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INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

Bafore the turn of the century, the American poet and literary
critic, James Russel ] Lowell, wrote: 't was én making education not only
common to all, but in séme sense compulsory on all, that the éestiny of the
free republics of American was practically settled." A belief im public
education as a means =- perhaps the principal means -= to equality of
opportunity has always been a component of ''the American dream.' In recent
years, however, especially since the early 19635; men and women with keen
minds and substantial credentials have subjected that belief to severe
scrutiny., The charge has bééﬁ made, for example, that the public education
system has been geared almost solely to those students whose backgrounds
(whether they be working class, middle class, or the U.S. version of
: “aristéﬁkati@”) prepared them for participation in the economic and”éQItural
enterprises of the ""majority"; to other students, who for a variety of com-
plicated reasons were not so predestined,' the schools have been of less
value. It has also been charged that since World War i1, public education has

concentrated on the col lege-bound student, to the detriment of others who w§f§“””



Jess academically oriented. As Ru§2ft N. Evans said in a 1971 paper prepared
far the Committee on Econvmic Development: '. . . there are three standard
tracks at the high school level: (1) the college preparatory, which carries
the p}imary emphasis; (2) a 1imiteé amount of real vocational education, which
by and large does prepare a selected few for employment; and (3) the genera)l
education track, which leads nowhere but has as its function the incareration
of those who have no particular cbjeztiVE.“1

React ing to criticisms of this type, Congress passed a series of
acts during the 1960s designed to strengthen the public educatfén system,
especially for those studants who (it was alleged) found it impossible to
succeed in traditional classes or courses, many of whom were far behind in
basic educational skills, or already had been pushed out or dropped out of
schcc1; Among these acts was the Vocational Education Act of 1563; which had
as its principal objective the achievement of a vocational education system
which will assure that all persons of all ages in all communities of the
state . . . will have ready access to vocational training or retraining which
is of high quality, which is realistic in the light of actual or anticipated
opportunities for gainful employment, and which is sulted to their needs,
interests, and ability to benefit from such training." However, although
the 1963 act established admirable goals and enlarged appropriations, it
did not tie funds to perfarmance. Lacking that tie, no effective leverage
existed to entice vocational educators from traditional curricula and educa-
tional techniques to those presumed needed in order to serve the target groups

designated by Congress.

]HCHuFfiﬁ, Sterling M., Functional Education for Disadvantaged Youth,

Committee for Economic Development, Research and Policy Committee New York,

1971,
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C@nseqﬁentiy, in 1968 Congress amended the Vacatignal Education Act
of 1963. The amendments went far beyond relating appropriations to objectives.
They expanded the definition of vocational education and removed some of the
narrowing strictures which had sharply differentiated vocational education
from academic education, insisted upon state planning, and sought to strengthen
the federal leadership role. They made innovation a key objective. Through
national and state advisory committees with independent staffs, they sought
to bring lay perspective and influence into the administrative world of
vocatijonal education.

Perhaps most important, the 1968 amendments mandated that pa%tiang
of federal grants to the states be used to provide special programs or
services who could not succeed in regular vocational education programs
without such services. At least 10 percent of total federal grants to
the states (Part B of the act) was earmarked to provide special educational
programs and services to students with physical and mental handicaps. No
less than an additional 15 percent was earmarked for group with handicaps
of a nonphysical or nonmental nature:

persons (other than handicapped persons . ) who

have academic, saglaatanamuc, or other handicaps that pré-

vent them from succeeding in regular vocational education

programs . . . 2
In addition, Part A, Section 102(b) of the act provided additional funds for
students who fit the above definition and who livae in areas of high youth
unémﬁxlaymentj are incarerated in correctional institutions, or for other
innovative programs.

Although the term ''disadvantaged'' was not used in the act, the 1%

percent Part B set-aside and the Part A, Section 102(b) provisions

7 2 ubl:a Law 90-5-76, 90th Ccngress, H.R. 18366, Part B, Section TZ%w”f
(a), (W), (A, p- 9.
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became known as the ''disadvantaged set-asides,' thus distinguishing them
from the 10 percent, or "‘handicapped set-aside."

The term disadvantaged came into widespread use following the
passage of the Economic Opportunity Act in the mid-1960s, and was, in fact,
a euphemism for 'poor people,' the presumed beneficiaries of the ''war on
poverty.' Disadvantaged persons were defined as individuals whose incomes
were below minimum levels and who were one or more of the following: members
of minority groups, school dropouts, under 22 years of age, 45 years of age
or over, and haﬁditapped.g Since the public schools, through manpower
development and training ﬁragraﬁs, bore a major responsibillty for anti-
poverty programming, the term became familiar to educators, especially to
vocational educators. A national network of skills centers, for example,
was created (and still exists) to train or retrain the disadvantaged.  All
but a few of these institutions were (and still are) administered by
public schools.

However, the definition of disadvantaged used in connection with
the aﬁéipoverty program merely identified a ''target group'; it did not come
to gripé with the specific conditions suffered by individual members of
the target group which required remedial treatments. Thus the old definition
did not appear to be of much use to educators, who in order to prescribe
educational treatments for disadvantaged students, needed to identify the
spezific conditions that resulted in school failure.

The 1968 amendments therefore required that individuals, rather than
groups, be identified for special services. This meant, in essence, that

students from middle class and wealthy backgrounds, as well as those from

BHaﬁpgwer Administrator, U.S. Department of Labor, Definition of
Term '""Disadvantaged Individual," Order No. 1-69, January i6, 1969,

12



traditional target groups, could be diagrosed as disadvantaged and were
therefore e ligibTe for special, ind ividualized educational services. The
act stated clearly that any student who cannot succeed in school as the
result of a condition which could be (or had the chance to ze) corrected by
special educatiomal services -- gea red spec ifically to the student's needs --
iseligible for participation in the Part B set-aside program for the dis-
advantaged. |

The act also recognized, howewver, that sutdents from poor fanilies,
ai\;ergEﬁt cultural backgrounds, and students with 1anguage problems or who
live in geographically isolated areas are more likely to be disadvantaged
than those from middle class or wea Ithy backgrounds . (omsequently, the act
permitted the designation of target areas or groups by states and local
education jurisdict ions for adninlstrative or fund allocation purposes .
Neverthe less, once such target areas (or groups) are designated, the emphasi s
must be on the identification of Individuals who are in need of, -and can
benefit from, special educational services.

Thus the intent of the Part B djsadvantaged set-aside and Part A
Section 102 (b) provisions of the Voc<atlomal Education Act amendnents of 1968
was to p rov ide new vocat iomal education prograns , or ifprove exlsting progranms,
for certaln students who presunably were not belng wel | served prior to the
passage of the act. By insisting on the ident!fication of students 'who

have academic, sociceconomic, or.other hand icaps''on an individual basis, it

sought to correct one of the great misconceptions of earller antipoverty
legislat fons that is, that the so-called "d isadvantaged" are a morol ithic
group whose probl emsf“c:an be solved by the initlation of geneeralized prograns
not necessarily related to the spec ific problems faced by ir-’:d‘iuldga] s within

the tal"gét group. 13




The 1968 amendments have now been i n operation simce 1970- In fiscal
year 1975, a total of $97,032,237 in federal Funds was expereded for the dis-
advant agesd under both Parts Aand B of the act, and 1,742 026 students vere
enrolled in the program. The majority of the furds came from ®he Part B
set -as Ide (672 ,92.6,489); the breakdown of enrolimnt of d lsadvant aged s tucken 15
ender Parts A ancl B of the act Is not availabBe, |m June 1975, the OfF ice
of Planning ,Eudget ing and Evaluat ion of thse U.5- 0Ffice of Education con—
tracted with Olympus Research Centers (ORC) to perform a natlorw de 5855~
mertt of the progrim. This report summarlzes the findings ard eon<lusions

of the 0RC assessnent. |

PURPOSE_OF THE ASSESSMENT

The purposes of the assessmert, as speci fled by the U.S, AfFice of
Educatlon, vere &5 fol lows:

{1) To provide information about how the states sef priotities and
allocate funds for vocatlora] edwcatlom services and programs
for disadvamtaged studersts

(2) To #demti fy and amalyze the various policles, decisions, or
strategies within the comuni ty set ting, such as <oordination
of wesources for the disadwantaged, special legls lat lon, planning,
which directly or Indlrect by inpact on the quality and efFective-
ress of vocationa ¥ education programs for disadvamtaged students
(In tems of quality and training oppo rtunitles, Instruction,
serwices avallable, job placerent, and so forth)

(3) To perform an assessment of a variety of secondary and jpost-
secondary projects for the disadvan tégned, ire] edi r]g‘ Interw/iews
with s anples of students and enp loy ers part Fel pat ing N the

projects, and asample of enp loyers no't participating

14



(4) To identify and analyze existing constraints or limitations in
carrying out the various vocational education programs for
disadvantaged students, including constraints internal to the

ST o

program, and external constraints o

(5) To identify the extent to which work experience components are
present in programs for the disadvantaged, the qual ity of work
stations, and the necessary conditions under which expansion

of work experience programs is possible
METHODOLOGY

The contract specifications called for assessments at three levels:
state, community, and project. It also called for interviews with samples
of students and employers who were participating in Part B set-aside and
Section 102(b) projects for the disadvantaged, and cohort groups of students
and e%piayers who were not participating in projects for the disadvantaged.
However, following a pretest of the study design and research instruments,
it became apparent that it would be impossible to identify a cohort group
of nonparticipating students. Students participating in vocat ional education
prograns for the disadvantaged were ldentified or judged as disadvantaged.
This was not true of students enrolled in reaular vocational education
classes. Privacy laws precluded the identification of disadvantaged students
who were not enrolled in Part B or Section 102(b) programs. There was no
way, therefore, to identify ''disadvantaged students'' who were not enrolled
in Part B and Section 102({b) projects. fhus, the interviews with a cohort
samp le of disadvantaged students pot participating in Part B and Section

102(b) projects for the disadvantaged had to be dropped.



10

ORC's methodology for selecting the state, community, project, and

interview sanples, and performing the field work, are described below.

Communi ty, State, and Project Samples

During the design phase of the assessment, the term 'community'' was
defined as the local education jurisdiction in which a sample project was
located, Thus before communities could be identified, the project sample
had to be selected. The approach adopted for the salection of all three
samples was as follows:

(1) Llocalities. The 48 contiguous states were divided into standard

metropolitan statistical area (SMSA) and non-SMSA counties, or

M acalities': z
EerT i S e

(a)A All counties within a single SHSA were considered a single
- locality. |
(b) A1l non-SMSA counties with populations of 50,000 or more
were considered single localitles.
(c) Non-SMSA CDugtiEE with populations of less than 50,000
were grouped with other such counties to form single
localities.

(2) stratification of localities: The lacal ities were stratified

by census region and '"level of need" from high to low. The
term "level of need" referred to the pergentages'aF socio-
economically disadvantaged individuals residing in the
localities, and was dét%rmiﬁed by the following:

(a) Pérﬁeﬁtages of minéritiesg

(b) Dependency rates.

(c) Median household income.

16




(3) Selection of states and localities in tandem: A sample of fifty

localities was selected with probability proportionate to the

which tne fifty localities were located (23) became the state
sample. The estimated disadvantaged enrollment in thésa
localities and 23 states was 21 percent of the disadvantaged
enrollmenz in the 4B states.

(4) Identification of projects: During the course of the state-

leve| assessment, all Part B set-aside and Section 10Z(b) pro-
jects existing in the Fifty localities were identified and
recorded on project identification forms. A total of 1,046
project identification forms was completed, 90 percent in

&

§MS5As and 10 percent in non-5M5As.

(5) Selection of projects: A total of ninety projects, or 9 percent
of the universe, was then selected randomly:
(a) Two projects were sgiecféd from each SMSA Tlocality.
(b) One project was selected from each non=SMSA locality.

(6) Post-stratification of projects: The ninety projects were then

post-strati fied as follows:
(a) Secondary:
1. sSkills training:
a. Work education.
b. Non-work education.
2. Other.
(b) Post-secondary (same as above).
The projects selected were checked against the actual distribu-
tion in the universe «ds. a whole, and where cells were out of

line, substitutions were made.

\(ea 17




(7 }Qeﬁtifiza;ipﬁ,ﬁf,ggmmunj;Igs: .Once the final selection of pro-

jects had been made, the school districts in which the projects
were located were identified as “communities,' and thus con-
~stituted the '‘community sample."

(8) Final sample: The composition of the final sample was as

fol lows:
(a) states -- 23,
(b) Communities ==~ 77.
]. Local education agencies (LEAs) =-- 55.
2. Community college districts -= 22.
(e) Preject - BA_&
1. Secondary =- 62.
2. Post-secondary == 21.

contained in

A more detailed description of the sampling plan is
Appendix A; and lists of the states, communities, and projects selected are

contained in Appendix B.

Student Intervievs

Students were interviewed who were Raﬁtiﬁipatlng in a subsample of
projects that were located in states where the percentages of work education
programs were high. This was necessary for two reasons:

(1) The employer Interviews were also to take place In the states

where the student interviews were conducted. §ince the
participating employers were to be those who were providing

work stations For work education students, the number of work

ADue to refusals to participate, nonex|stence of prajectsi‘and.diﬁigvery
that several projects selected were not funded out of Part B set-aside or
Sect ion 102(b) funds, six projects were lost to the sample.

18
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education srajéeté had to be sufficiently high to yield nearly a
hundred 'interviews.

(2) One of the major objectives of the study was to assess the extent
to which disadvantaged studaﬁis were enrolled in Qark ;ducatiﬂn
projects, and the quality of programs in which they were enrolled.
Participating student attitudes toward their work education
projects would be an important component of this assessment.

Thus, forty projects located in thirteen states were selected for

the student interview phase of the program. The aim was to obtain a thousand
student interviews; the actual number obtained was 1,024, A list of the
projects and states in which the student interviews were conducted is con-

tained in Appendix B.

Employer |nterviews

The project directors of work edycation programs located i% the states
where the student interviews were conducted were asked to list the namés,
addresses, and telephone numbers of all emp]é&ars;§;%ticipating in the
programs. They were also asked to supply the names, addresses, and phone
numbers of naqparﬁicipating employers whose places of business were located
in the same areas as the participants and who closely matched the participants
by number of employees and types of businesses. From these lists, the attempt
was made to select a hundred participating and fifty nonparticipating employers.
The actuail number of participating employer inferviewed obtained was 103;

the corresponding figure for nonparticipants was 40.

Field Assessments

Assessments were carried out at three levels: state, community, and

project. Each is discussed in sequence below.
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State-Leve| Assessment

The scétEHIEvgi assessment was designed to fulfill objective 1 of the
study: to provide information about how the states set priorities and
al locate funds for vocational education programs and services for dis-
advantaged students. Interviews were conducted with 23 state directors of
vocat ional education and 23 state supervisors in charge of Part B sey -iiiide
and Section 102(b) programs for the disadvantaged. The state director 'Y
vocat ional EduEEtIDﬁ interview szhadu!e was designed to probe for overall
state policy regarding the administration «of vocational education programs
for the disadvantaged. The state program supervisor Iﬁterview schedule was
dasighed to obtain specific |nFQrmatian {as opposed to overall policy) on
state-level administration of vocational education programs for the disad~
vantaged. The latter schedule covered seven general éreas of program
administration: (1) organization, (2) determiming the universe of need,
(3) establishing priorities and allocating resousces, (4) state-local
relationships, (5) monitoring and evaluation, (6) personnel practices, and
(7) coordinative 1inkages.

Community-Level Assessment

The purpose of the community~-level assessment was to fulfil1 objective

2 of the study: to identify and analyze the various policies, decisions,

and strategies within the community setting Fﬂﬁ planning and administering
vocat ional edg:atian programs for the disadvantaged, and for coordinating

such programs with other programs for the disadvantaged. Interviews were
conducted with the following: chairmen or members of boards of education

or regents, superintendents of schools or community college presidents, and
local education agency or community college officers in charge of either

vacat ional eduecation or, more specifically, vocational education programs

for the disadvantaged.

Q 2()
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Project-Level Assessment

The project=-level assessment was designed to fulfill objective 3 of
the stud;: to identify, analyze, and compare the designs Qngacétiané]
education programs serving disadvantaged students. With respect to each of
the 84 projects visited, the féTTawing was explored: (1) project organiza-
tion and administration, (2) purposes of the projéci, (3) assessment and
selection of students, (4) curricula and educational techniques, (5)
counse ling and supportive services, and (6) coordination with nonschool
agencies. The attempt was made to fill out a data collection form for each
of the projects (level of education, type of education, type of class,
characteristics of enrollees, funding, placement and fol low-up information,
and so0 on), and where formal agreements between the scheols and other
agencies were in effect, representatives of the nonschoo! agencies were
interviewed.

Respondents at all levels were queried regarding program constraints
and the efficiency of initiating work education programs for disadvantaged

students.

'ORGANIZATION_OF THE REPORT

The report is organized into four chapters. Chapter | discusses™
the meaning of the term ''disadvantaged’ and the question of whether the
intent of the disadvantaged provisions of the vocational education amendments
of 1968 is being fulfilled. Chapter Il presents a national overview of pro-
gramming for the disadvantaged, a discussion of policy at the state and
loca¥ levels, personnel-and administrative techniques, the allocation of
resources at the community level, and constraints and recommendations.

Chapter ! Il discusses the types of programs funded for disadvantaged students,
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including a statistical overview of the project sample. Chapter IV, which is
also published separately, summarizes the findings and conclusions of the

study, and recomendations based on the study results are outlined.

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Although the terms listed below are defined in various sections of
the text, in order that the reader may have a common reference point for
defﬁniticﬁs of key terms used throughout the report, a glossary of major
terms is provided in this section.

(1) State sample: The 23 states in which the state level assessment

was performed.

(2) Community sample: The 77 local school districts in which the
conmunity leve] assessment was performed; 55 were secondary-
level school districts and 22 were community college districts.

(3) Project-level sample: The 84 projects, located in 66 high

schools and 22 community colleges, visited in connection with

the study.

(4) Work education: The generic term used to describe all school-
supérviged pragr;mﬁ which alternate classroom instruction with
on-the-job training. The various kinds of work education

:pr@graﬂs referred to in the report are as fol lows:

(a) Cooperatiwe education: Programs of vocational education,

under the direction of a single "coordinator," for persons
who receiwe instruction through jointly planned and
supervised agreaments between schools and employers,

alternating classroom instruction with on-the-job training.
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(b) Work experience: _Programs in which students receive 'world

of work' instruction in the classroom and are placed in a
variety of jobs, not necessarily related to their school
majors or within any specific occupational cluster.

World of work instruction: Generalized instruction relating to

the job search (including the drafting of resumes, correct
interview behavior, and so on); the responsibilities of employees
toward employers and vice versa; and grooming, attitudes,

safaéy on the job and other such topics. Students in world-of-
work classes are often required to draft educational and

occupational goals and provide evidence (in writing) that they

are progressing toward meeting their stated goals.

Prevocational training: Courses designed to aid students to

axplore their vocational skills, aptitudes, and interests.
Students are exposed to a variety of occupational training and

are tested on their aptitudes. Students who complete prevoca-
tional courses generally (but not always) are referred to skills
training programs.

Remedial education: Programs to improve the basic education

skills (reading, computing, and oral communication) of students
who cannot succeed in regular vocational education courses
hecause of deficiencies in these skills.

Gompletion rate: The percentage of students enrolled in voca-

tional education programs who remain in the programs until their
completion.

Placement rate: The percentage of students who complete voca-

tional education programs and are placed in jobs following

their graduation from high school.

49
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UNDERLY |NG_AS SUMPT 10ONS

A suﬁcéséful assessment of the disadvantaged provisions of the
Vocational Edugatiﬂﬂ>AGt amendments of 1968 would provide anéwers to two
basic questions, which in turn would determine whether the intent of the
fegislation is being carried out: o

(1) Are students who (prior to 1968) would have been excluded from
‘enrol lment in vocational education programs, or would have
been denied the speclal educational services they needed to
succeed In schaai, now being enrolled In such programs or
receiving apprapfiété supportive educational services?

(2) If the answer to the above question is ''yes,' what is the nature
and quality of the programs and services now being provided for
disadvantaged students?

These questians appear at first glance to be simple and straight-
forward, but actuaily are' fraught with ambiguity, due partially to the
nebulosity of the term "disadvantaged' and partially to the broad mandate
provided to the schools by Congress under the disadvantaged provisions of
the»igéa amendments. The degree to which the questions posed above can be
answered depends upon the following assumptions, not one of which proved to
be universally understond or accepted by state, local, and school pé%sanne1:

(1) Vocational educators agree that prior to 1968 disédvantaged
students either were not enrolled in vocational education
programs, or 1f they were enrolled, were not being provided
with the kinds of services they needed to succeed.

(2) With respect to vocational educators who agree that disadvantaged

students were not served adequately prior to 1968, there is a
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common understanding of the characteristics (for identification)
purposes) or disadvantaged students, or a common understanding
of the meaning of the term ''disadvantaged."

(3) Assessment tezh;iqggs exist or can be developed whereby the
conditions which result in school failure can be identified
on an individual basis. |

(4) Educational treatments exist or can be developed whf;h can be
applied to students suffering from the above GDﬁdit}GﬁS on an
individual basis.

(5) A body of data exists or can be developed which facilitates
state and local planning for the disadvantaged, the establishment.
of priorities, and the a?i@é%tiaﬁ of funds to local education
jurisdictions and schools on a rational basis.

(6) There is a common understanding of the kinds of programs that _ .
should be funded with vocational education funds earmarked for
the disadvantaged (e.g., solely skills training, or a variety
@F-services, including remedial education, counseling, prevoca-.
tional training, world=of-work training, work education, and 5o
forth),

It is significant to note that although the issuas embodied in the
above-listed assumptions were explored with state, local, and school admin=
istrative and program personnel, the assumptions themselves were not articulated
until after the fieldwork had been completed. It was in attempting to analyze
the data that the need arose to identify assumption% upon which the dis-
advantaged provisions of the 1968 amendments were hased. The problem was
that answers by state, local, and school personnel to questions regarding

the meaning of the term ''disadvantaged,' policy, individual assessment, and
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educational treatments, among others, indicated not so much disagreement with
the assumptions (although there was some disagreement), but that little
consideration had been given to these major, administrative, and program issues.

1 f, for example, school personnel could not d@%gribe the types of
students that were "excluded" prior to 1968, they could not state with
assurance that students now enrolled in disadvantaged programs would not
have been so enrolled if the disadvantaged provisions of the 1968 act had
not been passed into law. Furthermore, although it was possible to determine
the nature of the programs funded, without some indication of the conditions
(discovered through individual assessment) they were designed to alleviate,
it was equally difficult to assess the appropriateness of the programs.

Yet answers to questions regarding the relationship between individual
assessment and the components and purposes of programs were at best vague
and at worst nonresponsive.

Nevertheless, the five purposes of the assessment were aﬁcompiishedi
If, however, the results in some cases appear to be ambiguous, it may be
because the legislative mandate itself is ambiguous, or because the assump-
tions underlying both the legislation and administration of the program were
never adequately proved or tested.

Thus throughout the body of the report, references will be made to
the assumptions outlined above. By doing so, we hope to contrast the thinking
and activities of administrators at all levels with what presumably were the
major reasons why the disadvantaged provisions of the 1968 vocational educa-

tion amendments were enacted into law.
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THE MEANING OF DISADVANTAGED

Webster's Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary defines the term

"disadvantaged' as follows: ''loss or damage especially to reputation,
credit, or finances; DETRIMENT 2 a: an unfavorable, inferior, or preju-
dicial condition b: HANDICAP."

Prior to the mid=1960s, the word ''disadvantaged'' was not necessarily
related to specific target groups, such as the poor or racial minorities;
;t applied across the board to both individuals and groups whose competitive
positions, for any number of reasons, were inferior to those of others. Thus
"he's at a disadvantage'' or ''she's disadvantaged" could (and still can) be
applied to a middle-class child with a reading problem, a little~-known
candidate for public office, or a person of short stature who is attempting
to make the high school or college basketball team. It could also be applied
to a symphony orchestra with an inexperienced :anﬁﬁctorj or méﬁﬁers of a
minority group who suffer from prejudicial discrimination.

