, a plcture
as possible of the problems which now exist in the plannlng process in the
states, we have developed a brief questlonnalre which attempts to cover some of
the most netable problems facing planners in the states. I would apprecrate it
rery much if yau ‘could take a bit of'your stimg to complete this questionnairé
and return Jit, in t1e enclosed envelope, to the Center for” Occupational Education
for dnalyara. ?Her, ef‘ort is being.made to make, the responses complé;ely anony=
TOUS, -Sdewe will be unable to send individug] remlnders to each of you.. There-
rore 1 urgéntly request that you find a llttlegof\your time, or asslgn someone

111ar with the »lanniag *problehs in your State, .to comp]ete this questionnaire.

1 arucerely believe that it will be in the 'best interests ot the stagey }f thlS

information.cad be made avallabI& to our participants. . I
0 T R

vt . K . e
< Beciuse fynds for theae ¢onferences have only ‘recently become avallable,
hare ;s ver-Tittle time before our first conference ) Consequently, I am

ing not ond - tHa"~vou~complete our gquéstionnaire, but also that it be refurned
. in the short-st pussible time. [ am well aware that for most of you this is a

ticutarly 4emandxng time.on a qsually derapding job. However if we can

17 ivls inffrmanion  in timer for its use by our conf;rence participants, we ‘can
br2 tne kind of quallry product which may ‘'make your job of state planning
in easietr * The cutdﬂanes should -b~ avaxlab]e fnr relcuse by mid-gpring
1 make n.f’“"eﬂpntb to have copies .shipped to ‘each of you as soon as
felsasad, X 14
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Thank vou far your coepuration. ) PR ;
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lowell  a burkett e g . . '
executive director - < _— . . ; f?
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