Although nothing has occurred to alter Webster's definition of
disadvantaged, the adoption of the term by legislative bodies and public

-agencies, for the ~urpose of identifying specific target groups as recipients
21
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of special government services, created a need for new definitions over and

]

above those provided by dicticnaries, which draw fine lines between those
eligible and not eligible for the available services.

As was noted in the introduction, the term first became the subject
of ]egi%]étive and bureaucratic definition and interpretation following the
passage of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. One major criterion was
applied to applicants for enrollment in antipoverty programs; that is, that
their incomes had to be below minimum levels. Tnus, although other criteria
were also identifled (e.g., minoritles, youth, older workers, handicapped),
the disadvantaged were defined first and foremost as ''poor'' people.

Language contained In the vocational education amendments of 15585
allows for a broader interpretation of the term ''disadvantaged.' Disadvan-
taged persons may be defined as individuals with ''academic, socioeconomic,
or other handicaps' which prevent them from su;séeéing in regular vocational
education programs. Thus all students identified as in some way educaﬁicnai]y
haadiﬁéppéd were elijible for special services, regardless of whether they
are members of poor families or minority groups. This interpretation of the
act's language is supported by the fact that the law also requires that
individuals, rather than groups, be identified for special services. On the
other hand, the act permits the designation of target groups or areas (where
disadvantaged individuals are most apt to be found) for administrative,
planning, and fund allocation purposes.

Thus state and local administrators of Part B set-aside and Section
IDZ(E) vaeationa]EEducatiDn programs for the disadvantaged may choose from a

5

“The definition contained in the 1976 amendments uses the term ''dis-
advantaged' for the first time and defines the term as follows: '. . . persons
who have academic or economic handicaps and who require special services and
assistance in order to enable them to succeed in vocational education

programs . . N § 98
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number of a!ternativgz ih“establishing eligibility criteria. Among them are
the following:

(1) The exclusive application of socioeconomic criteria

(2) The exclusive application of academic or ''other' criteria

(3) The épp]iéétian of a combination of socioeconomic, academic,

or other criteria

Program administrators may also designate target areas or groups for
planning and fund allocation purposes, but this provision is not mandatory.
The one mandatory provfsiOﬁ of the 1968 émendments pertaining to programs
for the disadvantaged is that individuals rather than groups be identi%ied
for special services.

It is obvious that with so many alternatives available to administrators,
the nature of programs could vary widely from state to state and, in the
absence of definitive state guidelines, lrom community to community.
Furthermore, the question as to whether the intent of Congress is fulfilled --
that is, that special services or programs are provided for the disadvantaged
-- depends on whether the interpretations of the congressional definition
of disadvantaged. by state and local administrators are acceptabie to
Congress. With these factors in mind, the attempt was made to determine
the following:

(1) How state and local administrators define the term ''disadvantaged"

(2) The various eligibility criteria promulgated by state and local

administrators

(3) The various types of individual assessments performed of

students enrolled in vocational education programs for the
disadvantaged

1
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The findings are discussed below.

State Level

Interviews with state directors of vocational education and their
subordinates in charge of disadvantaged programming covered the following:
(1) problems involved in defining the term ''disadvantaged' and identifying

disadvantaged students; (2) state policy regarding the issuance of guidelines

students, the designation of target areas, and the performance of individual
assessments of students identified as disadvantaged; and (3) state efforts

at détEEmiﬂiﬁnghétth local education jurisdictions comply with state guide=
lines. Each of these subjects is discussed below.

Probiems in Defining Disadvantaged

Vocational education administrators in eight of the 23 states responded
that they had difficulty in defining the term ''disadvantaged.' The diffi-
culties cited were of three types: (1) an apparent conflict between the
identification of students on an individual basis and the designation of
target areas or groups; (2) thz existence of allegedly conflicting definitions
of "disadvantaged'' contained in laws other than the Vocational Education Act
amendments of 1968; and (3) a general reluctance to label students as disadvan=-
gated -- a reluctance that is even more intense at the local than at the state
level, Most of the respondents who had trouble with the termn”disadvaﬁtaged”
cited two or more of these reasons.

Individual versus group. This argument takes many forms. One respon-

dent said that if target areas are emphasized, individual assessments are

either treated lightly or ignored, and if individual assessments are

emphasized, target areas are apt to be ignored. Another commented that by

allowing local education jurisdictions to Ignore socioeconomic criteria
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(which he believes is possible under the act), the target group becomes too
broad to be served adequately with available funds. Still another said
exactly the opposite; that is, that target areas and groups ought to het’
eliminated. 'Because a person is poor doesn't mean he's educationally dis=
advantaged, and because a person is middle class or rich doesn't mean he's
going to have an easy time in school.'.

Conflicting definitions. Ten respondents, including several who said

they had ro problems with the definition of disadvantaged contained in the
act, cited the various definitions or target group designations contained

in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and the Comprehensive Employ=
ment and Training Act, among others, as a source of confusion to both state
and local administrators. '"If the term 'disadvantaged' is going to be used,"
one respondent said, “and if guidelines are going to be issued to help in
identifying disadvantaged students, then they should be the same for all
educational programs.'

Student labeling. Four administrators said that the definition of

disadvantaged is impossible to deal with and that the set-aside provision
should be eliminated. These respondents recommended that all students with
educational handicaps, physical or otherwise, be placed in a ''special needs'!
category. One administrator recommended that the disadvantaged set-aside

be discontinued, but that ''states be charged with the responsibility of
serving the disadvantaged.' \Underlying these comments is a growing
reluctance at all administrative levels to ''label' students. This reluctance
is not necessarily altruistic; rather, it is based primarily on a fear of
conflict with parents or groups representing parents that could lead to legal

action against schools and state education agencies.

]



Comments. In evaluating these comments, it is necessary to keep in
mind the basic reason why Congress believed it imperative that the disadvantaged
set-aside be included in the vocational education amendments of 1968. The
provision was based on the assumption that some students =-- particularly a
group loocsely labeled the disadvantaged -- were being relegated to a ''third
track' and, as a result, were being denied the opportunity to be enrolled
in ""quality' vocational education programs. The disadvantaged set-aside
provisions of the Vocational Education Aéﬁ amendments of 1968 were designed
to help remedy this situation. One of the 'unstated'' reasons for criticism
of the set-aside provision is the common feeling among vocational educators
that the basic assumption upon which the disaanntaged set-aside was based
is, at best, unfair and, at worst, false. One respondent put it this way:
"We are the third track. We've always dealt with what the academics consider
the dregs of the education system."

Nevertheless, virtually all of the directors of vocational education
interviewed responded that the 1968 amendments had resulted in prggrams for
the disadvantaged that otherwise would not have occurred. The questio% seems
to be what types of disadvantaged students are being served. Are they
students who, if it had not been for the 1968 amendments, either would have
been rejected for enrollment in vocational education programs, or if they
had been enrolled, would have failed their courses because of the absence
of needed special services? Or are they students who, although they may be
benefiting from special services made possible by the act, nevertheless would
have been enrolied and succeeded in vocational education programs prior to the
passage of the 1968 amendments?

"The answer to these questions, we believe; depends on whether socio-

economic target areas or groups are designated for priority funding. The
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vast majority of students in need of special services resides in these areas
or the students are members of these groups. For example, Congress might be
justified in providing a program for all students thraughaﬁi the nation who
suffer from educational handicaps, but the purpose of such a program would
be quite different from that of the Part B and Section 102(b) set-asides for
the disadvantaged; that is to say if socioceconomically deprived areas or
groups are ignored, these programs in effect would embrace all students with
individually identjfied educational handicaps, including many who could have
succeeded in vocational education programs prior to the 1968 amendments.
Aside from the probability that funds available under the disadvantaged
provisions of the 1968 amendments are inadequate to serve all students

with educational handicaps, unless ‘the focus is on particular target areas
or groups, the basic purpose of the disadvantaged set-asides is apt to be
compromised.

This does not mean that the identification of disadvantaged students
on an individual basis should be either played down or ignored; on the
contrary, individual assessment is vital if educational '"'treatments'' are
to be geared to specific conditions which cause school failure. The question
to be resolved is whether priority should be given to students residing iﬁ
poverty areas, or who are members of groups, racial or otherwise, that have
high percentages of disadvantaged students in thei? ranks. This is not always
the case at the present time. ;DF the 84 projects visited in connection with
the ORC assessment, approximately 25 percent were not aimed at target areas
or groups, and socioeconomic factors were not used as criteria for program
eligibility. "
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State Guidelines

State administrators were asked whether guidelines relating to the
identification of disadvantaged students, the performance of individual
assessments, and the designation of target areas were issued by the 23 5ample.
states. The overall impre§sian received by researchers was that Part B set-
aside and Section 102(b) funds constituted such a small portion of state
budgets that very little staff time was allocated to their administration.
Generally speaking, guidelines issued by the U.5. Office of Educatigne were
accepted by the states, reproduced én state stationary, and distributed to
local education jurisdictions. Nevertheless, differences in program emphases
did occur between states and between communities within states. These are
discussed below.

ldentifying the disadvantaged. Respondents in sixteen of the 23

sample states said that the guidelines they use for identification of the

disadvantaged are the same as those issued by the U.S. Office of Education

w

and published in the federal register in May 1970; respondents in six states
said that they use a combination of state and USOE guidelines. One state,
which coordinates its program with CETA activities, has designated '‘school
dropouts'' as its target group. Generally speaking, however, two major
criteria, used either separately or in combination, are emphasized by the
states:
(1) students who are behind one or more grades in academic

achievement

”EU_S,AEépartmgnt of Health, Education; and Welfare, Bureau of Adult
Vocational and Technical Education, Suggested Utilization of Resources and

Guide for Expenditures (Washington, D.C.: National Center for Educational
Statistics, June 1972)
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(2) Students who reside in designated target areas (usually high
youth unemployment areas, big cities, Title | areas, and areas
of rural poverty)

Most states delegate to local education jurisdictions the application
of specific c¢riteria for the identification of the disadvantaged. Thus the
criteria actually applied st the 1@@31‘1eve1 often differ from one community
to another within states. In some instances, however, the emphasis of certain
guidelines promulgated by states have either reduced or eliminated variances
in local level programming. The most obvious examples are the Coordinated
Vocational and Academic Education (CVAE) programs of Georgia and Texas, which
are financed almost exclusively by Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) funds.
CVAE programs, some of which begin in junior high school and continue through
high school, are:designed for students who are two or more grade levels be low
their peers. In both states, however, students enrolled in CVAE programs
are drawn Fraﬁ specific target areas. The target area for Texas CVAE programs
is made up of nine large cities; in Georgia, in addition to large cities,
the target area also includes gaﬁgraphigai]y isolated counties-:

In New York State, socioeconomic criteria are not used in identifying
secondary-level disadvantaged students, but the vast maj@riﬁy of Part B set-
aside and Section 102(b) funds is allocated to big cities (where most
students with socioeconomic handicaps reside). On thé other hand, at the
post-secondary level, socioeconomic factors are the sole criteria used to
identify disadvantaged students.

Finally, in Delaware, the disadvantaged student is defined as a
student who has dropped out of schonl.

Individual assessments. Respondents in six of the 23 states said

that guidelines related to individual assessments of students are not issued
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by their states. One director of voCational education said that because his
entire state was designated as a deplessed area, all of its students were
eligible for disadvantaged programming. This attitude typifies the confusion
that exists in most states between the jdentification of students on an
individual basis and the designation of target areas (where the majority
of disadvantaged students is apt to Teside)-: When respondents complain
about allegedly conflicting definitions of the term ''disadvantaged" contained
in various education legislation, they are likewise confusing the definition
of ''disadvantaged' with the dasigngtiDn of target areas. Most administrators
would prefer that all students residing in designated target areas be eligible
for enrollment in programs for the disadvantaged -- with or without individual
assessments.

Although respendents in seveNteen states said that guidelines for the

performance of individual assessmentS are issued to local education juris-

dictions, further questioning reveal®d that in most instances they were

referring to the same guidelines jssUed regarding the identification of
disadvantaged students. The types of individual assessments required, they
believe, are implicit in the disadv@ntaged identjfication guidelines.

Target areas. Respondents IN five states said that guidelines for

the designation of target areas or 9Foups are not issued by their 5ta£asi

Respondents in the remaining states ©ither use USOE guidelijnes or siﬁg]é out

for special priority Title | areas, inner cities, geographically isalated:

rural areas, and students who qualify for free lunch affadavits, among others.
Target areas are designated in some States by the methods used to

fund local education agencies or schOolg, For example, in Arizona, communities

designated as Title | areas are assighed priofity Fgr disadvantaged funding.

In Connecticut, communities with the lowest SChool tax bases are considered

36



priority areas; and in Pennsylvania, funds are allocated on a formula basis
which takes into account areas of high unemployment and areas in whiﬁE high
percentages of minorities reside, among other factors.

On the other hand, the funding process in some states appears to
rule out the designation of target areas, at least at the state level. F@r
example, in California, funds are allocated to local education agencies by
means of a formula which is based solely on enrollment in vocational
education; in Illinois, schools are reimbursed so much per credit hour for
the total number of credi: hours disadvantaged students are enrolled in
régular>ciasgesi

Most of the remaining states allocate funds on a project-by-project
basis, i.e., schools submit proposals to the state, and projects are funded
on the quality of the proposals. Although special consideration may be given
to proposals for projects in so;i@econamicaiiy deprived areas, the major
criteria for the acceptance or rejection of proposals are (1) their quality
and (2) the ability of schools to conduct the programs.

Comments. Too little attention is given at the state level to the
special services. Individual assessments should aid administrators in one or
all of the following: (1) identifying the specific conditions which cause
school failure, (2) identifying the actual and potential vocational skills
of disadvantaged students, (3) instituting special programs designed to
overcome the handicaps of disadvantaged students, or (4) referring disadvan-
taged students into vocational education programs in which their chances
for success would be greatest. Too often in the past, categorical programs
have been created, and groups of individuals sharing similar superficial

characteristics have been enrolled in the programs without much consideration
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as to whether the services available from the programs meet the specific needs
of individuals within the groups. The requirement that individuals rather
than groups be identified is an attempt to correct this deficiency. Yet

there appears to be little unéerstanding of this concept at the state levél.
"Individual assessment'' merely means determining whether students meet
established criteria for enrollment in programs for the éisadvantaged. The
result is that the concept of individual assessment intended by the act is

not well understood at the local level.

Compliance with State Guidelines

Considering that the guidelines issued by most states are extremeiy
broad and that only one program officer is assigned responsibility for dis-
advantaged programming, it is not surprising that state efforts to monitor
and evaluate vocational education programs for the disadvantaged are at
best cursory and at worst nonexistent. Other than the review of proposals,
particularly budgets, little monitoring and evaluation of Part B set-aside
and Section 102(b) programs is performed in most states. It should be noted,
of course, that fo]]aw=u% surveys of participants in all vocational education
programs, including Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) projects, are
required by all but one of the states, and that such programs are included

in periodic reviews of overall local vocational education programs.

Local Level

One of the most disturbing findings of the entire assessment is that
half of the 84 project directors interviewed in conjunction with the project
]EVEIXESSEﬁsmEﬁt said that they did not believe the students enrolled in
their programs were disadvantaged. The question immediately arose as to what
were the purposes of the projects and whether Part B set-aside and Section

102(b) funds were being used properly. However, in reviewing the reasons why
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project directors did not view their students as disadvantaged, it became
clear that the responses were more an indication of the confusion that exists
from the national to the school levels as té what the term '"'disadvantaged"
actually means then they were an indication that students without educational
handi caps were being enrolled in Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) programs.
the project directors' own concepts of the term ''disadvantaged.! For
example, the students may not have been poor, have been members of minority
groups, or have had behavioral problems. Nevertheless, when 44 out of 84
directors of special projects for disadvantaged students say that their
students are not disadvantaged, it is unavoidable to conclude that no clear
understanding of the program's target population exists at any level.

The overall impression obtained from interviews with local education
agency and community college officials is that little attention has been
given to the disadvantaged provisions of the 1968 amendments. Few members
 of boards of education (or regents) were even écquainted with the act's
provisions, and superintendents of schools (and community college presidents),
for the most part, were not knowledgeable about administration of the program.

Program Officers

A total of 48 out of 77 local program officers (responsible for the
administration of the 84 sample projects) said that state guidelines are
used to identify students for enrollment in vocational education projects
for the disadvantaged. Other criteria reported are as follows:

(1) Dropouts or potential dropouts: four program officers

(2) Schools develop cwn criteria: four program officers

(3) Title I criteria (or "target areas'): five program officers

(4) Students who qualify for free lunch affadavits: three program

officers
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(5) Students who are behind in their school work: two program
officers

(6) No criteria: four program officers

(7) No response: seven program officers

With regard to the identification of students on an individual basis
the vast majority of respondents said that the results of "regular' school
assessments by counselors, teachers, and other school personnel are analyzed
to identify students who need special services. Only one respondent cited

the use of ‘'pupil planning teams' for assessing all ''special needs'' students.

Enrollment in Disadvantaged Programs

identifying students for potential enrollment in Part B set-aside and
Section 102(b) projects is academic in nature; that is, students who are
one ~r more grades behind other students of the same age. At the post-
secondary level, on the other hand, socioeconomic criteria are ,used almost
exclusively. Yet the actual characteristics of students enrolled varied
considerably from project to project. Two projects In one state, for example,
enrolled only "incorrigibles," or students who had either dropped out or |
been expelled from school because of severe behavorial problems. The project
directors of two projects, located in two different states, did not even know
that their projects were designed for ''the disadvantaged."

Very little attention is given to "individual assessments,'' other
than those that are routinely performed of all students. One comment that
was heard frequently at both the i@cal education agency and school levels
was that counselors do not feel comfortable in labeling students as dis-
advantaged, or even documenting evidence which supports the identification

of disadvantaged students. Other frequently heard comments included the
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following: ''Seventy percent of the people in this country are disadvantaged
in one way or another. Individual assessments are the least of our worries."
The president éf a primarily black junior college complained that the
definition of disadvantaged has been 'watered down . . . . We all know what
disadvantaged means,' he said, "t means people who are educationally deprived
because of poverty or racial discrimination. Funds are being diverted from
the 'real' disadvantaged because current guidelines are so broad that almost
any kid, from any background, can be identified aé disadvantaged,'
In summary, local-level administration of the Part.B set-aside and
Section 102(b) program reflects either the apathy or confusion that exists
at ‘higher levels with regard to both defining the disadvaﬁtéged and
identifying individuals eligible for disadvantaged programs on an individual

basis.

Overview

The evidence cited above leads to the overall conclusions that most
states have devoted very little attention to the conceptualization of special
vocational education services for the dfsadvantaged, based on specific
criteria for the identification of disadvantaged students and individual
assessment of students either eligible or potentially eligible for such
" services. The major reason cited by both state and local vocational educa-
tion administrators. for this ''lack" is that Part B set-aside and Section 102(5)
funds iDﬁtFibutE¢SUEh a small portion of overall state and local education
jurisdiction budgets that very little time is allocated to their administration;
but we believe that there are far deeper reasons for the confusion which
exists at all levels with respect to vocational education programs for the

disadvantaged.
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The program appears to reflect what usually happens when the
deliverers of a service do not understand or recognize the need for programs
mandated by the Congress. Although it is true that the disadvantaged pro-
visions of the 1968 amendments are nonspecific, it is also true that most
legislation directed toward the Sé?ﬁtian of social problems is general in
nature. Too much specification causes rigidity of administration, with all
its accompanying inequities. Congress, in enacting the disadvantaged pro-
visions of the 1968 act, was reacting to criticism of the vocational educa-
tion system mainly by academic and social reformers who claimed that a large
percentage of public school students was being 'baby sat' in a general tréck
maintained for students with no objectives and little motivation. They
claimed that the vocational education system should reach out to these
studénts and enroll them in innovative courses which would provide them
with occupational @bje:ﬁives, increase their motivation, and prepare them
for stable and satisfying jobs.

Vocational educators, for their part, neither supported or opposed
the'améndments, but there could be no doubt that they resented the criticism
that was implied in the legislation. The resentment took two forms:

(1) according to vocational educators, the vocational education system has
_always been used as a referral ground for academic rejects and, prior to
1963, the system was underfinanced and more or less forgotten in the wake of
the post-Sputnik frenzy to develop scientists and engineers; and (2) the
implied idea that when it became a national priority to serve the disadvan-
taged (rather than the gifted and talented), it was the vocational education
system that was labeled as '"elitist,' that was charged with shunning the
disadvantaged, and that was asked to beaﬁ,t;e overriding respons}biliiy for

solving the educational problems of the disadvantaged.
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The resentment of vocational educators was exacerbated by the fact

that critics of vocational education were never very specific about the types

vast expansion in vocational education that had taken plage:since the passage
of the Vocational Education Act of 1963. Many, if not most, vocational
educators believed that most of the disadvantaged were already being served
and that the need for the disadvantaged set-aside provisions of the 1968
amendments was questionable.

With these attitudes prevailing, it is not surprising that the act
was interpreted in its broadest sense; that is, little attempt was made to
"zero in'' on a particu!a% target group. In addition, socioeconomic criteria
Xware_aFtEn ignored in the identification of disadvantaged students, in
part because educators are only vaguely aware of the effects of socio-
e;anamig states on school learning. Where this occurred, the result was
that all students with academic handicaps, regardfess of whether they were
members of poor families or of minority groups, became eligible for enroli-
ment in Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) programs.

Finally, the reasons for the emphasis on individual student assess-
ment were not well understood at either the state or local level. In most
instances, individual assessment was merely a means of documenting the
disadvantaged status of students enrolled {ﬁ'Paft B set-aside and Section
102(b) projects. The question as to whether programs could be designed to
meet the individual needs of students, discovered through individual assess-
ments, was not often asked by the state and local administrators. Dr. Rupert
N. Evans, who served as a consultant to this project, summed up the project
as follows: ''Teacher education programs emphasize that school learning is

affected primarily by intelligence and motivation. Intelligence is seen as
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being determined primarily by genes, and hence unchangeable by the teacher.
Motivation is seen as the primary area which can be affected by the teacher.

BLittle attention is paid to the effects of socioeconomic status in
affecting intelligence adveréiéy through poor nutrition and through a lack
of stimulating early childhood education. Simiiariy,‘iitt1e attention is
paid to the effects of low socioeconomic status on motivation through .
restricted visions of occupational opportunity, a view that luck rather
than hard work yields results, and that deferral of gratification leads to
lost opportunities rather than improved results.

| f teachers, administrators, and school board members believe that
socioeconomic status has little effect on the results of schooling, they
are unlikely to use socioeconomic status as a key variable in designing
school programs. This is a serfcusrteacher education problem.

‘'Congress has a better understanding of this than teachers or school
board members, but even Congress is unclear about the meaning of 'disadvan-
taged.' The set-aside (funds) should have been for students whose school
progress is hampered by their socioeconomic status. This could be under-
stood and implementedji Instead Congress assumed that the disadvantaged were
either excluded or allowed to fail if they did enroll. There was and is
some exclusion, but mainly of the}hanéﬁcaggedg The disadvantaged often do
not enroll by choice (because of unreaifsti;>é£pectations or because ihey
have not learned how to choose), but most Frequéntiy they liﬁp along,
getting far less out of vocational education than they could if they had
special services."

These findings have serious repercussions for the entire program
and will be addressed in the study's recommendations contained in Chapter b4,
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CHAPTER 11

POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION

Chapter | explored state and local policy regarding ;he definition
of disadvantaged student, the designation of target areas or groups, and
individual assessment of students identified as disadvantaged. In this
chapter, the following 5ubje§t5 are explored: (1) allocation of resources
at the community level; (2) state and local policies regarding such issues
as the mainstreaming of disadvantaged students, the initiation of work
education programs for the disadvantaged, the use of Section 102(b) funds
as opposed to Part B set-aside funds, coordination wit% other state and
local agencies, and other policy issues; (3) administration and planning;
(4) constraints and opportunities as seen by 5£St§ and local administrative
and program personnel; and (5) an overview of national statisticé pertaining
to fﬁé:disadvantaged provisions of the Vocational Educaffoé Act amendments é

of 1968.

The 84 projects included in the project sample were located in 77

local education jurisdictions (55 secondary and 22 post-secondary) or
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""communities.' During the course of interviews with community-level admin-
istrators, the attempt was made to collect information on the use of all
Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) funds (not just those funds used to
finance the sample projects) which were received by the communities during
school year 1974=75. The goal was 1’:(::.;disri:'layji by budget line item and type
Fourteen local education agencies {out of 55) and seven community
college districts (out of 22) were unable to supply budget information, or
a total of 21 out of 77 communities (27 percent of the total sample) did not
keep records on the allocation of Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) funds.
Nineteen local education agencies (or about 35 percent of the sample) and
five community college districts were unable to supply information on the
types of programs funded with Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) funds.
Even in those communities where the information was available, in all but
a few eases-it had to be tabulated by ORC researchers on the site, or in
other words, it had not been processed for management purposes. As a result,
community=-level administrators generally were uninformed about the overall
program -- an indication that planning, the establishment of priorities, and
monitoring and evaluation were not considered priority items at the

community level,

Allocation of Resources -- Budget Line ltems

Tablébgél shows how funds were allocated §y 41 local education agencies
and fifteen community college districts during school year 1974-75. The
term ""contact staff'' means personnel who work directly with disadvantaged
students, such as teachers, counselors, aides, and so on. 'Noncontact staff"
are personnel who do not work directly with students; e.g., administrative,

clerical, and maintenance staff. The major item included in -the ''other"

46




TABLE 2-1
Allocation of Part B Set-Aside and Section 102(b) Funds by
Budget Line Items == 41 Local Education Agencies and

Fifteen Community College Districts

— e — _ __ —

Percent “Percent
_Line Item ___Anount _of Tota] __Amount _ of Tota

~_Secondary Level “Post -secondary Level

Noncontact staff § 57,953 l $ 16,216 3
Contact staff 2,673,055 77 476,309 71
Equi pment 45,950 7. hg,247 8

Facilities 9,987 14,357 2

Transportation 9,213 == 13,800 2
Travel 36,120 l 6,259 r
Other b, 159 13 3,8y ;o

Total Part B and
Section 102(b) Funds  §3,443,077 100 §619,995 100
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category is "'indirect costs,' which refer to such overhead items as auditing,
rent, the use of reproduction machines, and so forth. Because it was not
pessible to ascertain the exact meaning of ''Indirect costs,' they were
listed as ''other.'!

The evidence shows that the vast majority of Part B set-aside and
Section 102(b) funds were used to hire staff who work directly with disadvan-
taged students. Only a small portion of the funds were used to hire admin-
istrative and other %é&ﬁgﬁtazt personnel. However, at the secondary level,
approximately 13 percent of the funds were used for "other' (presumably
administrative) costs; the corresponding figuée at the post=secondary level

was only 7 percent.

Allocation of Resources -- Type of Program

One of the majar'issﬁes which arose during the course of the assess-
ment was whether ;cngressiaﬁail§ mandated funds for the disadvantaged should
be used solely for skills training or for the provision of other services
as well. The definition of vocational education contained in the 1968 act
is, in part, as follows:

vi, , . vocational or technical tralning or retraining which

" is glven In schools or classes (including field or laboratory

.~ work and remedial or related academic and technical Instruc-
tion incident thereto) under public supervision and control
or under contract with a state board or local education
agency and is conducted as part of a program designed to
prepare individuals for gainful employment as semiskilled
or skilled workers or technicians or sub rofessionals in
recognized occupations. - . . (Emphasis added.)

This language indicates that vocational educatien for the disadvan-
taged means ''skills training'' as a part of training for '"gainful employment'
in skilled, semiskilled, or technical positions. 0f course, the act does not
rule out supportive educational services, such as remedial education or

related instruction, for students already enrolled in skills training
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programs, but it does appear to exclude nonskills training programs which do

not lead to eventual enrol lment in skills training programs.

With this in mind, we attempted to ascertain the types of progrems
(skills or nonskills training) funded at the community level. Skiilsxtraining
was defined as training in either specific (e.g., carpenter or machinist) or
general (e.g., building trades or machine trades) occupational areas.
Nonskills training was defined as follows:

(1) Prevocational training: Courses designed to probe the voca-

tional skills, aptitudes, and interests of students. Students
are exposed to a variety of occupational training and are
tested on their aptitudes.

(2) Remedial education: Programs to improve the basic education

skills (reading, computing, and oral communication) of students

who cannot succeed in regular vocational education courses
because of deficiencies in these skills.

(3) World-of-work instruction: Generalized instruction relating to

the job search, the responsibilities of employers toward
employees and vice versa, grooming, attitudes on the job, job
safety, and other such topics. Such instruction is of course
usually included in skills training courses, but where it

appears by itself, or as the classroom portion of work expe-

rince programs -- or, in other words where it is not integrated

with either skills training or work education projects which

involve training on the job -- it is defined as a nonskills

training course.

‘he results of this exercise by educational level (secondary

L
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Figure 2.1 shows

and post-secondary).
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Secondary Post-secondary
(36 out of 55 sample (17 out of EgiSEmple
communities) communitigs)
All programs, All programs,
10,150 enrollment 5,816 enroliment

World of work

Skills training
50% ;1

Prevocational
2%

. Remedial
Skills education
Training
31%

Remedial
education
17%

Skills training, Skills training,
3,093 enroliment 3,250 enroliment

Busin@ss apd
. office ocCUpatjons
: 73%

All others
27%
Business and

office
occupations

All others
18%

Diversified
cooperative

programs
25%

NOTE: Does not include one pfg’r\"gcatigﬁal Secondary Program in
Philadelphia which enrolled 19,000 students.

— — = s — — = o — B NN S = - _— —

FIGURE 2.1, Allocation of Resources by Type of Pragram, Secondary and
Post-secondary 5Choo| Year 1974-75
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Secondary Level

The overwhelming majority of students enrolled in high school programs
for the disadvantaged (69 percent) was not receiving skills training.
However, if it can be assumed that the 17 percent enrolled in remedial
education programs were also receiving skills training -- not funded out of
Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) funds -- this figure would bg reduced
to 52 percent. Half of the secondary-level students were enrolled in world-
of-work programs; only 2 percent were enrolled in prevocational programs.

0f those enrolled in skills training programs (excluding those
enrolled in remedial education programs about which skills tréining infor-
mation was not available), 73 percent were enrolled in three occupational
areas: (1) business and office occupations, (2) diversified cooperative
work education, and (3) trade and industry. The remaining 27 percent
were scattered throughout seven occupational areas: agriculture, fishing,
cosmetology, automobile mechanics, auto body repair, home economics, and
the construction trades.

Post-secondary Level

0f the post-secondary students, 44 percent-were enrolled in skills
training programs. Of these, 73 percent were in the business and office
occupations area. |f the 33 percent enrolled in remedial education programs
were also receiving skills training, the pércéntagevaf post=-secondary
students receiving skills training would rise to 77 percent. Twenty-three
percent of the post-secondary students were enrolled in world-of-work (14

percent) and prevocational (9 percent) programs.

7Th35§ figures exclude one prevocational program in Philadelphia
which enrolled 19,000 students.




Lomments
It would appear that the majority of Part B set-aside and Section
102(k) funds is being used for the initiation of nonskills training programs.
This is especially true at the secondary level where over half the students
were enrolled in world-of-work and prevocational programs. |If it can be
assumed that remedial programs are integrated with skills training ﬁr@grams
(an assﬁmptian that ;anﬁc;,bé made on the basis of data collected at the
community level), skills training is predominant at the post-secondary level.
However, the range of occupations in which disadvantaged students were
receiving skills training is extremely narrow at both levels. The vast
majority of high school students was enrolled in three aﬁcupatigﬂai areas,
while only one occupational area accounted for most of the students enrolled
in post-secondary skills training programs. This subject will be discussed
in more detail in chapter 3 when the project sample is analyzed, but the
~data collected at the community level appear to indicate a soft spot in the

overall program.

POLICY AT THE STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS

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 determine present and future decisions.' Although an overall
policy was imposed on the schools by the Vocational Education Act amendments
of 1968, the congressional mandate was sufficiently broad to allow considerable
flexibility at the state and local levels. In designing and conducting this
assessment, we made the assumption that issues related to the provision of
vocational education for the disadvantaged were considered at the national,

state, and local levels, and that a considerable body of policy formulations
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would be available to researchers. The fact is, however, that the only com-

prehensive policy statement obtained was the Suggested Utilization of

Resources and Guide for Expenditures (SURGE), issued by the U.S. Department

of Health, Education, and Welfare. This document outlines the specific
requirements of the 1968 amendments, services, and programs which could be
implemented for the disadvantaged, and a suggested classification system for
disadvantaged students. However, as its name implies, the document is mefe]y
suggestive and was meant to be an aid to state education agencies in formu-
lating policies which are directly related to conditions which exist in the
various states. |t was reasonable to assume, therefore, that more specific
policy formulations would be available at the state and community levels.
Unfortunately, this rarely proved to be true.

0f course, state plans do contain some statements of policy, but

most are mere reiterations of material contained in SURGE. Just as it

administrators to such issues as the meaning of ''disadvantaged,' the designa-
tion of target areas or groups, and individual assessment of students |
identified as disadvantaged (see chapter 1), so it also appeared that very
little attention had been given to the issues discussed below. Few written
statements of policy were available at either the state or community lével,
and opinions regarding the issues often varied between administrators within

states and communities.

One possible reason for this ''lack' is that only a handful of
individuals have been charged with the administration of the entire program.
At the national level, one person is charged with the initiation of guidelines,
national monitoring of the program, and the provision of technical assistance.

Likewise, in most states, only one person has the responsibility for promoting,
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funding, and monitoring vocational education programs for disadvantaged
students. Finally, at the community level, no single person is charged with
the responsibility of administering programs for the disadvantaged. Although
this paucity of administrative staff at all levels contributes to the low
overhead of the program, it could also be the major reason why there appears
to be little consideration of policy, and, as will be discussed in the
administrative sgcticﬁ of this chapter, very little planning in any real
sense;GF the word.
The following subjects are discussed in the subsections which follow:
(1) The "mainstreaming' of disadvantaged students
(2) Work E§Uﬁétion programs
(3) The use of Section 102(b) funds as opposed to Part B set-aside
funds
(4) Coordination with other agencies
(5) The use of advisory councils
(6) The earmarking of funds for fhe disadvantaged and matching of
federal-state funds by local education jurisdictions
(7) Extent of participation by boards of education or boards of
regents
(8) oOpinions regarding the following:
(a) Ease or difficulty in obtaining Part B set-aside and
Section 102(b) funds for the disadvantaged
(b) The ''seed money' concept
(c) The earmarking of funds in general and
(d) The effect of revenue-sharing programs on vocational
education in general and vocational education programs
for the disadvantaged in particular
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It should be emphasized that because of the absence of written pol icy
on most of these matters, the findings cannot be considered anything more

significant than summarizations of respondent opinions.

Mainstreaming of Disadvantaged Students

''Mainstreaming'' is the term used to describe the integration of
disadvantaged students into regular vocational education classes. The
objective of mainstreaming is to place disadvantaged students in a natural
atmos phere where they can benefit from contact with students with few
educational handicaps, and where the stigma of being placed in a "special!
situation (or lower track) can be avoided. Theoretically, disadvamtaged
students placed in regular classes are provided with special services to

—_help them overcome whatever.condit ions cause -themto-fai1-im schook.— -Poljy——
makers and administrators at all levels were asked whether policies existed
regarding the mainstreaming of disadvantaged students into regular classes.

About half the state vccational education directors said that they
preferred 'regular' classes, or the integration of disadvantaged students
with regular students; two Favored ''special" classes, or classes composed
solely of disadvantaged students; six said that both types of classes were
legitimate, depending on the characteristics of the students identified;
and four had no opinion.

State program supervisors were asked whether priority was given to
project proposals which integrated the disadvantaged with regular students .
Eleven responded negatively to this question; eight positively. Four program
supervisors said that projects for the disadvantaged would rnot be funded
unless they were special.

Half the community administrators interviewed said that they favored
regular classes, 38 percent special, and the remainder indicated that both

types of classes were funded.

(]
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With the exception of four states, where there appeared to be
definite (though unwritten) policies with regard to the mainstreaming of
students (two against and two for), it did not appear that a great deal of
cons ideration had been given to the issue. Whether classes were special
or regular was left to the initiators of projects in the schools.

Advocates of special classes gave two reasons, one administrative
and one of a program nature, for their position. Several administrators
said that it is much easier to keep track of funds set aside exclusively
for the disadvantaged if special projects are funded and if the disadvantaged
are separated. Others indicated that disadvantaged students needed special

attention -- attention that they could not receive in regular classes.

UCAET ON-—-— - v - = mm s s e s e e e s e e

While most states did not have written policies regarding work educa-
tion programs specifically for the disadvantaged, they did have written
policies regarding cooperative education and other kinds of work education
programs for all students. Presumably these policies alsa.appiied to work

education programs funded under the Part B set-aside and Section 102(b)
provisions of the 1968 act. In addition, administrators in seven states

said that disadvantaged students were given priority for enrol Iment in work
education programs funded under the Part G (cooperat ive education) and Part H
(work study) provisions of the act.

Although no formal policy existed at the community level, 23
respondents at the high school level said that work education components
were funded under the Part B set-aside and Section 102 (b) pravisiéns_For
disadvantaged students, and eighteen said that disadvantaged students were
enrolled in Part G and Part H programs. The remainder (Fourteen respondents)
said that the disadvantaged were not enrolled in work educat ion programs.

56



Only three respondents (out of 22) at the post-secondary level said
that work education programs, or components, were funded wi th Part B set-aside
and Section 102{b) funds.

The major reason given for the failure to initiate work education

programs for disadvantaged students was ""lack of funds.'"

Part B Set-Aside versus Section 102(b) Funds

Part B of the 1968 amendments, which provides states with their basic
" grants for vocational education, requires matching by the states or their
tocal communities. This requirement does not apply specifically to the 15
percent disadvantaged set-aside; rather it applies to the entire Part B
grantl Part A, Section 102(b), on the other hand, provides 100 percent
- *'FederalvFinan:iﬂg~Farﬁstudeﬁtsfdafined~aswdi5§dvantag%di«—Alth@gghmthefactxf-—«a-a

does not stipulate the kinds of programs that should be funded under Section
102(b), it is generally assumed that these Funds should be used for
experimental and demonstration purposes, or for additional programs in
areas of high need. With these factors in mind, state-Tevel administrators
were asked whether policy existed for the use of Section 102 (b) funds, or
whether the use of these funds differed in any way from the use of Part B
set-aside funds For the disadvantaged.

Thirteen of the state program supervisors responded that Section 102(b)
funds were combined with Part B set-aside funds and distributed to schools
or local eduiatjan jurisdictions according to the various funding procedures
existing in the states; in other words, the two sets of funds Qgre used for
identical purposes. The remaining ten administrators said that Section 102(b)
funds were reserved for the following:

(1) The fuading of vocational education programs in correctional

institutions (two states);
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(2) The funding of remedial education programs;

(3) The funding of projects in *'satellite areas'';

(&) The funding of experimental and demonstration projects in overall
local education jurisdictions (four states);

(5) The funding of additional vocational education programs in
large sitieé; and

(6) The funding of the projects in $kills Centers.

Coordination with Other Agenciles

~.institutions -concerned-with manpower needs and job-opportunities; such as —

Part B, Section 123(a) of the 1968 amendnents ﬁravides that in the
development of vocational education programs and activities ‘'there may be

. . cooperative arrangements with other agencies, organizations, and

institutions of higher eduﬁatiaﬁ, and model city, business, labor, and com-
munity action organizations . . . ." Respﬁndénﬁs at both the étage and
community levels were asked whether formal agreements had been reached with
such agencles, or with other divisions within state and local educational
jurisdictions, for the provision of services to either vocational education
students in general, or to students enrolled in vocational education programs
for the disadvantaged.

Responses at both the state and community levels indicated that

formal agreements did not exist, but that students were often referred to

outside agencies on an informal basis. 0f course, agreements were reached
between state education agencies and local Comprehensive and Training Act
(CETA) prime sponsors for the provision of vocat ional education services to
CETA enrollees. However, all but one of these agreements were in response

to CETA Section 112 which mandates that 5 percent of Title I CETA grants be

used for the provision of vocational education services, contracted through i
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state vocational education boards, for CETA enrollees. The sole exception
occurred in Delaware where the entire Part B set-aside program was di rected
toward school dropouts enrolled in local CETA programs.

As part of the project-level assessment, the attempt was made to

Y
=

identify nonschool agencies who were part icipating in Part B set-aside and

Section 102(b) programs for the disadvantaged, and to interview representa-

tives of such agencies. No agencies which were providing services on a

contractural basis to students enrolled in Part B set-aside and Section 162(b)

programs for the disadvantaged were identifled,

The two nonschoo! agencies most often mentioned as “'referral sources'

for all vocational education students (n@t solely the disadvantaged) weré
%vaAiivotatugnal Fehabl]ltat|an and the employment service. Divisions of stater

and iocal education agencies which praf}&éd %é;;:gégﬂté é;;éé;;;£;é§é

students on an informal basis included special education, Elementary and

Secondary Education Act (Title 1) staff, and bilingual staff.

The Use of Advisory Councils (or Commi t tees)

The 1968 amendments provide that at least one member of state
advisory councils should be "familiar with the special problems and needs
of individuals disadvantaged by their socjoeconomic backgrounds . . . ."

The amendments also charge such councils with planning and evaluation
responsibilities. State program supervisors were asked what effect (if any)
the actions of state advisory councils have had on the administration of
vocational education programs for disadvantaged students. Ten (of 23)
respondents said that their state councils had subcommittees on the disadvan-
taged and handicapped. However, although almost all program supervisors

were aware of their councils and the liaison officers within the various

state education agencies, and several could idemtify the disadvantaged
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5pezi3155£§ on the councils, not one cited examples of council activity

in any phase of the disadvantaged program. Apparently, there was virtually
no concrete assistance provided by the councils, and none seemed to be
expected by the program supervisors.

Advisory committees which dealt specifically with programs for the
disadvantaged were nonexistent at the community level. Regular local
education jurisdiction advisory commi ttees dealt with the overall vocational
education programs or with the specific occupational areas to which they
were assigned. Project proposals were not submitted to advisory committees
for approval, nor were the commlttees involved in the planning and evaluation

of vocat ional education programs for the disadvantaged.

'"S;gteﬁEarmérkiﬁgﬁanﬂlggmmgnj;y*@gtchipg;sf'FUﬁdS;~ e e e

Although states are not required to match funds mandated for the
disadvantaged under the Part B set-aside of the 1968 amendments, they (or
local communities) are required to match overall Part B grants. The question
was asked, therefore, whether state iégigiatures mandated that portions of
the Funds appropriated for vocational education programs be set aside for
the disadvantaged. The answers were negative in seventeen states, ''don't
know' in two, and ''yes'' for four. However, those who responded ves to the
question were unable to say what percent of state appropriated funds were
allocated for disadvantaged proyramming, or provide the total dollar amount
to such state set asides.

Half the states do not requirc local education ju;iééééti@ﬁs (or
schools) to match federal-state funds allocated for disadvantaged programming.
The remainder operates on a ''seed money'' basis; that is, after idé percent
financing the first year, the funds are decreased gradually over a period

of three to five years until the programs are completely financed by local funds.
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Extent of Participation byfBaardgréF,Educétiaﬁwgrrﬁegants

For example:

Chairman or members of boards of education or of regents were inter-
viewed in all 77 communities. The purpose of the intarvwiews was to determine
whether such boards established policies with regard to vocational education
in general or vocational education for the disadvantaged in particular, and
the extent of their influence on the administration of wopcational education
programs for the disadvantaged.

The overwhelming impression gained from these interviews was that
boards of education and boards of regents do not establish policy with regard
to either vocational education in general or vocational education for the

disadvantaged in particular except in response to pressure from the committee.

(1) Not Dﬁa baardrhééAéﬁtaEiisgééAs committee Or subcommittee on
vocational education.

(2) Half the respondents said that the question of vocational educa-
tion for the disadvantaged had never been Considered by their
boards; the remainder merely said that their boards support
vocat ional education programs for the disadvantaged, but that
policy statements had never been issued to superintendents of
schools or community college presidents.

(3) The overwhelming majority of the respondents could not say
whether programs funded on a ''seed money'' hasis were continued
with local funds after federal-state finapting had been withdrawn.

(4) Eighty percent of the board members said that their boards had
no influence on the occupational areas in which vocational
courses are offered.
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(5) Half the respondents could not estimate the percentages of their
budgets which are earmarked; the remainder gave off the top of
the head estimates, but could not vouch for their accuracy.

(6) Not one board had made any formal attempt to promote coordination

between the local jurisdiction and other agencies responsible
for providing services to the disadvantaged.

On the other hand, the respondents were unanimous in saying that their
boards had mechanisms through which individual citizens and community organiza-
tions could present thelr views regarding the educational needs of the |
community. The most often-mentioned mechanism was open board meetings, but
a few also cited the existence of advisory committees. Slightly more than
half of the respondents said that their boards had instituted changes as the
result of community suggestions or ''pressure.' These éhéﬁges included the
following:

(1) Agreement to hire paraprofessionals (teachers' aides)

(2) Agreements to change the proposed locations of schools

(3) Agreements to institute new curricula

(4) Agreements to continue programs that were scheduled to be

dropped

The remainder of the respondents said that community suggestions may
have helped effect change, but that it was difficult to assess the major

inf luences which.contribute to change.

Issues .

The preceding discussion centered on a search for a body of policy,
generated at the state and local levels, relating to the administration of
vocational education for the disadv;ntagedi In this section, issues relating

to the effects of national legislation on the administration, initiation, and

conduct of vocational education programs for the disadvantaged are discussed.
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Ease ﬁrﬂDifFiﬁpity,jglgptajnjng,Se;éAsiderFuﬁég

Community-level administrators were all but unanimous in rating their
relationships with state officials as excellent" (50 percent) or "adequate'
(50 percent); only one respondent at the community level reported poor
relations with state officials. Some of the reasons cited as to why local-
state relations were less than excellent were as follows:

(1) Excess paperwork: ''Too many forms. ''Requires too much paperwork

to get funds.' ''Redundant wch required in program preparation.”
"The number of forms you fill ov may not be worth the reimburse-
ment you get.'

(2) Time delays: ''The guidelines are always late.' 'Never know

for sure whether the funds are coming or not.' 'Everything is

sent to the superintendent and it takes time for it to filter
down to those who do the work.'' ''Can't plan on staff because
you are never sure whether the funds will materialize.”

(3) Definition of ''di sadvantaged'': VAt times need personal explana-

tion from state supervisors as to who it is we're supposed to
serve, and they don't like to tell you.' 'Too many generalities."
npefinition too subjective.' ''Definition can mean anything you
want it to mean."

On the other hand, virtually all respondents agreed that they have
adequate access to state administrators. Other than the facters c¢ited above,
local education agency administrators reported few problems in applying for
and receiving Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) funds.

The ''Seed-Money'' Concept

State administrators assume that funds for the disadvantaged will
not continue forever and tend to favor the funding of local projects for
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the disadvantaged on a seed-money basis. |In other wgfdsi they prefer that
faderal funds be used for promoting new programs for the disadvantaged but
that continued funding should be assumed by the local education jurisdictions
over a-reasonable periad of time. Although community administrators under~
stand the concerns of state officials, they have mixed feelings abaut”ihis
funding technique. Set~aside funds, they contend, are parts 5? overall
federal grants to the states that must be spent one way or the other and
therefore should not be treated any differently from other Part B funds.
Federal-state funds create new programs in the community, over and above
those financed by means of local tax revenues. |If these funds are withdrawn,
tocal administrators usually are faced with decisions to discontinue ejther
regular programs or new programs which had,baen,Fiﬂancéﬁ with set-aside funds. - .
Most board members, superintendents, and program officers reported that such
decisions often cause dissention in the community.

Where Section 102(b) funds are used to ''seed' programs for the
disadvantaged, there are fewer complaints. These funds, which do not require
state matching, are consldered "extra" monies, or funds that can (and should)
be used for experimental and demonstration purposes. The purpose of Part B
funds, on the other hand, is to supplement and expand vocational education
programs throughout the states. They are granted to the states on a formula
basis and, according to most community-level administrators, once allocated
to local education jurisdictions should be considered parts of the permanent
budgets of school districts.

Earmarking of Funds

State and community administrators were asked their opinions regarding
the earmarking of funds for special groups (the disadvantaged and handicapped)

and programs (cooperative education and work study). They were also asked
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whether programs for the disadvantaged were funded by states and local
education jurisdictions prior to the passage of the 1968 act. Twelve state
directors of vocational education said that they were against the earmarking
of funds, because such legislation was based on the assumption that the need
for various types of programs was the same throughout the nation. It is
interesting to note, however, that only two directors who weres opposed to
earmarking responded that program for the disadvantaged existed in their
states prior to the 1968 act. State program supervisors, on the other hand,
were almost unanimous (only three dissented) in voicing support for the
earmarking of funds for the disadvantaged.

At the community level, the strongest opinions on earmarking were
voiced by superintendents of schools. They were not so much against the Part B
set-aside for the disadvantaged as they were against the Fragmentation of all
educational programs. 'Each program that comes down from above,'' one
superintendent said, ''sets up new little niches that were not coordinated
in any way with other programs . . . . We don't have one program for the
disadvantaged, we have five -- and each of them is under & different admin-
istrative entity."

On the whole, however, administrators at ail levels understood the
need for the earmarking of funds, and the vast majority believed that
programs for the disadvantaged were now in operation that would not have
existed if it had not been for the disadvan%aged prﬁfiéians of the 1968
amendments.

Effects of Revenue Sharing

Administrators at all levels were unanimous that revenue sharing
programs ather than CETA had not increased funds for vocational education

in general, or vocational programs for the disadvantaged In patticular.
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Opinions on the effect of CETA were divided bet: 1 those who believed that
CETA has had no effect on the delivery of vocational education to the disadvan-
taged and those that believed that CETA had increased vocational education
opportunities to the disadvantaged, even though it had decreased participa-
tion by the schools in such programs. The major complaint of adminigtrators

at all levels was that new agencies, generally founded and administered by

for delivering vocational education services to CETA enrollees. According

to most administrators, these assignments were not being made on the hasis

of cost effectiveness or ‘“quality,' but for political reasons.

Only a handful of community-level administrators (three) respomded

_that revenue sharing agencies or boards, including CETA prime sponsors, had

contributed to the coordination of community services for the disadvantaged.
One superintendent of schools put it this way: ''The whole thing is poifrical.
The new agencies are the 'hot shots,' and the old agencies are tha willians.
The new are out to get as much as they ¢an, and the old are out to retain

as much as they can. Coordination is nak even discussed.'

Lomments

The absence of considered policy statements at the state and local
levels regarding the issues discussed ahave, as well as the issues discuysed
in chapter |, lead to the conclusion thak wocational education programs for
the disadvantaged, funded under the Part 8 set~aside and Section 102(h}
provisions of the 1968 amendments, are Ee?ng administered on an ad hoo hasis.
It appears that the assu%ptiang listed in the introduction of this report have
not even been considered, let alone aceepted at either the state or community
levels. It appears, too, that assumptions underlying two of the major purposes

of this research project are also faulty, to wit:
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(1) That priorities based on carefully considered policy are set
at the state level

(2) That policies and strategies which impact on the quality and
effectiveness of vocational education programs for disadvantaged
students exist at the community, or local educational jurisdiction,
level

The evidence seems to indicate the absence of formal policies,

strategies, and methods of establishing priorities at both the state and

local levels.

ADMINISTRATION AND_PLANNING

in chapter | and the policy section of chapter Il. Because of their importance
in understanding how the disadvantaged provisions of the 1968 amendmenty are

being administered, they are summarized briefly below.

State Funding Methods

There were four methods in use by states to fund vocational education
programs for the disadvantaged:

(1) Project-by-project basis: Local education jfurisdictions or

schools submit proposals to the state, according to estahlished
guidelines, and are funded on the basis of the quality of the
proposals and the ability of the schools or local education
jurisdictions to carry out the projects (sixteen states) .

(2) E;rmu?a basis: Local education jurisdiﬁtigﬁ are funded on

formulas based on enrollment in vocational education programs,

need (or the socioeconomic status of individual areas served by

s
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local education jurisdictions), or a combination of enrollment
and need (five states).

(3) Reimbursement : Schools are reimbursed so much per credit hour

for each hour a disadvantaged student is enrolled in a regular
vocational education classes (one state).

(k) Tax base: Funds for the disadvantaged are allocated to local
education jurisdictions on the basis of the ability of the
communities to raise school taxes. Local education jurisdictions
with the lowest tax bases are given priority for disadvantaged
funds.

There can be no doubt that states which allocate funds on a project-

. ... _-by=project basis have more administrative control over their programs. . The
fact that sponsors are required to submit proposals which set down in writing
the general and specific goals of projects, the characteristics of the
students to be served, the educational teéhniqges to be employed, and line
item budgets (including local funds, if any, to be contributed) implies a
certain amount of planning and facllitates program evaluation.

Where funds are allocated on a block grant basis, state administrators
are generally less informed about programs, and evaluation (if it is carried
out at all) is extremely difficult. F -oponents of block grant funding, as
opposed to funding on a project-by-project basis, contend that block funding
allows local education jurisdictions more flexibility. This may be true,
but it also results in less accountability. Fis;al and program information
regarding current programs was virtually nonexistent In states which allocated
funds on a block grant basis to local education jurisdictions. There was
also evidence that post facto auditing procedures were used at both the

state and local levels; that is, the funds were not applied to service
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categiries until after the completion of the fiscal or school year. The
state monitoring and evaluation was virtually impossible under this system.
The administrators of one of the projects included in the project sample,
located in a state which used block funding procedures, did not ever know

that they were administering a program for the disadvantaged .

Funding Process

The vast majority of community colleges submits proposals for
disadvantaged projects directly to the state; in oniy two cases were proposal s
deve loped at the district lévefi Proposals were written by a variety of
individuals and departments, including proposed project directors, directors
of vacationél education, special needs divisions, tutoring éﬂcfdiﬁatoﬁsg
deans of instruction, départﬁent chairmen, skills center directors, deans
of departments of urban concerns, and directors of program development.

All respondents stated that project ﬁfapcgais were submitted anmnual ly.

At the high school level, about half of the local education agencies
developed all proposals for schools in their districts. In fourteen schoold
districts, proposals were prepared by the schools and submit ted to states
afthéf through ‘the local education agencies (ten) or directly to the state
(four). In seven z@mmUﬁiﬁiés, formal proposals were not developed by
either the schools or the districts; rather, the local education agencies
and schools receivad annual funding on a block grant basi s.

Where local schools, as opposed to LEAs, developed proposals, almost
all were written by the proposed project djrectars. At the LEA feval, maét
proposals were written by directs:rs of vocational or occujational educat ion.
Others who were listzd as proposz] writers included: spersopnel in the office
of the superintendent, directers of vocational schools , instructional

department personnel, career education and planning specialists, pefrsonnej
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in secondary education divisions, special education personnel, and teachers
or instructors on assignment.

Half of the schools and communities were required to submit proposals
to the state annually. However, for those projects already in operation, only
abstracts or letters were required for continued funding. In the case of

three communities, projects were funded on a two-, three-, and five-year basis.

At the state level, three-person divisions of special needs (variously
named) existed in 2] states. The supervisors of these divisions reported to
directors of vocational education. One of the supervisor's subordinates
was responsible for programs FUﬁdea under the 10 percent Part B set-aside
for the handicapped; the other for disadvantaged programming. In the remaining
two states, no single pérsan was assigned responsibility for disadvantaged
programming; rather, the responsibility was divided among the directors of
traditional vocational education divisions (business and office occupations,
distributive education, and so forth). .

Administrators at the conmunity level (high school) were primarily
directars of vocational or occupational education who estimated that they
spent an average of 20 to 35 percent of their time in the administration

of programs for the disadvantaged.

Planning and Monitoring and Evaluation

Two significant steps in the implementation of programs were researched
==~ planning and monitoring and evaluation.

Planning

Planning is the process through which potential target p@pulaéléns are

identified and priorities (based on available resources) are set; and the
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programs initiated are monitored and evaluated to determine their effectiveness.
The 1968 amendments require states to prepare and submit "state plans'' which
are based in part on the needs of local education jurisdictions throughout

the various states. A standard initial step in the operation of a prégram is

a determination of the "universe of need' to be addressed by the program.

in other words, who needs the services this program can provide? In the

case of the Part B disadvantaged set-aside and Section 102(b) provisions

of the 1968 amendments, this universe would be those disadvantaged students

in a state who could benefit from vocational education.

State pr@graﬁ supervisors were aswe¢d whether attempts to identify
the universe of need were carried out at the state level. Although not onc
and net.aﬁe could provide researcﬁars with breakdowns of the universe of
need by local education jurisdictions.

Of course, state plans gave overall statewide estimates of the
disadvantaged populations within states, but state program of ficers appeared
to be unacquainted with these figures; nor vere they able to identify the
sources of the statistics. It seemed, therefore, that state plans were
drafted by persons or divisions other than the program officers or special
needs divisions, and were considered nothing more or less than exercises in
grantsmanship. The guidelines for state plans specify that goals and
objectives GF.pﬁagrams are;ta be clearly stated. Despite this requirement,
fh most instances the objectives are couched in broad terms, such as to
provide the disadvantaged students of the state with necessary vocational
education." This type of objective lends itself neither to concrete planning

nor to evaluation.
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The fact is that state program officers did not consider planning one

of their major responsibilities. To a certain extent this seemed related to-

attitudes toward the drafting of state plans. The '"right words'' must be put

down on paper in order that funds may be obtained, but such ''planning"

has little to do with ""day-to-day operations.'' This attitude was implied
in the comments of several state adminfsﬁratars and was supported by the
lack of evidence of specific state plan objectives being actively pursued.

One other factor which may have militated against state planning
was the often-mentioned "independence’’ of local education jur! lictlons and
the reluctance of the states to oppose this condition. States which fund
on a project-by-project basis did in fact require local sponsors to state
their objectives in generally measurable terms and predicated future funding
on the fulfillment of those locally chosen objectives. Perhaps, then, the
lack of state-level planning was due more to o belief that planning is a
local, rather than a state, responsibility théﬁ‘it was to a general skepticism
regarding the value of planning itself. As described below, however, planning
seemed to be as informal at the local level as It was at the state level .

It would be a mlstake to say that no plannlng takes place at‘¥he
local level, but it Is accurate to maintaln that what planning does téké
plécé Is of a short-term nature generally directed at justifying specific
projects. One of the questions raised by the ;ﬂmmunity—levei;assessment was:
Whose respons ibility is it to plan vocational education programs for the
disadvantaged? It would be unfair to place the blame for the lack of
planning solely on vocational education administrators. 1t is the respon-—
sibility of vocational education to provide a specific kind of educational
service to all who are referred to the vocational education program --

disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged. 1[It is not necessarily the responsibility
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of vocational education to identify, assess, and recruit all students coming
up through the education system who should be referred into the vocational
aduycation system.

On the other hand, vocational education is responsible for adninistering
the pPart B set-asidézand Ssection 102(b) programs for the disadvantaged. Thus
vocational administrators, from the national to the local levels, are at
least partially ratzonsible for piéﬁning. Yet if vocational educators were
to use Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) Funds to discover the universe
of need and assess disadvantaged students to determine their fitness for
occupat ional training, they would not only be duplicating activities pre~
sunmably carried out by other divisions of education agencies, but they would
also be reducing the amount of Fuwis available to provide direct educat ional
servjces to the disadvantaged.

Thus if long-range plans are to be launched to provide éﬁmprehansiva
edycational prégrams for the disadvantaééé:ji§zlgding vocational education,
pertinent divisions of stale agencies at both the state and local levels
must work together. At the very least, special education divisions, voca-
tional education divisions, and research and information coliection units
should work together in planning programs for the di sadvantaged. ldeal ly,

!
outside agencies, such as vocational rehabilitation and the employment

service, should also be brought into the planning process.

There was little evidence of this kind of cooperation in the sample
communities. When asked about the universe of need or the establishment
of prierities, most respondents expressed bewilderment. “"planning ' if It
.can be called that, consisted mainly of the design of projects on an ad hoc

basis; the objective was to spend the Part B set—aside and Section 102(b)

funds available from the states.

J
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Monitoring and Evaluation

Considering the informality QF the planning process, it should come
as no surprise that the monitoring and evaluation faﬁt%r of programs for the
gisadvaﬁ;aged was equally informal at both the state and local levels.

State~ and community-level reporting requirements were miﬁfmal and, as

is discussed in chapter I1l, management information systems were extremely
weak at both levels. wgéfg states were funded on a praject%byepraje:t basis,
the opportunity for monitoring and evaluation was at least present, but
because only one state administrator was-assigﬁed respons ibl 1ity for disadvan-
taged programming, comprehensive monitoring and avaluation were not possible.

Half of the state program officers reported that monitoring and
evalustion of programs for the disadvantaged were not conducted. 0f those
states that did claim to cordsct evaluations, they were conducted annually
in fourteen states, semiaﬂnﬁaily ip six states, and once every four or five
years in three states. .

Slightly more than uaiF o¢f the community administrators reported that
evaluations were not c@ﬁdU§£éd by local education jurisdictions. Informal
or instructor self-evaluations were conducted in fifteen communities, and
eigh; performed yearly on-site evaiuvations of programs for the disadvantaged.
Ih states which were divided into regions for administration purposes, all
local vocational education programs (including those for the disadvantaged)

were more likely to be closely monitored and evaluated on a periodic basis.

CONSTRAINTS_AND_OPPORTUNITIES

Respondents at all levels were asked to identify what they thought
were constraints limiting the initiation of vocational education programs for

the disadvantaged and to make whatever recommendations for program improvement
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they thought were necessary. The constraints most frequently mentioned, in

order of frequency, were as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Lack of funds: Virtually every category af respondent (state

administrators, boards of education or regents, superintendents
of schools, presidents of junior colleges, and local education
jurisdiction program officers) cited lack of funds -- not just
for vocational education programs for the disadvantaged, but

for ELlJﬁacaticﬁal educat ion programs ~~ a% the major constraint.

Lack of facilities: Community-level administrators mentioned

lack of facilities more often than their coQunterparts at the

state level. Several community program officers said that one
reason there were so many world-of-work and work education
programs for the disadvantaged (as well as far other students)
was because such programs did not require as expensive facilities
and equipment as did programs of skills training.

Insensitivity of instructional personnel: 5tate and local

program of ficers were more apt to complain about the reluctance
of instructional personnel to accept disadvantaged students
than other respondents. The problem was not so much '"lack of
teccher training' as it was a negative attitude on the part of
some instructors which rendered attempts tG place disadvantaged
students in their classes generally unproductive. |

Negat ive image of vocational education: A common complaint

of board members and community administrators was that the
par=nts of many disadvantaged students did not want their
students enrolled in vocational education programs. For

example, in one city plans called for the construction of a
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new vocational education facility in a district which was
predominantly Mexican-American. The plans were abandoned
because of complaints from community groups which charged the
school district with racism and condescension. The result was
that a new comprehensive high school was built in the district,
and students who opted for vocational courses had to be bused

to an overcrowded facility in the center of the «ity. The
chairman of the board of regents of a predominantly black
community college district sald that the major constraint
limiting vocational education for the dlsadvantaged was the

lack of demand by the disadvantaged themselves. A board member
of a predominantly Mexican-American school district in the West
summed up the attitude: !''People who are below average to average
in academic skills are considered 'disadvantaged,' even though
they may have excellent talent with their hands. So, students
who are good with their hands want to be in the academic courses
with the 'bright boys,' who may Eg idiots in the shop."

(5) Definition of disadvantaged: A common criticism of all

community-level respondents was that the definition of the term
lidi sadvantaged'' was so broad that virtually all students could
be diagﬁésed as in some way disadvantaged. As a result, the
real disadvantaged were not being served.
Respondent recommendations regarding the constraints listed above
included in the following:

(1)

fundin

(a) Local school districts should not be required to match funds

for vocational education programs for the disadvantaged.
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Disadvantaged and handicapped funds should be 100 percent
federal supplements to local school budgets.

(b) Federal funding should be on a two-year basis to allow
for comprehensive planning.

(¢) Seed-money funding should be discontinued.

(2) Instructional personnel:

(a) In-service training should be provided by the state for
instructional personnel -- not just those who work with
the disadvantaged, but all instructors -- because the goal
is to place disadvantaged students in reqular ciasses.

(b) Instructional personnel should be evaluated on how well
they work with disadvantaged students, and their continued
employment should be at least partially based on such
evaluations.

(3) Definition of disadvantaged:

(a) The federal government should define more precisely the
meaning of the term 'disadvantaged."
(b) States should establish priorities and see that they are
observed by local education jurisdictions and schools.
No recommendations were made regarding lack of facilities (ather

r

education. Other recommendations which were frequentiy offered are as follows:

(n Programming: Programming of a more flexible, open-ended nature

should be developed. Disadvantaged students should be exposed

to a wide range of options within occupational areas.

vl

~ "It should be noted that the 1976 amendments require 50 percent
state (and therefore local) matching of programs for the disadvantaged.

(N
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{(2) Planning and administration: More funds should be allocated for

program planning and administration.

(3) Career orientation: Statewide programs of career orientation

should be ﬁétablished, State plans should not limit but should
expand career possibilities, instead of funneling students into
"the neck of the bottle."

The constraints and recommendations outlined above were those most
frequent ly mentioned by all types. of respondents. They are set down here
without comment merely to illustrate what appear to be the major concerns
of state and local administrators of vocational education programs for the

disadvantaged.

NATIONAL STATISTICAL OVERVIEW

"Fach year there is @ wide range of data on vocational education
programs for the disadvantaged reported by the states to the U.S. Office of
gducation. For example, the states must report in conslderable detail on
program enrollments and costs. A review of these data was made for all
fifty states to determine the percentages of Part B funds expended by the
states for the disadvantaged, the cost per disadvantaged student, the cost
of educating disadvantaged students as compared to regular students, and
the extent to which the Part B set-aside program contributes to total funds
expended by the states for the disadvantagedib

Figure 2.2 shows the percentage of each state's Part B grant that
was reported as being expended for the disadvantaged in fiscal year 1975.
In 37 states, expenditures for the disadyaﬁtaged exceeded 15 percent of
total expenditures. Expenditures exceeded 20 percent in five states, with

Minnasots leading all states in expenditures for the disadvantaged (39 percent) -
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Figure 2.2

Percent of Federal Funds (Part B)
Expended for Disadvantaged
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This does not necessarily mean that the thirteen states whose expenditures
for the disadvantaged were less than 15 percent of total Part B expenditures
were not in conformity with the law. The law states that 15 percent of

part B agpfppriagjan§,must be expended for the disadvantaged. Expenditures

data include both appropriations and carryover funds from the previous
fiscal year. It is an indication, however, tﬁat some states may not be
allocating the required 15 percent for vocational programming for the
disadvantaged.

Figure 2.3 shows the average cost per disajvantaged student in fiscal
year 1975, based on each state's total expenditures for disadvantaged
programming and total disadvantaged enrollment. These costs ranged from
§14 per student in the District of Columbia and Hew:;ampshire to $876 per
student in Maryland. This wide range raised the question as to what the
states included in the 'total expenditures for the handicapped' category.
For example, did the states report only those funds that represented
expenditures over and above the basic expaﬁditgras made for all students,
or did they report gll expenditures made for disadvantaged students? It
may be that varying interpretations of what was asked for in ti s& categories
were in part responsible for the wide range of per-enrollee costs.

Figure 2.4 compares the percentages of total enrollments that were
disadvantaged with the percentages of all vocational education funds
expended for the handicapped in fiscal year']9751 This comparison tells
an extremely strange story. One would expect that the cost for educating
disadvantaged students would be higher than the costs for educating nondis-
advantaged students. It would seem, therefore, that the Ufunds bar' in the
figure would be in all cases higher than the "enroliment bar.' When a

similar comparison was made which related to expenditures and enrol Iments
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Cost Per Dis=
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Figure 2.4
Comparison of Percentage of Total Vocational Education Funds

Expended for Disadvantaged with the Percent of
Tota! Vocational Education Enrolliment That ! Disadvantaged 1975
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of handicapped students, this proved to be true, indicating that the reported
costs for educating handicapped students were higher than those for educating
nonhandicapped studéntg.s The fiyure, however, shows the opposite in some
states. In all but seven states, enrcollments of disadvantaged students are
higher than expenditures, indicating that the costs for educating disadvan-
students, or that the states didinat (or could not) report allocated
supplemental funds (in addition to Part B set-aside funds) for the education
of disadvantaged students, or that some of the funds used for educating
disadvantaged students were not reported, especially if they were &lready
being mainstreamed.

Figure 2.5 provides evidence to support the contention voiced by

there would be few vocational education opportunities for the disadvantaged.
In most states, the differences between Part B set-aside expenditures and
Jersey is the major excapt’ .

While the na;ionai statistics provided some interesting general
insights into programming for the disadvantaged, probably the most important
conclusion that can be drawa is that they appear to contain anomalies that
are difficult tc explain. Why, for exampie, would Minnesota be spending
nearly 40 percent of its Part B grant on programs for 'ie disadantaged
and the District D% Columbia -- a city with a. large socioeconomicaily
deprived population -- be spending only 13 percent? Why is the cost per

disadvantaged student $876 in Maryland and only $14 in the District of

Bﬂiympus Research forporation, An Assessment of Vocational Education
Programs for the Handicapped under Part B of the 1968 Amendments to the
Vocational Education Act (Sglt Lake City: 0lympus Research Corporation,
October 30, 197h4), p. 27.
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Columbia and Hew Hampshire? Why does Figure 2.4 show the reverse of what
would be expected? The probable reason for these anomalies is that the
definitions of the term 'disadvantaged student'' varies so much between the

states that it is impossible to make ::.terstate comparisons.

473




Chapter 111

THE PROGRAHM

Chapter 11 summarized state and local policy and administration of
the Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) program for the disadvantaged.
Chapter 111 looks at actual projects funded for the disadvantaged in high
schocl and post-secondary institutions. On-site assessments wefe made of
84 vocational education projects for the disadvantaged, funded either in
total or in part by Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) funds. The 84 proj-
ects Qere located in 23 states and 77 local education jurisdictions; 62 of the

choc’ls and 22 in post-secondary institutions.

[y}

projects were located in high
The purpse of the project-level assessment was to examine the
various ways that school adminis<rators identify disadvantaged individuals
who quality for the program and the screening techinigques, assessment tech~
niques, counseling, iﬁStfuit?Dﬂé]“mEtthS! and overall approaches to the
the

provision of vocational education to the disadvantaged. In addition,

c-rceptions of local school officials and project administrators were obtained’

regarding local-state relationships, the establishment of priorities, the
learning environment (facilities and equipment’ , w~rk education programs,

coordination with ather agencies, personnel qualifications, monitoring and

T
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evaluation techniques, and planning. Finally, outcomes data (when available),
together with financial and enrollment data, were eollected at the school
level, and .interviews were conducted with participating students and employers

(as well as nonparticipating employers) in a subsample of ten states.

DEFINITION OF A PROJECT

Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) funds are allocated to state
departments of education which in turn reallocate them to local education
districts or directly to schools within school districts. Eventua]ly, all
such funds, except those that are used for administrative purposes at the
federal, state, and local levels, are channeled into specific 'projects'
carried out by schools. A project is a Part B ser-aside or Section 102(b)

grant to a school or iccal education jurisdictic. for the purpose of pro-

viding specific educational services to the dis-wvantaged., Block grants to
local =ducation jurisdictions for nonspecified =arvices are not considered
priiects, although such grants eventually may be translated into projects at
the local education jurisdiction level. Projects, designed to serve a stated
rombar of disac.sntaged studerts, have identifying ''project numbers'' and time
per one yupe:niiy equal to those of the school vear; e.g., September 197k

to June 1975. Projects break down into the following categories,

(1) Regular: Disadvantaged students are placed in regular vocational
education classes with nondisadvantaged students. Extra support
is provided tc students or to the instructors of such classes.
Such support may take the form of the assignment of special

_personnel to regqular classes in which disadvantaged students are
enrolled, or the provision of special remedial education instruc-
tion, counseling, or other services to disadvantaged students

enrolled in regular classes.
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(2)

(3)

(4)

Special: 0isadvantaged students are placed in separate voca-

tional ¢ -ucation :1assesi' These classes may be full time or

part time. For example, some disadvantaged students may spend
two hours a day in the ''special'* class and the remainder of their
time in '‘regular' classes; others may spend all of their school

n special classes,

hours

Combination: Disadvantaged students are placed in special classes

for part of their time in a project and regular classes for the
remainder. However, unlike part-time special classes (in which
the students receiv.- specia’ c<zrvices only when they are in. the
special class) in -« nation prdjects, the students receive
supplemental services whan they are in both the special and the
reqular components of projects. An example of & combination
project would be one in which students spend from four to six
weeks in a special assessment, orieata%tion, or pre-acational
class, after which they are referred to one or more of the
school's regular classes, including cooperative education and
work=-study courses. After the students have been placed 'n
regular classes, they ar~ nevertheless considered to be enrolled
in the original 'disadvantaged project.' Thus separate student
progress and fiscal records are kept. The fiscal records relate
to supportive services provided to disadvantaged students while
they are enrolled in the regular cias:

Other: States may fund coileges, uniy. .. - I=cal education

agencies, or private orgat-:-zations tu provide traialng for

personnel who work with disadvantaged students or to developn

=
-
o
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curricula materials; or the funds may be used to provide such
services In-house (by state and local education agencies or
schools).
Only the first three types of projects were considered in selecting
the project sample; personnel training and curriculum development projects
were ggg_}ng1uded. Thus the sample of 84 projects consists solely of those
which provided asseﬁsmeﬁt, orientation, prevocational training, skills training,
supportive services, or any combination of these dira;tiy to disadvantaged

students.

ORGAN IZATION OF CHAPTER |11

The material that follows is a synthesis of information emanating
from on-site visits to 84 projects in 23 states, In the section which fol lows,
a statistical overview of the sample is provided, including an analysis of the
problems experienced iﬁ obtaining evaluative information, Other sections
include (in order): project administration, the instructional program, and
project outcomes, including an analysis of costs and outcomes data, and an

analysis of the student and employer interviews,

STATISTICAL OVERVIEW

The séar:h for statistical data at the project level was not always
successful, but more comprehensive and accurate data were available through
schools than at either the state or community level. Nevertheless, researchers
were forced to review enrollment and fiscal records, student rosters, and

‘other informational sources in the attempt to collect and tabulate such data

as the following:
(1) Enrollment by sex
(2) Enrollment by race and ethnic background
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(3) Enrollment by occupational offering

(4) Fiscal information, including local contributions

(5) Outcomes information, Including placement and follow-up

information

The search st not always successful, partly because of time pressures
and partly because all of the information sought was not available at any
site. Management information systems were incompiete at every level from the
state down to the local school, primarily because sufficient thought had not
been giveh at any level to the kinds of information needed to effectively
maintain control over programs. For example, although Office of Education
guidelines (SURGE) contain a detailed classification system for disadvantaged
students, in no state, community, or school was this classification system
used. If students were behind in basic education skills and were assigned
to remedial programs, no information was available on the effect (if any)
that the remedial programs were having on improving basic educational skills.
0ften, such basic information gs the characteristics of students enrolled in
programs for the disadvantaged, their grades, and the occupational areas in
which they were receiving training, waslmissiﬁg. Completion and follow-up
information was not available for a]l‘high school projects and was virtually
ncﬁggistEﬁt for projects in community colleges. Some of the problems expe-
rienced in attempting té collect management and preéram information are

summar ized below.

Dat;VCGllgggjgﬁrPng[ems

Problems varied in relation to their point of existence, ranging from

state to local levels, These are discussed in the following sections,
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State level

The search for data began at the state level when the attempt was made
to idént?Fy praojects for the disadvantaged jocated in the sample communities,
The follewing information was sought:

(1) Namés of projects

(2) Characteristics of students enrolled

(3) Type of education (skills training, work education, or other)

(4) Number of students enrolled s é

(5) Fiscal information

(6) Outcomes data

In many instances, the names of projects, the schools iIn which they
were located, and the names and telephone numbers of project directors were
not available, All that was available at the state level was a computer
notation that funds had been made available to "X Y Z' local education agency
or community college district. In most states, Information on characteristics
of students enrolled in vocational education projects for the disadvantaged
was not avallable; nor was there any indication of the number of students
enrolled in specifliec projects, Often, information on work education programs
was either not accurate or the states had no information on the types of
programs that were initiated. In several instances, state information proved
to be inaccurate. For example, according to state information, five of the
post-secondary projects included in the sample were work education programs.
It was discovered at the local level that only two of the five projects had
work education components.

Ctomplete fiscal information was not available for more than half the
projects identified, and outcomes iﬁférmatiaﬁ.was available for @niy a few

high school programs and no post-secondary programs.
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Local Level
The search for statistical data at the school level was more success-
ful thar at the state level, but even at the school level, data considered
crucial to the assessment were not available for many projects. For example:
(1) Student characteristics information was not available for five
secondary and five post-secondary projects
(2) Allocation of funds by line item was not available for sixteen
secondary projects and five post-secondary projccts
(j) Outcomes information, whiéh was sought only at the éegéﬂdary
level, was not available for 21 out of the 62 secondary school
projects
(4) Costs per enrollee and completer could be compiled for only 33
gezand§ry S%hﬂ@]!Dféjéiﬁsé
(5) Occupationai information was not available for five post-
secondary projects
Comments
It is clear that accuracy and completeness of national and state data
relating to the Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) program for the disadvan-
taged must originate at the local level. There are many problems related to
accuracy and completeness of information, and they do not lend themselves toO
easy solution. The diverse methods for funding projects, the lack of use o
common definitions for key terms (especially the definition of disadvantaged
student), and most important of all, the apparent lack of response and lack
of resources at all levels to meet the need for monitoring and evaluation
combined to create a management informat ion system that is at best incomplete
and at worst nonexistent., It will take action at the federal level to improve

the averall system, but it is doubtful that such action will be fruitful

ERIC 100




96

unless state and local administrators 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 satisfied, and if local
administrators understand the need for collecting complete and accurate data
on their programs, it follows that state and national requirements will also

be met.

Overview

The statistical presentation contaimed In this section addresses it-
self to several key issues regarding programming for the disadvantaged,
including the exteint to which disadvantaged students are placed in classes
with reqular students ('mainstreaming'’) and the extent to which vork educa-
tion programs are made available to disadvantaged students. An analysis is
also made of the characteristics of disadvantaged students (sex, racial
and éthﬁiEAbaékQFGuﬂd, age, and grade), Data pertaining to allocation of
resources are coptained in the project administration section, occupational
offerings Im the instructional section, and project costs and outcomes In
the outcomes section,

Malnstreaming

'Ma instreaming'' is the term used to describe the integration of
disadvantaged students in regular vocat iohal education classes, Table 3-1
provides information on the extent to which students enrolled in.tha Part B
set-aside and Section 102(b) programs for the di sadvantaged where placed in
"regulat! rather than 'special" classes. It is interesting to note that not
one project was found that could be described as a fleomb ination'' project,

that is, that students were enrolled part time in special classes and part

101t
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TABLE 3-1

Enrollment in Project Sample by Type of Class

e el Post-secondary Level
Type of Number of Enroll- Percent of Number of Enroll- Percent of
Class Projects ment Total Projects ment Total
Total 62 3,429 100 22 h,779 ioo
Special 23 1,109 32 9 1,648 34
Regular 39 2,320 68 13 3,131 66
Combination 0 0 0 0 0 0

time in regular classes, and that suppleinental support was provided for stu-
dents -- with Part B set aside of Section 102(b) funds -- while Ehay were
enrolled in both components. However, there were numerous iﬁstangés where
students spent part of their time in special classes, funded-out of disadvan-
taged funds, and part of their time in regu1a; classes, which were not
supported with Part B set-aside or Section 102 (b) funds. This occurred most
frequently with respect to special remedial education programs Far;students
enrolled in regular occupational training or other classes, A 1974 study of
vocational education programs for the handicapped reported that combination
classes were quite common for handicapped studentSTQ; apparently, however,
they are not considered appropriate for disadvantaged %tudenﬁs!

It was mentioned in Ebépté? | that half of the commumity level adminis-
trators interviewed favored regular classes. Table 3-1 shows that 68 percent

of the secondary enrollment and 66 percent of the post-secondary enrol Iment

were in regular classes. The handicapped study mentioned above revealed that,

]D01ympu5 Research Corporation, Am Assessment gf_Vpcétjgn;I Education

Programs .
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on the whole, the opposite was true for handicapped students -- fwggthirds
of the handicapped enrollment was in special classes, Thus it appears that
mainstreaming is Qonsidaréd more appropriate for disadvantaged students than
it is for handicapped students,

Enrollment by Sex, Race, Age, and Grade

Table 3-2 shows known enrollment by sex, racial and ethnic background,
age, and grade for high school students, and Table 3-3 provides the same
figures for post-secondary students. OFf the known enrollment in high schoo |
projects, 38 percent were members of minority groups (mainly black == 32 per-
cent), 39 percent were white, and 23 percent were unknown, |f the ratio of
the unknown enrol Iment is the same as that of the known enrollment, minorities
would constitute nearly half (46 percent) of t%e eﬁéa]?mént in the subsample
of secondary prajéctzi Accurate figures on the percentage of minority enroll-
ment in all vocational education programs are difficult to obtain, but most
estimates put it no higher than 25 percent. Thus, as would be expected, the
percentage of minorities enrolled in vocational education programs Farxtha
disadvantaged is much higher than that of minorities enrolled in all voca-
tional educatiom programs.

Women comprise a slightly higher percentage of the total high school
enrollment than men, and most students appear to be between 5ixteen and
seventeen years of age, although the age was unknown for 62 percent of the
enrollment. Most of the students (39 percent of the known enrol Iment) were
in the tenth and eleventh grades but, here again, the grade ]gvel was
unknown for more than one out of three of the enrolled students,

The major conclusion to be drawn from Table 3-3 is that information
about student characteristics fs woefully lacking at the post-secondary level.

Thirty-four percent of the enrcllment by sex, 51 percent by racial and ethnlc
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TABLE 3-2

Characteristics of Students Enrolled in Subsample
of Secondary-level Projects

Parcent of Tota!l
Characteristics Enrol Iment Enrol Iment
Totai =zn-ollment 3,491 100%
Sex:
Male 1.612 Le
Female 1,726 kg
Unknown 153 5
Racial and ethnic:
Black 1,132 32
Hispanic 170 5
Other minorities 9 1
White 1,369 39
Unknown CRR 23
Age:
ih to 15 299 8
i6 to 17 BlLa 24
18 to 19 185 5
20 to 21 3 ==
Unknown 2,155 &3
Grade:
ath 245 7
10th 295 8
11th 745 21
12th 6iL 18
13th or more 2 -
Ungraded 293 8
Unknown 1,267 36




“ TABLE 3-3

Gharacteristics of Students Enrolled in Subsample
of Post-secondary Level Projects

Percent of Total
Characteristics Enrollment Enrollment
Total enrollment 4,779 100%
Sexy :
Male 1,796 38
Female : 1,374 29
Unknown 1,609 34
Racial and ethnic:
Black 606 13
Hispanic 338 7
Other minorities 94 2
Unknown 2,4h9 51
Age:
16 to 17 50 1
18 to 19 209 4
20 to 21 221 5
22 or more 1,481 31
Un known 2,818 59
Grade:
13th or more 3,330 70
Ungraded 1,174 24
Unknown 275 6
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background, and 59 percent by age were unknown. The figures do appear to
iﬁdicate, however, that more males and fewer minorities are enrolled in
Dést*sé;ondary programs and that the students are considerably older (75 per-
cent of those whose age was known were age 22 or older).

Enrollment by Type of Education

P
e

The extent to which disadvantaged students are enrolled in work
education projects is reflected in Table 3-4. Of the 62 secondary-level

projects, 29 (or A7 percent) had work education components. These projects

of the small size of the post-secondary subsample, the figures must be
reviewed with caution. They are certainly not representative of all voca-
tional education projects for the disadvantaged located in post-secondary
schools. Only two of the post-secondary projects, accounting Far:b percent

of the total enroallment, had work education Eﬂmpcnénts,

Summar

The major conclusion that can be drawn from the statistical overview
is that major information necessary for program assessment is scarce at the
The Information obtained had to be processed from files and

project level.

other records by researchers on-site; seldom was it being processed by proj-

ect administrators for management purposes. This deficiency at the project

level accounts to a great extent for the lack of management and evaluative
information available at the community and state levels, and brings into
question the accuracy of information forwarded to the U,5. O0ffice of Education
by the states. |

The information obtained indicates that the majority of diéadvaﬂtagéd

students was enralled in regular classes and that nearly half of the high
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TABLE 3-4

Known Enrollment in Project Sample by Type of Education

) o égcgﬁééryriéygir _ ,7 F35t4§§§QﬁdaEy”L§veI,, -
Type of Number of Enr@l%= Percent of Number of Enroll- Percent of
Education Projects ment” Enroliment Projects ment Enrollment
Total 62 3,491 100 22 4,779 100
Work
Education 29 1,700 4o 2 199 0h
Nonwork
Education 33 1,791 51 20 4,580 96

9Enrol Iment data missing for four nonwork education projects,

school students were enrolled ?ﬁ_work education projects, One of the assump-
tions of this research project was that it would be difficult to mount work
education projects for disadvantaged students, As will be discussed in the
instructional section, however, work experience projects (a type of work educa-
tion program) often appear to be the most convenient programs to initiate for
disadvantaged students. The lack of facllities and equipment and perhaps an
unspoken belief on the part of instructors and other personnel that disadvan-
taged students are less likely to succeed in laboratory-based skills training
programs méy account for the prevalence of work education programs at the

high school level. This raises the following questions: Are the work educa-
tion programs initiated of high quality? Afé disadvantaged students receiving
training on the job? |Is the classroom instruction related to the work per-
formed on the job? These questions will be discussed in the instructional
section, but it should come as no surprise that the answers are negative in

too many instances.
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The data also indicate that minorities compose almost half of the
enroliment in secondary-level Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) projects

for the disadvantaged.

PROJECTS ADMINISTRATION

The amount of Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) funds allocated to
individual projects constituted a miniscule proportion of 811 funds adminis-
tered by local education jurisdictions and schools. Perhaps for this reason
it was relatively easy for the administrative costs of the program to be
absorbed at the local level. Certainly, as Tables 3-5 and 3=6 indicate, the
vast majoriiy of Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) funds, expended in
school year 197L4-75, were spent for direct services to the disédvangaggd;

This section contains an analysis of the allocation of Part B set-aside
and Section 102(b) funds for the disadvantaged, by cost category, and an
exploration of the administrative techniques employed hy school personnel in
conducting programs for the disadvantaged. It should bhe kept in mind that
the preceding section discussed problems associated with management informa=
tion systems, which is an administrative function, |t was treated separately

because the issues it raised appeared to warrant special attention,

Allocation of Funds

pata regarding the allocation of funds, by cost category, were col-
lected for school year 1974-~75, Table 3-5 shows the allocation of funds for
high school projects, and Table 3-6 for post-=secondary projects, Alghcation
of funds data were not -available for sixteen secondary~ievel projects (or
26 percent of the subsample), and for four post-secondary-level pr@jecﬁsi
Table 3-5 reveals that of the known 1974-75 expenditures at the

secondary level, 81 percent were spent for contact staff, equipment,
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TABLE 3-5
i
Allocation of Funds by Line |tem Category
(46 Secondary-Level Projects)

7 - ?}T :7 A ) N i 7?eféam7;Fr éércg%f of

Category Comb ined Percent Federal Total Federal

T@ggl i B $1;;92,756 | 100 77$8éé;05§ - 7iii ] léé 7
Contact staff 885,550 7h 641,333 54 : 74
Noncontact staff 56,669 5 53,520 ] 6
Facilities 116,800 10 87,992 7 10
Equiﬁméﬁt 13,377 1 1,260 .- -
Materials and 7

suppl fes 50,418 L 29,532 2 3

Travel 20,100 2 | 17,410 2 2
Other 46,122 b 34,008 3 - b

7 %In addition to federal funds, this includes $94,591 in state funds
(8 percent) and $223,110 in local funds (20 percent). Eighty —one percent of
state funds and 71 percent of local funds were spent for contact staff.

TABLE 3-6

Allocation of Funds by Line |tem Categgfy
(18 Post-Secondary Projects)

, Percent of _ Percent of
Category Combined® Percent Federal Total Federal
T sia@.ea 100 097k % 100
Contact staff 811,15 64 473,356 37 67
Noncontact staff 214,524 17 115,605 9 16
Facilities 8,065 1 7,485 1 1
Equipment 7 47,858 3 29,728 2 7 L
Materials and 7
supplies 82,525 6 64,745 5 9
Travel 12,380 1 11,630 1 2
Other 97,854 8 7,200 ] 1

3| cludes $530,923 in state and local funds (h2 percent) and $27,949
in CETA funds (2 percent). Sixty-one percent of the state amnd local funds
and 58 percent of the CETA funds were spent for contact staf¥.
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materials and supplies, and student and teacher travel, Most of the funds in
the 'other' category were for "indirect costs,'" Thus it can be concluded that
only 19 percent of all known funds allocated for the program during school
year 1974-75 were spent for cost categories other than those listed under
direct services to disadvantaged students., Federal funds accounted for 72 per-
cent of all funds allocated for the projects, indicating that no effort is
made at the state or local levels to match funds for the disadvantaged, and
that |f federal funds were discontinued, most vocational education funds for
the disadvantaged would also disappear. Of the federal funds, 79 percent
were used to provide direct services to disadvantaged students, |
Table 3-6 reveals that administrative costs were slightly higher for
post-secondary projects (26 percent of the total as opposed to 19 percent at
the secondary level), and that federal funds constituted a snaller percentage
of the total funds (56 percent as compared -to 72 percent at the secondary
level). A lower percentage of federal funds were used to finance contact
staff at the post-secondary level (67 percent as compared to 74 percent at
the sééandary level), and a far higher percentage was used to finance non-
contact staFF.(17 pgr%ent as compared to only five percent at the secondary

level).

The most significant finding of this analysis, however, is that the
)

majority of federal, state, and local funds allocated for the Part B set-aside

and Section 102(b) program for the disadvantaged was expended for direct

services to students. Funds expended for noncontact staff, facilities, and

other administrative costs were relatively low,
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Organization

Personnel in charge of projects at the high school level were variously
known as project directors, instructors, coordinators, counselors, and so
forth, and all reported either to school principals or program supervisors who
reported to principals. Half of the 'project directors' reported thét they
spent 100 percent of their time wérking with the disadvaﬁtéged students en-
rolled in their projects; the remainder listed such other duties as adminis-
tration of all vocational education programs, other teaching responsibilities,
administration of all special education programs, other counseling responsi=
bilities, other supervisory responsibilities, and career center diractors.

At the post-secondary level, personnel responsible for the supervision
of projects for the disadvantaged were generally located in the administrative
hierarchy of the local education agency or commun ity college district, e.g.,
directors of continuing education, assistant deans for academic affairs, deans
of instruction, or skills center directors, The instructors, virtually all
of whom had other teaching responsibilities, reported to these officials.

For all practical purposes, however, Part B set-aside and Section
102(b) programs for the disadvantaged were under the difggtiﬂn of the instruc-
tors or coordinators of théaRE%Erams and, for the purposes of thés”%éﬁéff;'”m'A““
they are defined as 'project d{;ééféfé;ﬂ‘ Whether other school personnel, such
as counselors or academic instructors, were called on to participate in
programs depended to a great extent on whether the instructors and coordinators
attempted to obtain their participation, However, several overall state
programs, such as the CVAE programs of Georgia and Texas, wééé designed to
bring all the academic and vocat ional resources of secondary schools to bear

on the education of disadvantaged students. Nevertheless, whether this
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actually occurred, depanﬂeé in large part on the initiative and organizing

abilities of the instructors of CVAE classes.

Because of the emphasis placed by the 1968 act on individual assess-
ment, the attempt was made to identify specific assessment methods and
criteria used for diagnosing students as ''disadvantaged.”" Presumably, pro-
grams were designed to alleviate conditions whiﬂh'EEUSE disadvantaged students

to fajl in regular vocational education classes. In fact. however, the

assessment and diagnosis processes were extremely informal, and the one educa-

\m‘

tional "treatment'' that applied to all types of projects was ""Individual
attention.'' Perhaps this was all that was needed; as is pointed out in the
outcomes section, student opinion on the programs was overwhelningly favorable,
indicating that students errolled in the projects were receiving more. indi-.
vidua] attention than they had ever received previously in school.

At the high schoo! level, the most frequent source of referrals vere
counseling departments. Other referral sources, listedwlnuﬁrder of frequency
were: student self-referrals, other academic or vocational teachers, parents,
recommendations by other students, principals, special education teachers,
homeroom teachers, and outside agencies. At the post-sec ondary level, self-
referral was the major source of student enroliment. Other referral sources
less frequently mentioned were: social agenc ncies, counseling departments, and
academic and vocational education teachers.

The most frequently mentioned type of infgrmatién received by high
school teachers with referrals was academic records. In addition, in some
instances behavioral information, attendance records, and income information

(fFrequently) were received. The project directors of 21 high school projects
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reported that they also received the results of aptitude tests, Ten high
school directors and virtually all post-secondary-level directors and instruc-
tors sald that no information was received with referrals.

Twenty~four of the high school directors and all of the directors of
post-secondary projects reported that there were no eligibility criteria for
enrolliment in the projects. "Eligibility criteria mentioned by the 38 high
school directors who reported that such criteria did exist included: aca-
demical ly déFicient, potential or actual dropout, poor attendance, sixteen
years of age (for work education projects), low income, free lunch recipient,
lives in Title | area, and poor behavior. However, the major Formal criterion
ment ioned was that students had to be one or more grades (generally two or
mare)'behind other students of the same age.

Comments

As was stated in the introduction, one of the aséumpt?ans upon which
the 1968 act was based is that assessment techniques exist or can be developed
whereby the conditions which result in school failure can be discovered. The
project-level assessment indicates that such tagﬁg}ques do not exist and have
not been developed, [t may be that the causes of school failure are obvious,
that sophisticated assessment EE§hnique$ are unnecessary, and that increased
individual atteﬂtiéﬁ is all that educationally disadvantaged students need

to improve thelr school performance; or it may be that individualized assess-
ment and programming is not financially practical. Whatever the reason or
fEEEGﬁE, thE:EVidEﬂEe indicates that the identification, assessment and
referral of disadvantaged stuéents into programs designed to meet their

special needs is at the present time a very informal process,
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Counseling and Supportive Services

The majority of project directors interviewed at both the secondary
and post-secondary levels (59 percent) rated the counseling received by students
"adequate." However, in doing so, they were often rating themselves. Most
instructors aﬂé coordinators (project directors) claimed that they were the
chief sources éF counseling for their students. Thirty-four percent of the
respondents rated counseling "inadequate.'' It was clear that where ratings
of "inadequate'' were given, the respondents Qere referring to regular sshaéi
counsel ing departments, This is ﬂFfeﬁ the case in assessments of special
education programs. Teachers of students with special needs often claim
that they are not given adequate support by other éshﬂgl departments, One
instructor summed itxup this way: ”Céunseiars are always looking for referral
sources, Once they make a referral, they feel that their job is finished,
and it's up to the referral agency or program to deal with the student. But,
then, they have heavy case loads."

Two out of three of the project-level respondents reported no agree-
ments (formal or informal) with outside agencies or other school departments
to provide supportive services for their students. The remainder mentioned
agencies to which they sometimes refer students, but no formal agraamEﬂ}S.

As was mentioned previously, one of the purposes of the project-level assess-
ment was to interview representatives of agencies which have formal agreements
with schools to provide supportive services for disadvantaged students. No

such agreements were identified,

Evaluation and Follow-Up

There were no special efforts made by states, local education juris-

dictions, or schools to evaluate programs for the disadvantaged. The programs

¢
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were included in periodic evaluations of all wvocational education programs by
state and community agencies, and Tﬂjs@me instances project directors were
required to perform self-evaluations, using guidelines provided by the local

education jurisdictions,

Half of the high school pﬁajecté-accurréd in states and local educa-
tion agencies where project directors were required to perform one-year
follow-up surveys of students who completed the programs, 'These surveys were
carried out by mail and fe1éphaﬁg,'and generally yielded good information,

Considering the lack of pﬁagram;infarmati@ﬁ avallable at the school
Jevel, it is not surprising that reporting requirements imposed on project
directars by principals, deans, commun iy and state adm?n?sérstaTs were
minimal. Usually the only reports required by the states vere fiscal in

nature.

Communjcat lon with Parents

Parent involvement in most of the projects were extremely limited.
Parents did not seek out project staff for conferences, nor dia staff encourage
parents to become involved in the operation of projects, Of course, parents
received whatever report cards the schools Issued and were sometimes calied
to the schools for conferences, but such procedures were normal for all
students == disadvaﬁtagad and nondisadvantaged. Parents of students enrolled
in work education programs were required to sign release forms, which pro-
vided parental approval for students -to be placed on jobs, but beyond this,
there wég little parental participation. It is perhaps characteristic of
the times that one project director responded as follows to a question re-
garding parental participation: "Parents? The only time you ever see parents

is when they are suing somebody!"
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staff Training

In all projects included in the sample, staff training was accomplished
informally. Rarely was a class established to train staff for specific projects

staff were required to meet state certiflcation requirements, and somet imes
attend state sponsored and privately sponsored workshops on special e/mitation.
Generally speaking, however, there was |ittle emphasis on special traiving for

staff who work with disadvantaged students.

School and Community Edu;atigpmﬁgenzy”Rglatiﬁnihigg

Virtually all respondents said that relationships bet#éen Tocal educa-
tion agencies and community college districts were ''adequate'' to "excellent."
Several project directors dealt directly with state program officers and
expressed SatisFaatign with this arrangement. The fact is that once projects
were funded, responsibility for the projects was turned over to the schools.
Unless problems developed, state and community personnel seldom interfered

with the administration of projects-by schools. Thus what adequate to excel-

lent relationships often meant was: ''They leave us alone.'

Effect of the Amendments

Most of the high school projects (75 percent) and all of the post-
secondary projects did not exist prior to the 1968 amendments. Over half of
the nineteen respondents who claimed that the projects they administered did
exist prior to 1968 said that in the pre-amendments era students were not
identified as disadvantaged; the remainder said that the major result of the
amendments was expansion of ongoing programs., This is further indication

that programs for the disadvantaged rarely would have existed if it had not

been for the passage of the 1968 amendments.
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Comments

The fact that half the project directors interviewed did not bel ieve
that all of the students enrolled in Part B set-aside and Section 102(b)
programs for the disadvantaged were disadvantaged réisgs important questions
about the administration of the entire program, H?ih respect to the adminis-
tration of projects at the school level, the lack of criteria for identifying
determining the conditions which cause s;ﬁ@gi failure, may have been the
chlef contributing factor to this anomaly. |f there Is no definifiaﬁ of
disadvantaged, no criteria through which disadvantaged individuals can be
identified, and no assessment procedures through which it can be determined
whether students meet established criteria, the term 'disadvantaged' becomes
meaningless. Part of the problem may be due to a reluctance on the part of
counselors and ééhar school pgrsannéi to "fabel'" ‘students, but regardless of
the cause, unless a target population is in some way identified, the program
itself has no direction -- a program without object ives,

The above does not mean to imply that the projects were not enrolling
students who were in some way educationally disadvantaged -- they were, fNor
does It mean to imply that the projects were not providing useful services
to disadvantaged students -~ for the most part, they were, What it does
mean is that the program as a whole lacks definition, is vague, and all but

impossible to ¢valuate.

THE_INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

If one were to judge solely from the attitudes expressed by the stu-
dents interviewed in connection with this study (summarized in the outcomes

section of this chapter), the Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) program for
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the disadvantaged would be rated an overwhelming success, The students Eated
all aspects of their programs far higher than a sample of nondisadvantaged
students enrolled in cooperative education pragramsII and as high as a sample
of handicapped students enrolled in vocational education programs mandated
under the handicapped set-aside of the 1968 améﬂdeﬁtSiz_ It should be borne
in mind, however, that the attitudes of the students interviewed may have been
biased by the fact that they were enrolled in programs designed to give them
more attention than they had ever received previously in their school careers.

The above comment is nmot meant to downgrade the student interview,
findings, but to put them in perspective. If one can judge from the 84 proj-
ects .included in the project sample, there are wide variations in both the
type and quality of projects funded throughout the country under the disadvan-
taged provisions of the 1358 amEﬁdﬁentsg The goals of the programs include
at least the following: dropout prevention, employability training, skills
training, work education, remedial education, and preparation for general
equivalency diplomas (GEDs). The clientele range from students with severe
behavior problems to apparently well-adjusted students who are deficient in
reading or math. The teaching techniques vary from rudimentary to highly
sophisticated, and the facilities and ‘equipment vary from crowded ané_autmcded
to spacious and up to date. Projects are regular and special, and they are
operating in dep%gssed rural areas and in urban and suburban areas with
varying unemployment rates: and industrial mixes.

Indeed the variations encountered in the field were so great that it

was Impossible to synthesize the 84 projects into categories of vocational

I]G1ympus Research Centers, An Assessment of School-Supervised Work

_Education Programs, Part 11; Urban Cooperative Work Education Programs and

Follow-Up Study (San Francisco: Olympus Research Centers, March 1976).,

lzﬂlympus Research (enters, gﬁngsengéﬁtrgF Vocat ional Education
Programs for the Handicapped Under Part B.of the 1968 Amendments to the
Vocational Education Act (San Francisco: Olympus Research Centers, October,

T978).
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programming for the disadvantaged; and In some ways, the overall program
defied analysis -~ statistical ér otherwise,

The project descriptions presented below, taken directly from notes
made by researchers on-site, are meant t@_ﬁammuﬁicate the complexity of the
overall program, the effect of various environments and clienteles on project
content, and the day-to-day unfolding of programs as seen from the point of
view of instrugtors and administrators, The descriptions are followed by
discussions of (1) types of programs (including occupational offerings),

(2) curriculum and tgaching methods, (3) facilities and equipment, and (4)

work education programs,

Project Descriptions

The researchers' notes, upon which the projects described below are
based, were edited to eliminate certain subjectiyé opinions, but otherwise
were left intagt. However, the names of teachers and students (where they
were mentioned} were changed for reasons of privacy,

Automobile Mechanics

There were 25 students -- all Mexican American -- in the class, The
Part B set~aside money was used to pay the salary of a Spanish-speaking
paraprofesslonal who never used his Spanish. 'None of these kids speak
Spanish,' he sald, ''they shun it 1ike the plague, Even my own kids won't
speak Spanish in the home. 1'd like them to learn the Tanguage; but they
Qén't have, anything to do with it," He went on to explain that he is an
experienced mechanic, and a Mexican-American, ''lI can help Joe (the instructor)
understand these kids, Sometimes Anglos have a tough time figuring out

Chicanos. | c¢an help in that direction and | also know my engines,'
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The instructor explained that all of his students were so deficient
in reading that they couldn't understand the maintenance manuals, He there=
fore used audio-viswal equipment (not paid for out of Part B set-aside funds)

_to teach students how to strip, assemble and maintain carburetors, distribu-
tors, and other engine parts, ''Disadvantaged'' in this class meant ‘'paor
reading skills." The educational treatment: audio-visual instructional
materials and a decressed student-staff ratio,

Students enter the class in their junior year, |If they progress
well enough, they can enroll in "advanced automobile mechanics' in their
senior year. However, half of the class were repeating seniors, and they
complained about it. ''m just repeating everything | learned last year,"
one said, and added, 'l wanted to get into the advanced class but they
wouldn't let me." Another said, '"Al1l this class teaches you is how to do
tuneups, balance wheels, and stuff like that, and | learned all that last
vear."

The instructor explained that the students were taught English in

their regular academic tlasses, When asked if maintenance manuals rere used
e
-

as texts in the English classes, he said he didn't know, but aaubts&“fgat
they were.

The shop was well equipped and well maintained, Students could pro-
ceed at their own pace in completing an established set of performance objec-
tives. The employmant of a paraprofessional made it possible for the students
to receive more individual attention than they would have received in a

reqular class.
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World-of -Work and Remedial Education in a
Large Fastern City ' S

The school =- well past its prime, poorly lit, and needing a aood paint
job -~ was located in the most rundown part of the city, The room in which the
class was conducted was dingy and cramped. Ali of the students, both male and
female in about equal numbers, were black,

In spite QF-itS facilities, the class was extremely well organized,
Several groups of students were involved in activities ranging frﬂm qu?et study

to discussions of slide presentations, The students appeared to know what was

w

expected of them and were pursuing their tasks with dedication. The teacher,
an enthusiastic woman iﬁJher early thirties, whose salary was paid for out of
Part B funds, said that the students had to meet the following criteria for
successful completion: the ability to talk to people without embarrassment,
to fi1l out a job application form, to read at the sixth grade level, and to
know something about how to find a job. "if they can't meet these critaria
at the end of the term, | keep them for another year -- sometimes longer, but
evéntualiy, of course, iﬁey have to be turned loose, There are a few every
year who can't make It, but then, well, some of them have been pretty hadly
‘damaged, you know.,'

The teacher designed the curriculum herself, The students are divided
into groups at the beginning of the year and each group is assigned a set of
tasks. Thgzéraups then rotate from one set of tasks to another until all stu-
dents have been exposed to the entire curriculum, Basic reading, however, is
taught for two hours each day to the entire class,

When asked if she considered her class a ybggtiﬂnalrprggram, she

replied that her students could never make it in a regular vocational
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education program. ''The best we can do for them is to teach them something
about the post=school world and how to find a job,'

Skills Trajﬁiggﬁiﬁ;a,$u§yrb

The project was located in a new school on a campus~like setting, A
tour of the vocational facllltles revealed that the shops and classrooms were
spacious, welTF]ighted, and that the equipment was up to date. The business
and office occupations class was equipped with virtually every known type of
machine used in modern offices. Performance objectives were posted on a
bulletin board along with the names of EtUdéﬁtSi- Marks. indicating the number
of objectives and sub-objectives completed by the students were noted alang;
side each name,

Twenty-four students (three men) were enrolled im the course, . Most
were white, all well dressed and well behaved. The teacher was energetic and
dedicated, and took pride in dﬂ:umept?ng the success of her class, Only one
of the completers of last year's class (who still was_iﬁ the labor market)
had failed to find a training~related position, She kept metiéulaus records
of her students' progress in the class and of their sugeess in finding jobs
after they left the program, All the students were seniors, a course
requirement.

When asked how her class differed from others of the same nature, she
exhibited surprise. "Well,' she said, 'you can see that we are excellently
equipped and we try to give as-much individualized attention to students as
is possible.' She was then asked why her students were fdentified as dis-
advantaged. 'But, they're not,' she said. 'We don't labe] -- it creates

more paperwork, surveys, and to what benefit?"
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Work Education in the Southwest

The fence bordering the United States and Mexico ran along the campus
of this school. It was a new school, beautifully maintained, bright, with
spacious classrooms, but few vocational facilities, Students enrolled in the
project spent their mornings in school and their afternoons on the job,
According to the project director, her students were likely school dropouts,
and it appeared that the purpose of the project was to place them on jobs
before they actually did drop out. Apparently, the students were behind in
their classwork and were not well-motivated toward school, All were Mexican-
Americans.
how to dress for a job iﬁtef#iew, how to conduct oneself at an interview, how
to fill out application forms, how to look for jobs, and so forth, The jobs
to which students were assigned were low-skilled and low-paid, e,g,, kitchen
helper, busboy, materials handler, worker in a dry cleaning establishment,
The project director expressed the hope that if her students dropped out of
school, they would remain with the same employers for whom they had worked
while in school,

The students of course were enrolled in other academic classes as
well as the work education project, but it ap?eared that the school was merely
conducting a holding Déératicn for these students. They were expected to drop
out. The purpose of the project was to get them started in the world of work
before they actually did drop out.

Remedial Education in the Midwest

The trailers in the rear of the main buildings of this community
college were small, and once inside, one had tc walk carefully to avoid

colliding with equipment, displays, chairs, and students. The trailers
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contained up-to-date audio-visual and other types of equipment, but there

were no partitions, and students came and went at will, This was the college's
remedial education lab; the instructor in charge was paid out of Part B set-
aside funds.

The students who used the lab were enrolled in both vocational and
academic programs. The instructor, who was the lab's only full-time staff
member, was not sure what effect the remedial program was having on student
progress. Many of the students in the college tested below grade level in
reading and math, but only those with the most severe problems enrolled in
the remedial program =-- purely on a voluntary basis, '"These kids need a lot
of help,'" the instructor said, 'It was better last year when we had a math
teacher, but this year the funds were cut, so she was laid off, We didn't
find out about the cut until August, and school started in September."

Farming in a Western State

The purpose of this unique project was to assist the children of
farm workers to learn the farming and business skills necessary to either
create and administer cooperatives or to run their ankfarmsi The community
college in which the project was located served one of the richest agricul-
tural areas in the West, The families of all the enrolled students owned small
acreages of land, and the students themselves hoped to-make their Tivings in
agriculture. The students, with their instructor, actually operated a small
co}légé=GWﬁed farm énd sold the produce for profit each year, In addition,
the students received instruction in agricultural economics and business manage-
ment. The results of the program were encouraging to both the instructor and-
the students,

This project, which cost $16,000 (the instructor's salary) and which

is paid for out of Section 102(b) funds, will be discontinued this year, The
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state believes that the time has come for the college to assume the financing
of the program, College officials, however, claim that the school does not

have the funds,

Summary

above average, and two below average. Taken together, however, they illustrate
many of the problems associated with the implementation of vocational educa-
tion projects for the disadvantaged. For example, real skills training was
lacking in two of the programs, the remedial program seemed to be operating

in a vacuum, one unique program was in danger of losing its funds (and
eventually did lose them), and one of the projects appeared to be unrelated
in any way to disadvantaged stgdents,. The work education program appeared

to be a project "without hope,'" a last resort for students already labeled as
failures, and only one of the projects == the automobile mechanics course ==
applied a specific educationa! treatment (audio-visual equipment) to a con-
dition contributing to schoal failure (lack of reading ability),

Nevertheless, the procjects were serving the disadvantaged (or at least
four of them were), and most of the students were grateful for them. The
negative aspects of the projects were émphésized to illustrate the complexity
of the problems associated with the initiation of a vocational education pro-
gram for the disadvantaged. Thus the project descriptions should serve as a
base for the discussions which follow.

Type of Program and Dc;ypatiéﬂai Area

The types of training funded for the disadvantaged (skills training,

nonskills training, wofkvedugatian, and so on) and, in the case of skills
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training, the occupational areas in which training was conducted were identified
for the 84 sample projects, The types of training were broken down into the

following categories:

(1) Skills training:

(a) General occupations =-- Training in occupational clusters,
but not necessarily in specific occupations within clusters,

(b) §Ee§ific occupation -~ Training in a single occupation,

such as carpenter, typist, and so on,

(2) Nonskills training:
(a) World-of-Work training.
(b) Remedial education.

(¢) Prevocational training,

(3) Work education: Programs which alternate classroom instruction
with on-the-job trairing. Work education could be (and often
was) a component of both skills training and nonskills training

programs.,

Type of Program

Tables 3-7 and 3-8 provide an overview of the project sample by type
of program and show the following:

(1) Disadvantaged students are more Freéuentiy enrolled in nonskills

training than in skills training programs, Almost half of the

ségéndarQﬂéﬁrgi{ﬁgnﬁi(é7 paréenﬁaﬁwere in woridﬁbf—ﬁéfk ﬁréjééfs;
47 percent of the post-secondary-level students were enrolled
in remedial programs. It should be pointed out that students
enrolled in remedial projects may be enrolled in skills training

courses not funded from Part B set=aside or Section 102(b) funds,
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TABLE 3-7

Enrollment in 84 Sample Projects,
by Type of Training

Type of - Secondary Post-secondary

Enrol lment Percent

Training Enrollment Percent

Total®: 3,554 100 4,559 100
Skills training 1,525 43 2,060 hs5

Nonskills training 2,029 57 2,449 55
Skills training: 1,525 100 2,060 100
General occupations 1,240 81 1,984 96
Specific occupations 285 19 76 L

Nonskills traiﬁéﬁg: 2,029 100 2,499 100
World of work 1,685 83 349 14
Remedial 283 14 1,994 80
Prevocational 61 3 156 6

20f the total enrollment at the secondary 129&1,7§7 percent were
enrolled in work education projects; the corresponding figure for the
post-secondary enrollment was 3 percent (for breakdown, see Table 3-8).

bEighty=seven percent of the Séé@ﬁdaFY*IEVEi studénts enrolled
in world of work programs were also enrolled in work experience programs.

TABLE 3-8

Enroliment in Work Education Programs
- 84 sample Projects

Typ§ ?F _____Secondary - » Post-secondary

Training Enrollment Percent Enroliment  Percent

Total: ’ 3,554 100 559 100
Work education ‘1,701 47 114 3

Nonwork education 1,853 .53 L, 445 97

Work education:
Skills training , 1,701 100 114 100
Skills training 242 14 1 97
Nonskills training 1,459 ‘ 86 3 3
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in such cases, disadvantaged funds are being used to support
students enrolled in regular programs.

(2) Nearly half of the high school students were enrolied in work
education programs, indicating that it was not difficult to
place disadvantaged students in work situations. However, the
vast majority were enrolled in work experience projects (86 per-
cent) and was not receiving skills training either in school or
on the job (see 'work education' subsection).

(3) At both the secondary and post-seccndary levels, the majority
of students enrolled in skill training programs was receiving
instruction in general occupational areas (or clusters); e.qg.,
construction rather than carpentry.

Occupational Areas

Table 3-9 shows enrclliment by occupationa!l aréarFsr the sample high
school projects. Table 3-10 provides corresponding figures for post-secondary
projects. As we discovered at the community ievel, training for the dis-
advantaged seems to be concentrated in one occupational area: business and
office occupations. Because of the small size of the post-secondary sub-
sample (18 out of 22 projects), the figures are not too meaningful, but data
regarding the high school projects seem to support the findings of chapter II,
to-wit: the range of occupational areas for disadvantaged students enrolled
in skills training programs iSVﬁEFFGWEF than in regular vocational education

programs.

CgrriéuiumiaﬁdiTgaghingﬂﬂgthads*'

It was beyond the scope of this assessment to examine and analyze the

actual curriculums in use for disadvantaged students, or to evaluate classroom
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TABLE 3-9

Enrollment in Skills Training Programs, by Occupational Area
(Secondary Projects)

eﬁﬁ?ﬁfélJm?;@,g,, _ Pagzeﬁt,
Total Individual Total Individual

Occupational
Area

Total 1,525 100

General occupational cluster: 1,240 81
Agriculture L3
Automotive ho
Business and office 865 5
Distributive education 58
General mechanics 21
General construction - 27
Machine trades 60
Health 62
Trade and industry 65

K Nl S R R

Specific occupations: 285 19
Child care Lo
Custom travel 16
Auto mechanic 58
Fond preparation and

management 58
Nurse's aide 60
Typing 21

Masonry 23

—

TABLE 3-10

Enrollment in Skills Training Programs, by Occupational Area
(Post-secondary Projects)

VVDészathDET ) ) 7E9r3j1m§qﬁm 7 -
Area Total Individual

B ' F§r§3ﬂtﬁr -
Total Individual

Total 2,060 100

General occupational cluster: 1,984 96 .
Business and office 1,955 95
Agricul ture 29 i

Specific occupations: 76 b 7
Meatcutting 10 !
Welding 26 1
Upholstery 4o 2
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activity. The attempt was made, however, to probe for any information that
might be available pertaining to unique curriculums designed specifically for
disadvantaged students or unique instructional methods for the teaching of
disadvantaged students. The assumption was that if the conditions which
cause school failure were identified, unique curriculums and teaching methods
designed to overcome such conditions would have been developed. As was noted
previously, however, the student assessment process was extremely informal,
and it is doubtful whether most instructors knew (except in a general way)

the underlying causes of their students' inability to succeed in school. At

£

any rate, thé curriculums in use and the teaching metheds employed were for
the most part traditional. The one ingredient that seemed to be added was
"individual attention."

The instructors developed their own curriculums, using material

developed by states, universities, local education agenci and other

]
m

Individualized instruction, based primarily on the development of

e
m
L]

ourc
program m@dy1§5 and the use of workbooks, was common, and excellent use was
frequently made of audio-visual equipment. There were a few unique projects,
such as the Fgrming program described above and a prison program in which the
inmates restored an old ghost town, which featured the use of hands-on
training. However, when it was considered that almost half of the high school
and post-secondary students were enrolled in world-of-work and remedial educa-
tion programs, respectively, if there was any curﬁiﬁuium development, most
of it had to be in those two areas.

Remedial programs were carried out in learning laboratories, which
were used by both disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged students. The instruc-
tional practices in these labs were set and students, with a minimum of heTQ

from instructors, could set their own objectives and proceed at their own
]

i
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pace. What was not clear is the extent to which the remedial programs were
helping students who were attending regular vocational éducatiOﬁ classes.
There didn't seem to be any attempt to evaluate the effectiveness of remedial
instruction or, if there was, no information on evaluations was available,

World-of-work programs can be almost anything the instructor wants

L7,

them to be. They often appear to be group counseling sessions, or discussion
of various topics relating to employment in general, consumer issues, grooming,
and so forth. World-of-work curriculums, where they exist, are loose, and
are generally supplements to work experience programs.

“hus with reference to assumption 4, stated in the introduction,
teducational treatments exist or can be developed which can be applied to
disadvantaged students,' the best that can be said is that if they do exist

or have been developed, they were extremely hard to identify.

Facilities and Equipment

One of the most often-mentioned constraints limiting the initiation
of vocational education programs for the disadvantaged was the lack of facil-
ities and equipment. Several administrators noted that one of the reasons
work education programs were so popular for disadvantaged (and other) students
was because they did not require the school to provide éxpénsive facilities
and equipment., This could also account for the proliferation of world-of-
work programs, which require only a classroom,

More thanm half the project directors (57 percent) rated the equip-
ment "excellent!'; 29 percent said that it was adequate'';s and 11 percent
said "inadequate.'" It should be emphasized, however, that world-of-work
instructors, whose equipment needs were minimal, were included among those
who rated equipment. Most of the adequate and inadequate ratings came from

131
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the project directors of skills training programs. The most frequently
mentioned need (by those who rated equipment adequate and inadequate) was
material for individualized instruction, Other reasons for less than excel-
lent ratings were: equipment out of date, equipment in poor repair, lack of
visual aids, lack of tools, and materials too sophisticated for disadvantaged
students.

Only 23 percent of the respondents rated facilities ''excellent';
47 percent said the facilities were ''adequate''; and 23 percent ''poor.' Lack
of space was the most frequently mentioned deficiency, closely followed by:
poor design, lack of adequate lighting, lack of office space, and building

in disrepair,

Work Education

Work education is the generic term for all programs which alternate
classroom instruction with on-the-job experience. Among the different types
of work education programs are the following:

(1) Cooperative education: Programs of vocational education under

the direction of a single coordinator for persons who receive
instruction through jointly planned and supervised agreements
between schools and employers

(2) Work study programs: Programs to provide jobs in LEAs or other

public institutions for students who need income to start or
continue their vocational training

(3) Work experience programs: Programs designed to give students

actual experience on jobs, not necessarily related to their
school majors (if indeed the students participating in work

experience programs have majors), and which are not necessarily
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establ ished on the basis of jointly planned and supervised
agreements between schools and employers

One of the purposes of this assessment was ''to identify the extent
to which work experience components are present for the disadvantaged, the
quality of work stations, and the necessary conditions under which expansion
of the high school students enrolled in the sample projects were in work
experience programs. Thus it can be concluded that work experience components
were present for the disadvantaged more often than they were for nondisadvan-
taged students,

This would appear at first glance to be a positive finding, but the
presence of so much work experience raises some serious questions about the
Part B set-aside and Section 102{b) program as a whole, Consider the
following:

(1) Administrators said that work experience programs are initiated,
not necessarily because they are appropriate, but because the
absence of necessary facilities and equipment for skills
training in the school forces the consideration of other
alternatives, including work experience

(2) As is shown in Table 3-7, only 14 percent of the entollment in
work experience was in programs which provide skills training
either in school or on the job,

(3) ‘Thg vast majority of students enrolled in work experience pro-
grams (86 percent) wére pTa;edAin jobs which were related only
in a general way to the instruction {world of work) that they

were receiving In school,
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The legislative history of the 1968 amendments reveals that one of
the major purposes of the act was to prepare students who heretofore had been
enrolled in a "‘third track," which, in the words of Rupert N. Evans, ""]ead
nowhere'' in terms of ''gainful employment . . . in recognized occupations.'
The danger of work experience programs funded for the disadvantaged is that
they may constitute a new type of third tract -- an inferior type of work
experience program for students who were once enrolled in the old third track.

Work experience components, that are not coupled with related class=
room instruction, in effect shift the burden of skills training to empioyers.
An evaluation of such programs would seek to determine whether school and
employers enter into training agreements for individual students -- agreements
which specify the type of training students would receive on the job, Student
credits would be based to a large extent on employer ratings of student per-
formance in training and on the job generally. Evén more important, the jobs
to which students were referred would be in occupational areas which require
skills that could be acquired in training, or in other words, they would not
be low-pay, low-skill jobs which students could qualify for without training.

School-Employer Agreements

Although most project directors of work experience programs responded
that agreements between schools and employers were concluded for each student,
in all but a handful of cases, these agreements were not written and signed
by the two parties. "Training plans' were virtually nonexistent. Thus,
although students received credit for the work they perfdrmed on the job
(and employers often rated students on their performance) the credits and
the ratings did not appear to be related to educational goals. What seemed

to be occurring is that students were placed on jobs for work experience

purposes only, or to provide economically disadvantaged students with a
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source of income so that they could remain in school, The latter, of course,
is a legitimate objective, but if work experience (or income jobs) could be
combined with training plans based on educational goals, the programs would
be of much greater value to the students.

Tables 3-11 and 3-12 show the range of hours students enrolled in
work experience programs spend in school and on the job, Approximately two
out of every three students spend between eleven and twenty hours in the

classroom and on the job.

Quality of Jépg

The attempt to rate the quality of jobs to which students in wérk
experience projects were referred was based on information derived from inter-
views with 444 participants enrolled in wark experience projects. Students
were asked to rate the relationship of classroom instruction to on-the-job
training, provide information on the hourly wages they received, and detail
the types of tasks they performed on the job.

EjagifﬂoﬁiiﬁStfgitiQﬁrand Gﬁfthgfjébrtfgiﬁiﬁgf Table 3-13 shows that

68 percent of the students interviewed rated classwork as ''somewhat'' or ''not
at all" related to on-the-job training; 32 percent gave a rating of 'very
closely." Males were more apt to rate classwork uprelated (32 percent) than
females (20 percent); and whites were more ept than minorities to rate class-
work not at all related to on-the-job training.

Most of the project directors interviewed (75 percent)

ay.

Student
said that students were paid the minimum wage, or less than the employers'
reqular employees. The remainder said that students were paid the same hourly
rates as regular_émpicyees. However, the figures in Table 3=14 indicate that
a considerable percentage antha students were earning lgéggfhan the federal
miﬁfﬁum wage of $2.30 an hour. The average hourly rate for the total sample
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TABLE 3-11

Range of Hours Per Week Students in Classroom
29 Secondary=-Level Work Experience Programs

VWNumberer

Projects Projects Enrollees

”'Pércéntraf  Number of o Pércenf of
Projects

Total 29 100 1,700
6 to 10 3 10 176
11 to 15 4 14 326
16 to 20 13 45 766
21 or more ' 8 ' 28 | b21

Information
not available 1 3 20

100
10
19
45
25

TABLE 3-12

Range of Hours Per Week Students 0n-The=Job
29 Secondary-Level Work-Experience Projects

Number of
Projects Projects Enroliment

Student Hours

Percent of ' Perc

 nE76F
Enrollment

Total 29 100 i;7@0
1 to 5 3 3 189
6 to 10 L 14 186
11 to 15 7 24 641
16 to 20 10 34 521
21 or more b 14 143

Information

rnot available 1 3 20

100
11
11
38

31
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TAELE 3-13

Student Ratings of Relationship of Classuork to On-The=Job Training

o Hles  Femles
ereent  Nomber Percent  Nuber Percent

Race
iingrities |
Number  Percent

hites
Nunber ~ Percent

lerall

f

|

\irher

Rating
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Very |
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TABLE 3-14

Earnings of Students Paid for Work In
Work Experience Programs, by Sex and Race

B B Median Avefaéew
Number Hourly Hourly

Variable

Enrolled Wage Rate Wage Rate

Total 371 §2.31 $2.36

Sex:
Male 228 2,34 2,46
Female 143 2.25

Race:
White 198 2.33 - 2.1
Black 128 2.28 2.32
Hispanic 45 2.32 2.33

was $2.36 an hour. Males earned an average of approximately 26 cents an hour
more than females, and whites earned 7 to 8 cents an hour more on the average
than minorities. The major conclusion to be drawn from these data, however,
is that the wage rates paid to all students -- men and women, and whites and
minorities alike -- were low.

Work performed on_the job. A total of 442 work experience students

were asked to list the actual tasks they performed on the job, The students
listed 680 tasks as shown in Table 3-51. Within the first five categories --
food service'' through 'construction' -~ many tasks were listed, Each of

these, therefore will be considered separately.

(1) Food service: Seventy-eight percent of the tasks listed in the

food service category were as follows: waitress, food handlers,

busboys, and dishwashers -- all unskilled, low-pay jobs,

(2) Car maintenance: Forty-four percent of the jobs listed under

car maintenance were: service station attendant, wash cars,

i A
and park cars.
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TABLE 3-15

Tasks Listed by Students Performed on the Job

- “Number of Tasks
Variahble Listed

Percent

Total 680 100
Food service 103 15
Car maintenance 94 14
0ffice work 100 15
Child and hospital care 99 15
Construction - 100 15
Cashier L5 7
Answer telephone 15 2
Stock work ' 43 6
Pickup and delivery 14 2
Box merchandise 21 3
S;jes 17 3
Assemb]? work 14 2

Drive equipment 15 2
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(3) Office work: Sixty-seven percent of the jobs listed under office
work were: general office work, filing, running errands, etc.

(k) Child and hospital care: Eighty percent of the jobs in this

category were: take care of patient (give baths, and so on), and
child care (baby sitting),

(5) Construction:  Thirty-nine percent of the jobs listed under con-

struction were: general construction work (laboring), load
trucks, and run errands. |
If the tasks listed in Table 3-15 were added together with answer tele-
phone, stock work, pickup and delivery, and box merchandise, they would
account for 360, or 52 percent, of all the tasks listed by the students. Thus
it can be concluded that the majority of disadvantaged students enrolled in
work education programs was employed in low-skill, low-paid jobs,

Sex stereotyping., The jobs to which women were assigned were somewhat

limited to the following categories: food service, office work, child and
hospital care, and cashier, Nearly eight out of ten of the women were assigned
to these jobs. Within the first three categories, the specific jobs in which

women were employed were as follows:

(1) Food service: Of the 91 jobs listed by women in this category,
72 were as follows: waitress (22), food handler (23), buswork
(18), and dishwasher(12),

(2) Office work: Of the 52 jobs listed in this category, 35 were
lgeneral clerical work,” 11 '"typist,'" and 6 ''bookwork,'

(3) Child and hospital carei. Of the 61 jobs 1i5ted‘in§§hi5»;ategcry

29 were '""help take care of patients,'" 18 were '"help with children,"
and 13 were ''nurse's aide.'" One person was employed in the care

of handicapped children,
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No women were employed in car maintenance and repair, and agﬁé;uiture;
and of the 136 jobs listed under the construction category, only 25 were
listed by women -~ 16 of which were light maintenance work, and 5 were ''run
errands.'

These figures indicate that the occupational range for women partici=
pating in work experience programs was extremely narrow. The fact that wonien
were earning an average of $2,20 an hour == 10 cents below the minimum wage
and 26 cents an hour less than men -- indicates also that within occupational

categories, women were placed In the lower skilled jobs,

Comments.

There can be no doubt that work education programs were being funded
for the disadvantaged, but there was some question as to their quality, Most
of the students were being placed in low-skill, low-pay jobs, which they could
probably apply for and obtain without first.-receiving v@zatiénal training and
which provided bona fide on-the-job training. Only 31 percent of the students
said that their classwork was ''very closely'! related to the work they per-
formed on the job. It could be that by providing economically deprived stu-
dents with sources of income, these programs were preventing school dropouts
but, for the most part, they did not constitute cooperative school-employer
programs with measurable educational objectives., The serious question that
arises is: are Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) funds being used to §réaté
a new, lower track for disadvantaged students (the opposite of which the act

intended)?

PROGRAM OUTCOMES

This section is divided into two subsections: (1) statistical data
on program costs, completions, dropouts, and follow-up information on com-
pleters; and (2) the results of the student and employer interviews,
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Statistical Data

The weakest information available at the school level was data relating
to completions, placement, and follow-up. For example, what little outcomes
information was available was not broken down by specific occupational offer-
ings; in fact, it was often not possible to identify specific occupational
offerings. The major problem, however, was that outcomes 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 made
to collect the following types of outcomes information:

(1) Number enrolled

(2) Number of dropouts

(3) Number of completers

(4) Number of completers employed (training related and nontraining

related)

(5) Number of completers unemployed

(6) Number of completers reenrolled in project

(7) Number of completers enrolled in other programs in same school

(8) Number enrolled in training in different school

(9) Number out of the labor force or out of school (other)

The above information was not available for any of the post-secondary projects,
and for only 41 of the 6. high school projects. Per enrollee and per completer
costs could be computed for only 33 high school projects,

Project Costs R

Table 3-16 attempts to show costs per enrollee and per completer over
and above the normal costs for educating a vocational education student by
reflecting only those funds allocated by federal, state, and local agencies
or schools to speciflc projects, Federal costs per enrollee were $349; per
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completer costs were $418, The combined per enrollee and completer costs
were $401 and $480 respectively.

in a very real sense, however, these excess costs could not be cal-
culated because of inadequate data., For example, if a program succeeded in
keeping a student in school, the costs of the préjéit did not represent ''excess
costs' in the usual sense. Because the project funds represented only a part
of the costs of education, the prevention of a dropout may well have ?ﬁcreaséd
the local and state costs of education by an amount considerably greater than
the amount received through the project., For example, if per student costs,
of a total edUEEtjanai program are $1,500 per year, paid half from state and
half from local taxes, the receipt of $347 for provision of added sérviges
may cost state and local governments three to five ffmes as much in a year
if a dropout is kept in school, However, we do not know what percentage of
students would have dropped out, with or without the program, Nor do we know
the saving in local and state tax funds which resulted from the studégé
spending part or all of the day in activities paid for by the project,

Completion and Follow-Up

Table 3-17 shows outcomes information for L1 of the sample high school
projects. Completion rates, at 83 percent, were high, and only 6 percent of
the ;Dmpleters (for which follow-up information was available) were unemployed
or out of the labor force, Forty-six percent of the completers continued in
school; 15 percent were employed. Follow-up information was not available

for more than one out of three completers.

Student and Employer Interviews

A total of 1,024 students participating in Part B set-aside and Sec-

tion 102(b) projects for the disadvantaged was interviewed, The students
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TABLE 3-16

Costs Per Enroiigg and Completer
33 Secondary-Level Projects
(school year 1974-75)

EategéF;

ﬁ;ﬁbér

Total enrollment 2,150
Total completers 1,797

Total combined (federal,
state, and local costs) $862,944

Total federal costs 752,003

Costs per enrollee 7
Combined costs 401
Federal costs o - 3h9

Costs per completer )
Combined costs. 480
Federal costs - 8

TABLE 3-17
Outcomes Information for 41 (out of 62) Sample
Projects for the Disadvantaged
(School year 1973-7h)

Nﬁmber Fer:ént

urCatégQFyi

Total enrol Iment 2,407 100
Dropouts ~~i_ - 408 | 17
Completers 1,999 83

Total completers 1,999 100
Continued in same program 583 29
Enrolled in other program in same school 211 11
Enrolled in training in different school 123 6
Employed 297 - 15
Unemployed ’ | 68 3
other (out of labor force or out of school) 63 3

Unknown o 654 33
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were enrolled in 46 projects ]Diafédviﬁ thirteen states and 37 local educa-
tional jurisdictions. One of the original purposes of the student interviews
was to determine whether project outcomes, as F%vaaiéd by the survey inter-
views, related in any way to administrative techniques used at the state and
local levels; and to determine whether outcomes vary by educational level,
type of ﬁrégfam (skills training or nonskills training), type of -education
(work experience or nonwork experience), type of class (regular or special),
and student characteristics (sex, race, age, and so con), However, because
the variance in state and community administration of programs for the dis-
advantaged was minimal, and because of minor variances in student ratings of
projects by type of program, type of education, type of class, and student
characteristics, such ccmparfsaﬁs were rendered useless, The fact is that
students across the board (regardless of program, education and class types,
and student characteristics) rated their programs extremely high -- higher
than a sample of nondisadvantaged participants in urban ;@aperative programs

surveyed in 1975, and as high as a sample of handicapped partiﬁipanfslin

-

tables relating to the student interviews; only those that relate to specific
outcomes are contained in this section.

The results of the employer interviews were disappointing, It was
expected that employers participating in work experience projects for the
disadvantaged would know that they were dealing with Yspecial' students.

Only if this were true would it be possible to obtain employer insights about
such projects. In actual fact, haw§ver, the 103 participating employers
interviewed did not know that they ;EFE dealing with special students, or
participating in special projects, As far as most Qéfa concerned, they were

participating in regular school work experience programs, and this is what

art B set-aside programs surveyed in 1974, Appendix C contains all pertinent
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schools wanted them to believe, since labeling students as ''disadvantaged'
creates many problems. The attempt was also made to interview employers in
the same businesses and of the same sizes (and in the same communities) who
were not participating In the program, Forty such employers were interviewed,
but because of their lack of knowledge of vocational education programs in
general, and programs for the disadvantaged in particular, their comments
were of little value to the study and, therefore, were not summarized in this

report.

Student Interviews
Table 3~18 shows selected characteristics of the students interviewéd,
Qutcomes were judged om student responses to the following:
(1) student ratings on a scale of | to 10 of various aspects of
the programs in which they were participating
(2) Whether their satisfaction with school had increased, decreased,
or remained the same since enrolling In the programs
(3) Their opinions on whether the training they were receiving would
help them find jobs |
(4) Whether they planned to seek jobs in the same areas as their
school jobs or training
Tables 3-19 through 3-22 show the major results of the student inter-
views, There can be no doubt that in every category -- and across charac-
teristics and educational levels -- the programs were rated highly by the
students. The overall rating on a scale of 1 to 10 was 8,28; two out of
three DF all students interviewed said that their satisfaction with school
had increased since enrolling in Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) programs;
the éVéthé1ming‘majority of students believed that the training they were

receiving would help them find jobs; and close to three out of four said that
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TABLE 3-18

Selected Characteristics of Students Interviewed

Characteristics

Number Percent

Total 1,024 100
Sex:
Male 572 56
Female 452 L

Race:
White 629 61
Minoritiy 395 39

Educational level:
Secondary 784 77
Post-secondary 240 23

they planned to seek jobs in the same genera1 areas as their school Jobs or
training., It is also interesting to note that women, minorities, and post-
secondary students were s]ightiy more favorable toward the programs than men,
whites, and high school students.

Employer Interviews

The participating ewnployers interviewed, regardless of whether they

knew they were participating in special projects or not, were highly favorable

toward the programs and their student employees. Nearly 90 percent of the 87
Ffrﬁ% fﬂ whicﬁ thé students waré émpIDYéS were in four industry classifications:
(1) retail sales and service (47 percent), government (18 percent), hospital
and heaifhlgara (13 percent), and manufacturing (12 percent). Of the 103
employers interviewed, 87 were decision makers who entered into whatever
agreements were made with the schools, and sixteen were supervisors who worked
directly with the students. However, in 63 firms, the decision maker and
supervisor was the same person. Questions dealing with experience or policy
were tabulated only for the 87 decisicq makers. Attitudinal questions con-
cerning student job performance and results were tabulated for all 103

interviews, or for both decision makers and supervisors.
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TABLE 3-19
Student Rating of Program Aspects by Selected Characteristics
Scale: 1 - 10

Race or Ethnic
Sex ___Background __Education Level
Program ) ' - Post-
Aspects Total Male Female White Minorities Secondary secondary
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TABLE 3-20
Percentage of Student Satisfaction with School Since

Enrolling in Program, by Selected Characteristics

_ 777:§§ﬁ5f§$Jgﬁi,7 }
Variable Increased Same Decreased

Total 6301 33.5 3.4

Sex: 7
Male 62.6 34,3 3,
Female 63.7 32,5 3

0 -

Race or ethnic background: 7
White 64,1 32.1
Minorities 61.5 35,7

Tdt i
20 o0

Educational level:
Secondary 60.7 35.6
Post-secondary 70.8 26.7

Pt d
T~

TABLE 3-21]

Percentage of Student Views on Effect of Training
in Helping Them Find Jobs, by Selected Characteristics

____Category

Variable Yes No Don 't Know

Total 94,0 5.5 0.5

Sex: 7 o
Male 91.6 7.5 0.9
Female 97.1 2.9 -—

Race or sthnic background:
White 92.5
Minorities 96,4

Id
b
(o o]
00

Educational level:
Secondary 93.8
Post-secondary 95.0

=
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TABLE 3-22

Percentage of Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area
as School Job or Training, by Selected Characteristics

o ,7,28*&%:95@ L
Variable Yes No.  Don't Know

Total 73.3 25.8 0.9

Sex:
Male 70,
Female 77 .

B b
NN
P OO
o W
u —
N

Race or ethnic background:
YWhite 69.5
Minorities 79.

[Ny RV, |
I

(¥

| [

Educational level:
Secondary 73 .t 25.9 0.6
Post-secondary 72. 1.7

[Nl ¥y
%]
W

w

in

L§ngthfcfﬁparti§i9§tiﬂﬁ} Nine out of ten of the firms had been

participating in school-supervised work experience programs for over two
years; 35 percent for five years or more. The breakdown is as follows
(base: 87 companies):
Time Period Percent

One year or less 21

Two years 25

Three or four years 20

Five to nine years 2]

Ten years or more _ 14

Thus a substantial percentage of the firms (over 14 percent) had been

participating in work experience programs prior to the passage of the 1968
amendments. The fact that these employers saw no differences between programs
for the disadvantaged and other programs suggests either that these programs
have always served the disadvantaged, or that disadvantaged in school is not

the same as disadvantaged on the job. Both explanations may have some véiﬁdity-

j,
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How companies became associated with programs. In two out of three

cases, the schools solicited the companies' participation in the programs.
Approximately one out of four firms initiated the action which led %o
participation in work experience programs. 0ther routes to company participa-

tion are (base: 87 companies):

Means of Company Participation Percent
School contacted company 62
Company contacted school 24
Student contacted company 8
Company contacted government agency
; associated with program 7
Don't recall . _ 5

Fasitigggyérsugiqegégjye;cqmmgﬁts- Employers-were asked to list what

-

they considered the benefits of the programs and their criticisms of the

we o-o-programs. - Employers often listed more-than one benefit, and both benefits =
and criticisms were mentioned by many Emé]ayers. Thus all of the comments
made by ampl@y&%g were divided into the categories ''positive' and 'megative,"
and the comments, themselves, were tabulated.

(1) Positive comments: Almost 30 percent of the employers made

positive comments about the program. Half of these pertained

to benefits rece ived by students and half to benefits received

by employers. student benefits listed were as folluws {(1a"
through "e'' are student benefits; "f'* through ''i" are enployer
benefits) ;

(a) Students get training in the real world and gain references.

He lps student improve self-image, learn value of schaol

o

training.
(e) sStudents improve their skills; will be qualified for jobs

when they leave school.
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(d) Students can work and go to school or stay out of trouble
or stay in school.

(e) Students have opportunity to learn good work habi ts.

(f) Program is a good source of labor, or can get extra help

- when needed.

{(g) Students have good attitudes and work habits.

(h) Employers 236 screen or train employees for future openings.

(i) Employers derive personal satisfaction from helping students
gain self-esteem,

(2) Negative comments: Approximately 20 percent of the employers

made negative comments about the programs. These were broken
”ﬁgynW?gtpﬂthrag_;ateg@fiés:,,(a),mgriﬁi;jsh_abcut%thawpragﬁam“ﬂ_wﬁ
in general (10.4 percent), (b) criticism of student employees
(5.8 percent), and (c) disadvantages for employer (2.9 percent).
Criticism pertaining to the program in general were as follows
("a'* through "d'' are general; 'e" and "f" are criticisms pertaining
to students: and ''g" through ''j'' are the disadvantaged to empl oyers ) :
(a) Amount of communication with employers; pafé;EE shou ld be
increased.
(b) Coordinators not aware of job requirements; poor placement;
courses not related to work. |
(c) Teachers should emphasize basics; cover more skills in
longer program; improve teachings.
{(d) Course is poorly run; students Joose ly supervised; not
counseled.

(e) Students have poor work habits; attitudes; are immature.

e
at
W
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(f) Students take advantage of training programs; lie about
income to participate; just want to get out of school work.

(g) Wage rates should be lower; starting pay to high.

(h) Student turnover is too high.

(i) Poor experience with program (general also).

(j) Students not available when needed.

Rating of student vocational skills. The vast majority of employers

(B0 percent) rated student vocational skills "medium'' (39 percent) or 'high"

(42 percent) at the beginning of the program. At the end of the progranm,

these positive ratings went up to 97 percent (83 percent high and 14 percent

medium) .
. Nine out of ten employers rated student performance on the job either

better (33 percent) or the same (55 percent) as their regular employees. VYet

four out of ten employers said that students needed more supervision on the

job than regular employees. However, slightly over half of the employers said

that students needed no more supervision than regular enployees, and about

9 percent said that they needed less.

Most of the employers (78 percent) said that students

were paid at the same wage rates as regular employees. This may be in conflict
with the majority of project directors who said that most students were paid

at the minimum wage -- unless the regular wage rates for student jobs were

at the minimum wage.

Pe rmanent employment of students. Well over half of the Firms surveyed

hired student employees on a permanent basis; 38 percent did not; and about

4 percent did not know whether students had been hired permanently. .
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Gther. Other pertinent findings of the employer interviews include:

(1) The vast majority of firms (85 percent) did not have to make
changes in their hiring standards in order to employ vocational
education students.

(2) Al but one firm (which was receiving CETA funds) were not
reimbursed by the schools or other agencies for their participation.

(3) Virtually all employers reported that changes in job structures
to accommodate student emp locyees were not necessary.

(4} Virtually all of the respondents would recommend the programs
to other employers, and plan to continue participation in the
programs; 39 percent of the ré§paﬁdeﬁts plan to expand their

participation in the program.:’

Comments

Whatever the deficiencies of program administration, there can be no
doubt that the available outcomes data indicated that the Part B set-aside
and Sectionm 102(b) program for the disadvantaged was operating on a successful
basis. The costs of the program were low, completion rates were high, and
participating students appeared to be well satisfied with the program, as
were participating employers. Nevertheless, these data would be much more
significant if it %§u1d be ascertained that the intended target population
was well defined, was being served, and the programs were designed to overcome
conditions (determined by means of individual assessment that cause school
failure).

With regard to the employer interviews, if it is true that the schools
-- through work experience programs -- were acting as referral agencies for

employers in the secondary labor market (employers of low-wage, low-skill
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workers), employer enthusiasm for the program would be expected. Student
ratings, on the other hand, are difficult to dismiss. |t would appear that
students enrclled in Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) projects were receiving
more individual attention than they had ever received previously in thelr

school careers -- and they ware enthusiastic about it.
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CHAPTER |V

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

Six years after the passage of the Vocational Education Act amendments
“““”D%*lﬁég,'thE”GFFi¢§=DF Planning,--Budgeting,—and-Evaluation of-the-U.S5.-0ffice—.———

of Education contracted with Olympus Research Centers (ORC) to perform a
nationwide assessment of the act's provisions that deal with vocational
education programs and services for the disadvantaged, or ''. . . persons (other
than handicapped persons) who have academic, soc ioeconomic, ofF other handicaps
that prevent them from succeeding in the regular vgzatiané] ecducation program.'
Part B of thetaét, which requires state and local matching of federal funds,
provides that 15 percent of basic grants to the states be used for the pro-
vision of vocational education programs and services to the disadvantaged,
and Part A,"Section 102(b) provides iéD percent funding of wocational educa-

tion programs for the disadvantaged.

PURPOSES OF THE ASSESSMENT

The purpose of the assessment, as specified by the U.S. O0ffice of
Education, were as follows:
151
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(1) To provide information about how the states set priorities and
allocate funds for vocational education services and programs
for disadvantaged students

(2) To identify and analyze the various policies, decisions, or
strategies within the community setting, such as coordination
of resources for the disadvantaged, special legislation, planning,
which directly or indirectly impact on *he quality and effective-
ness of vocational education programs for disadvantaged students
(in terms of quality of trainin. opportunities, instruction,
services available, job placement, and so forth)

(3) To perform an assessment of a variety of secondary and post-

secondary projects for the disadvantaged, including interviews

with samples of students and employers participating in the
projects, and a sample of employers not participating
(4) To identify and analyze existing constraints or limitations in

carrying out the various vocational education programs
METHODOLOGY

The assessment was conducted at the state, community, and project
levels, and interviews were conducted with students and employers who were
participating in the program. The term "community'' was defined as '"the local
education jurisdiction'' (local education agency or community college district)
in which a sample project was located. The samples selected consisted D% the
following:

(1) sStates -- 23

(2) Communities -- 77

(a) Local education agencies (LEAs) == 55
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(b) Community college districts -= 22
(3) Projects -- 84
(a) Secondary =- 62
(b) Post-secondary -- 22
At the state level, interviews were conducted with state directors
of vocational education and their subordinates in charge of programming for
the disadvantaged. At the community level, interviews were conducted with
chairmen of members of boards of education or boards of regents, superintendents
officers in charge of vocational education. Finally, atAthe project or school
level, one interview schedule was used, but several respondents -- including

project directors, counselors, instructors, and school principals == con=

" tributed snswers to various sections of the schedule.
Students participating in a subsample of projects located in states
where the percentages of work experience programs were high were interviewed.
A total of 1,024 student interviews were conducted. In the case of work
experience programs, a sample of 103 participating employers were also

intarviewed.

ORGANI ZATION_OF THE EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the study have been
summarized in the following four sections:

(1) Interpretation of the term ''disadvantaged’

{2) Policy and administration

(3) The program

(4) Recommendations
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THE MEANING OF "'DISADVANTAGED"!

The attempt was made to determine the following:

(1)
(2)

How state and local administrators define the term ''disadvantaged"
The various eligibility criteria promulgated by state and local
administrators

The various types of individual assessments performed for

students enrolled in vocational education programs for the

disadvantaged

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The evidence indicates the following:

(1)

(2)

" interpreting the congressional definition of "disadvantaged

State and local administrators had given little attention to

studaﬁt.“ As a result, programs differed widely between states
and between communities within states.

Few states or local communities had issued eligibility criteria
for enrollment in disadvantaged prcgrams, other than those con-
tained in suggested federal guidelines.

The reasons for the act's emphasis on individual assessment was
not well understood at either the state or local 1eve!$. in

most instances, individual assessment was merely a means of
documenting the disadvantaged status of students enrolled in

Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) projects. The question as

to whether programs could be designed to meet the individual
needs of students, discovered through Individual assessments, was
not often asked by state and local administrators.

The most common criterion used to identify disadvantaged students
was academic, that is, students who were one or more grade levels

behind their peers.
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(5) Half of the project directors int. rviewed in connection with the
project~level assessment did not believe that the students
enrolled in their projects were disadvantaged, thereby illus-
trating the confusion that exists from the state to the local
level concerning the meaning of "‘disadvantaged student.'

It appeared, therefore, that most states had devoted very little
attention to the conceptualization of special vorational education services
for the disadvantaged, based on specific criteria for the identification of
disadvantaged students and individual assessments of students either eligible

or potentially eligible for such services.

POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION

!ﬁ”tﬁfS“SEQTiDh;”thE'5G11§wihg“5ubjézi5“éfE'SEmméFiEEdé"(1)”@VEFV§E&~~*

of naticnal statistics pertaining to the disadvantaged Part B set-aside pro-
vision of the 1968 amendments; (2) allocation of resources at the community
level; (3) state and Tocal policy and administration of the Part B set-aside
and Section 102(b) program; and (4) gcﬂstrainté, as perceived by state and
local administrators, limiting the initiation of vocational education programs

for the disadvantaged.

National Statistical Overview

The most important conclusion that could be drawn from an analysis
of the data that states report to the Federal government each year is that
they appear to contaln anomalies which are difficult to explain. The wide
ranges between states in the percentages of Part B grants expended for the
disadvantaged, per enrollee costs, and data which appear to indicate that
the costs for educating disadvantaged students are lower than those for
educating regular students, bring into question the accuracy and completeness
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_Only a small portion of the funds were used to hire administrative and other

of the state-reported data. The probable reasons for these ancmalies are
that state definitions of the term ''disadvantaged' vary so much that it s
impossible to make interstate comparisons and that states report only partial,

rather than actual, per-student costs.

Allocation of Resources (Community Level)

Two analyses of how communities allocate federal funds for the dis-
advantaged were made: (1) by budget line item, and (2) by the types of
programs funded.

Budget Line Items

The vast majority of Part B set-aside and Section 102(h) fundy were

used to hire staff who wark directly with students identified as disadvantaged.

noncontact persoinel. Thus it can be concluded that most Part B set~aside
and Section 102(b) funds were being used to provide direct services to Students.

Type of Program

The types of programs funded were divided into the following cate-
gories: (1) skills training (or training in either specific or general
occupational areas), and (2) nonskilis training (or prevocational tralming,
remedial education, and world-of-work programs that are not integrated with
skiils training either in the classroom or on the job). The attempt we% also
made to identify the cccupational areas in which skills training was offered.

Sixty-nine percent of the high school students and 56 percent of
post-secondary-level students were not enrolled in skills training pragrams
{see Figure 4.1). Thus it would appear that the majority of Part 3 set-aside
and Section lD%(b) funds was being used for the initiation of prevocational,
remedial, and world-of-work programs. This was especially true at the

secondary level, where more than half of the students were enrolled in

P
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Secondary Post-secondary
(36 out of 55 sample (17 out of 22 sample
communities) communilies)

All programs: All programs:
10,150 enroliment 5,816 enrollment

44%
Skills training

. B50%
World of wark

33%
Remedial

31%
education

Skilis
Training

Remedial
education

Skills training: Skills training:
3,093 enrollment ' 3,250 enroliment

- 73%
Business and
office occupations

27%
All others

36%
Business and
office
occupations

 18%
All others

- 25%
Diversified
cooperative
programs

NOTE: Does not include one pre-vocational secondary program in
Philadelphia which enrolled 19,000 students.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FIGURE 4.1. Allocation of Resources, by Type of Program for
School Year 1974-75 Secondary and Post Secondary
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world-of -work and prevocational programs. If it can be assumed that remedial
programs were integrated with skills programs, skills training was extremely
narrow at both levels. The vast majority of high school students was enrol lad
in three occupational areas (business and office, trade and industrial, and
diversified co-op), while only one occupational area (business and office)
accounted for most of the students enrolled in post-secondary skills training

programs.

Policy and Administration

Al though overall policy was imposed on the schools by the Vocational
Educat ion Act amendments of 1968, ﬁha congressional mandate was sufficiently
broad to allow considerable flexibi lity at the state and local levels. In
designing and conducting this assessment, we made the assumption that issues
relating to the provision of vocational education for the d isadvantaged were
considered at the national, state, and local levels, and that a crnsiderable
body of policy formulations would be available to researchers. The fact is,
however, that the only comprehensive policy statement obtained was the

Suggested Utilization of Resources and Guide for Egpeﬁdi:gﬁgsijURGE)J issued

by ths 4.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Carefully formulated
F@rmag poiicy statements regarding mainstreaming, work education, the use

of Part B set-aside versus Section 102(b) funds, coordination with Qﬁher
agencies, the use of advisory councils, and state earmarking and communi ty
matching of funds were absent at both the state and locz] levels. Evidence
from interviews with 77 members of boards of sducation and boards of regents
indicated that toards rarely initiated policy with regard to either vocational

education in general or vocational eduzation for the disadvaritaged in particular.
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Aémjﬁiggragigﬁ and Planning

State funding methods. Most states (16 out of 23) required local

L)

education jurisdictions or schools to submit proposals to the state, according
to established guidelines, and funded projects on the basis of the quality

of the proposals and the ability of the sponsors to carry out the projects
(project-by-project basis). The remainder was funded on a block grant basis,
i.e., to local education jurisdictions. States which funded on a project-by-
project basis had more administrat ive control over their programs. The fact
that sponsors were required to submit proposals which set down in writing the
general and specific goals of projects, the characteristics of the students to
be served, the éguéati@nal techniques to be employed, and line item budgets
(including local funds, if any, to be contributed) implied a certain émQQﬂt

of planning and facilitated both pre- and post-program evaluation.

Planning. State plans gave overall statewide estimations of the dis-
advantaged populations within states, but state program officers appeared to
be unacquainted with these figures, nor were they able to identify the sources
of the statistics. ‘It seemed, therefore, that state plans were drafted by
persons or divisions other than the program officers or special needs
divisions, and were considered to be little more than E%aréiﬁes in grants-
manship. The guidelines for state plans specify that goals or programs are
to be clearly stated. Despite this requirement, in most Imstances the
objectives were couched in broad terms, such as ''to provide the disadvantagegi
students of the state with necessary vocational education.'' This type of
objective lends itself neither to concrete planning nor to evaluation.

It would be a mistake to say that no planning té@k place at the local
level, but it is accurate to maintain that what pianning did take place was

of a short-term nature, generally directed ot justifying specific projects.

166



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

161

When asked about the universe of need or the establishment of priocrities, most
respondents expressed bew|lderment. 'Planning,' if it can be called that,
consisted mainly of the design of projects on an ad hoc basis; the objective
was to spend the Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) funds available from the

tate.

[T

Monitoring and evaluation. C(onsidering the informality of the planning

process, it should come as no surprise that the wonitoring and evaluation

local levels. State- and é@ﬁmUﬁityﬁ]éﬁel report Ing requirements were minimal,
and management information systems were extremely weak al both levels. Where
states funded on a project-by-project basis, the opportunity for monitoring

and evaluation was at least present, but because in maét-stétes only one
administrator was assigned resp@nsfbiiity for disadvantaged programming,
comprehensive monitoring and evaluation was not possible. However, in states
where state education agencies were subdivided into regjons, program monitoring
and evaluation appeared ﬁg be more zamplete{ and pragfam officers appeared

more knowledgeable about programs for the disadvantaged than in states which

were not dividad into regions. |

Constraints and Opportunities

The major constraints mentioned by respondents at all levels were:

(1) Lack of funds | |

(2) Lack of facilities

(3) Unwi 11 ingness of some instructional personnel to accept
disadvantaged students into their classes

(k) Negative image of vocational education

(5) Ambiguity of the term 'disadvantaged student''



Respondent recommendations included the following:

(1) Local school districts should not be required to match funds for
vocational education programs for the disadvantaged; Federal
funding should be on a two-year basis; and "seed money" funding
should be discontinued.

(2) In-service training should be provided by the states for
instructional personnel, and instructors should be evaluated
on how well they work with disadvantaged students; and their
continued employment should be at least partic 'y based on
these evaluations.

(3) The federal government should define more preéisely the mean ing
of the term "disadvantaged,'' and states shauid’ésfgblish
priorities and see that they are observed by Yocal education
jurisdictions.

(L) Hére funds should be allocated for planning, administration, and

evaluation,
THE_PROGRAM

The material that follows is a synthesls of findings and conclusions
regarding on=-site visits to 84 vocational education projects for the disadvan-
taged in 23 staﬁesi A project was defined as a Fért B Eét*és}da or
section 102(b) grant to a school ar local education jurisdiction for the

purpose of providing specific educational services to the disadvantaged,

. Block grants to local education jurisdictions for nonspecified services were
not considered projects. Projects broke down into two categories:
(1) Regular: Disadvantaged students were placed in regular vocational

education programs with nondisadvantaged students.

168




163

Di sadvantaged students were placed in separate

vocat jonal education classes, either on a full- or psrt—ﬁima
basis,
The material presented in this section is organized as follows:
(1) statistical overview of the project sample, (2) project administration,

and (3) project outcomes.

Statistical Overview

Hainstressing

Two out of every three students enrolled in the projects (both
secondary and post-secondary) were in regular classes, thus indicating that

mainstreaming is considered apprrwriate for many disadvantaged students.

Enrcllee/Characiaristics

Approximately 46 percent of the enrol Iment in high school projects
was minority; characteristics information by race and ethnic background was
not available for 51 percent of —he post-secondary enroliment. Of the kmown
post-secondar~level enrol lment, 22 percent were minority and 27 percent white.

Women comprised azslightly higher percentage of the total high school
enrol Iment than men; the opposite was true at the post-secondary level.
However, characteristics by sex were unavailable for 3& percent of the post-
secondary enrollment. Most of the high school students were between sixteen
and seventeen years of age, and in the tenth and eleventh grades; but, here
again, the unknowns were 62 percent (age) and 36 percent (grade). Age and
grade information were unavailable for 63 percent and 36 percent respectively
of the post-secondary enrollment.

Jype of Education

0f the 62 high school projects, 29 (or 47 percent) had work education

components. These projects accounted for 49 percent of the total enrol Iment
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in the 62 projects. Only two of the 22 post-secondary level projects, accounting
for 4 percent of the enrolIment, had work education components. However,
because of the small size of the post-secondary Jevel subsample, these figures

are not significant.

Project Administration

Ajj;zatigﬁ“pf Resources

Findings regarding the allocation of resources for 6L of the 84
sample projects supported the communi ty-level findings. At the high school
jevel, 82 percent of the 1974-75 expenditures were for diFEﬁt services to
studeﬁts; the corresponding figure at the post-secondary level was 74
percent. Federal funds constituted 72 percent of all high school expenditures
and 56 percert of 211 post-secondary-level expenditures.

Administrative Techniques

The fact that half of the project directors interviewed did not
be| ieve that the students enrolled in Part B set-aside and Section 102(b)
programs for the disadvantaged ggz;!digaduaﬁtaged raised serious questions
about the administration of the entire program. With respect to the admin-
istration of projects at the school level, there was a lack of eriteria for
i dentifying di sadvantaged students, and a corresponding lack of adequate
assessment procedures for determining the conditions which cause school
failure. These two factors may account for the anomaly described above, |If
there is no definition of '‘disadvantaged,'' no criteria through which disadvan-
taged individuals can be ident ificd, and no assessment procedures through
which it can be determined whether students meet established criteria, the
term '*disadvantaged'' becomes meaning less. Part of the problem muy be due to
a reluctance on the part of counselors and other school personnel to ''label"

students, but regardless of the cause, unless a target populaticn is in some
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way identified, the program itself becomes meaningfess -- a program without

objectives.

The Instruct ional Program

Program Types aﬁj,D;gypa;jaﬁaliﬂffgriﬂgg

The Findings regarding types of programs in which disadvantaged

students vere enrolled are as follows:

(1) Students in the sample projects were enrolled in more nonskills
training than skills training programs. Nearly half of the
secondary enrolIment (47 percent) were in world-of-work projects;
47 percent of the post-secondary-level students were enrolled

“in remedial programs. It should be pointed out that students
enrolled in remedial projects may also be enrolled in skills
training courses not funded out of Part B set-aside or
Sect ion 10Z(b) funds. In such cases, disadvantaged funds were
being used to support students enrolled in regular programs.

(2) Almost half of the high school students were enrolled in work
experience programs, indicating that it was not difficult to
place disaavantaged students in work situations. However, the
vast majority of students enrolled in work experience projects
(86 percent) were not receiving skills training in school,
bringing into question the quality of work experience projects
funded For the disadvantaged (see 'work education'').

(3) At both the secondary and post-secondary levels, the majority
of students enrelled in skill training programs was not
receiving instruction in specific occupational areas.

Occupational offerings. As was discovered at the community level,

training for the disadvantaged seems to be concentrated in one occupational
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" area: business and office occupations. More than half of the high school
enrollment (55 percent) and virtually all the post-secondary enrollment (95
percent) were in this area. Because of the small size of the post-secondary
sample, these figures were not significant, but data regarding the high
school projects lead to the overall conclusion that the range of occupational
areas for disadvantaged students is extremely narrow.

= Curriculum and Teaching Methods

The curriculum in use and the teaching methods employed were for the
most part traditional. The one ingredient that seemed to be” added was
Individual attention. The instructors developed their own curriculums, using
material developed by states, universities, local educaktion agencies, and
other sources. Individualized instruction, based primarily on the deve]apﬁant
of program modules and the use of workbooks, was common; and excellent use
was frequently made of audiovisual equipment in remedial programs. There
were a few unique prograns which featured the use of hands-on training, out
and most post-secondary level students were enrolled in remedial programs.

Thus the development of curricuiums was primarily in those two areas.

Facilities and Equipment

More than half of the project directors (57 percent) rated the equip-
ment '""excellent'; 29 percent said that it was '""adequate''; and 11 percent
rated it ''inadequate.'" |t should be emphasized, however, that world-of-work
instructors, whose equipment needs were minimal, were included among those
who rated equipment. Most of the adequate and inadequate ratings came from
the project directors of st.ills training programs. The most frequently
mentioned need (by those who rated equipment as less than excellent) was
material for individualized instruction. Other reasons for less than excellent
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ratings were: equipment out of date, equipment in poor repair, lack of visual
aids, lack of tools, and materials too sophisticated for disadvantaged students.

Work Education

Although nearly half of the high school students enrolled in the sample
projects were in work experience programs; the quality of the programs appeared
to be questionable. For example:

(1) Agreements between schools and employers generally were not
written, or signed, by the two parties. ''Training plans'' were
virtually nonexistent.

(2) Almost 70 percent of the students interviewed rated their class-
work as “somewhat' (41 percent) or 'not at all" (27 percent)
related to their on-the-job training. N

(3) Students were receiving an average wage rate of $2.36 an hour;
in comparison, the wage rate for women was $2.20 an hour.

(") Accerding to the 442 work experience students interviewed, the
rasks they were performing on-the-job were in low-skill, low-
pay, and high-turnover occupations. For example, 78 percent
of the tasks listed in the food services category were waitress,
food handlers, busboys, and dishwashersg L4 percent of the tasks
listed under car maintenance were service station attendant,
wash cars, and park cars; 67 percent of the jobs listed under
office work were general office work, Viling, running errands,
and so forth; 80 percent of the jobs listed under child and
hospital care were to take care of patients (give baths, and so
on), and child care (Eaby sitting); and one-third of the jobs
listed under construction were general construction work (1aboring),

load trucks, and run errands.
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hospital care were to take care of patients (give baths, and so
on), and child care (baby Sittiﬁg);‘and one-third of the jobs
listed under construction were general construction work (laboring),
load trucks, and run errands.

(5) Sex stereotyping: Besides being paid 26 cents an hour less than

men, eight out of ten of .the women enrolled in work experience
programs were assigned to jobs in the following categories:
food service, ¢child and hospital care, and cashier. No women
were employed in car maintenance and repair; and of the 136
jobs listed under the construction category, only 25 were
listed by women -- sixteen of which were light maintenance work
and five "‘run e;randsi”

There can be no douht that work experience programs were being funded
for the disadvantaged, but there was some question as to their quality. Most
of the students were being placed in low-skill, low-paying jobs, which they
could probably apply for and obtain without first receiving vocational training
and which provided 1little bona fide on-the-job training. The serious question
that arises is: are Part B set-aside and Section TDZ(b) funds being used to
create a new lower track for disadvantaged students, just the opposite of

what the act intended?

Project Qutcomes

Whatever the deficiencies of program administration, there can be o
doubt that the available outcomes data indicaiad that the Part B set-aside
and Section 102(b) program for the disadvantaged was operating on a successful
basis. For example:

(1) Program costs at $395 per enrollee (faﬁera] costs) and $401 per

enrollee (combined federal, state, and local) were low.
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(2) The average completion rate (83 percent) was high.

(3) Student ratings of the programs were overwhelmingly favorable.

(4) Employer ratings of the programs and their student employees

were also overwhelmingly favorable.

These data would be a good deal more significant, however, if it
could be ascertained that the intended target pépu]atian was well defined, le£
alone well served, and that the progrets were designed to overcome conditions
-- determined by means pf‘ingividual assessment =- that cause school failure.
With regard to the emp1;;ér interviaws} if it was true that the schools --
through work education programs -- were acting as raFgrrai aganéieg for
enployers in the secondary labor market (employers of low-wage, low=-skill

workers in high-turnover jobs), employer enthusiasm for the program would

be expected.

RECOMMENDAT | ONS

Summary and Conclusions

The conclusions of the study can be best summarized by éaﬁmaﬁting on
six congressional assumptions upon which the disadvantaged provisions of the
1968 amendments were based. The assumptions will be stated first, and the
comments will follow.

(1) Need for disadvantaged Part B set-aside: Prior to 1968, many

disadvantaged students either were not enrolled in vocational
.EdufétiCﬁ programs or, if they were enrolled, were not being
provided with the kinds of services they needed to succeed.
Comments: While vocational educators did not disagree with the
above assumptién, they contended that vocational education has

always been considered a referral grounds for academic rejects,

175



(2)

170

and that prior to 1968, the program was underfunded, underequipped,
and received little consideration From policy makers at any level.
They also resented the implied criticism that vocational educa-
tion is "enlist' and, that when the disadvantaged became a

national priority, the major burden for solving the educational
problems of the disadvantaged was delegated to vocational educa-
£ianq This factor, more than any other, may account for the less
than enthusiastic administration of the program.

ﬂeaﬂingwafrUdisaéyaggagad“: There is a common understanding of

the characteristics of disadvantaged students (for identification

purposes), or a common understanding of the meaning of disadvan-

taged. Comments: The term '"disadvantaged'’ was interpreted in
its broadest sense and varied widely from state to state,
community to community, and school to schooi. There was no
common meaning of the term and no common Uﬁderstandiﬁé ot the
characteristics of disadvantaged students, As a result, the
Part B set~aside provisicn for the disadvantaged appeaféd to

be a program in search of a target group.

Assesshent: Assessment technigues exist or can be developed

whereby the conditions which result in school failure can be
identified on an individual basis., Comments: Assessment
techniques may exist or may have been developed, but, if so,

they were not being used to identify disadvantaged students, or
to diseuver individual Qunditi@n§ which cause school failure.

The informal assessment process was diééitéd toward justiFyiﬁg
the disadvantaged -tatus of students enrolled in Part B set-aside
and Setwtion 102(b) programs, rather than toward the identifica-

tien of conditions which result in school failure.
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Educat ion treatments: Educational treatments exist or gan he

developed which can be applied to students suffering from
conditions which cause school failure. Comments: Without
individualized assessments of students screened into tha
program, it was not surprising tnat '"educational treatmants,"
if they can be called that, were so broad that they wera
vi%tua]]y unidentifiable. The one individual treatment that
prevailed was "individual attention."

Planning: A body of data exists or can be developed which
facilitates state and local! planning for the disadvantaged,

the establishment of prigritias,fand the allocation of funds to
local education jurisdictions on a rational basis.

Comments: Without clear definitions of the term '"disadvantaged,"
and the app1icatiaﬁ of individual assessment techniques,
planning -- except in a generairseﬁse -~ was all but impossible.
i o0y was generally done on an ad hoc basis; that is, the
ey was there.ta be spent, and projects had to be designed

to justity the expenditures.

Programming: There is a comnesi understanding of the kinds of
programs that should be funded for the disadvantaged (e.g.,
solely skills training, or a variety of services, including
remedial education, counseling, prevgcati@na] training, world+
of-work instruction, work education, and so forth).

Comments: The types of occupational training programs fn whith
disadvantaged students were being enrolled were few in number
and of questionable value. Half of all high school students

were enrolled in world-of-work or low-quality work experience
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programs; few were enrolied in skilis training programs —-
innovative or noii-innovative. At :he post-secondary level,
most students were enrolled in remedial education programs;
presumably, they were also enrolled in skills training programs

not supported by Part B set-aside or Section 102(b) funds.

Recommendat ions

The 1976 amendments to the Vocational Education Act of 1963 not only
continue the disadvantaged set-asides, but under Part B of the act, increase
. the percentage of the funds set aside for the disadvantagedvfram 15 to 20
percent. The new act, however, FEquirés-that the 20 percent set-aside be
used to finance 50 percent of the costs of providing vocational training
and services to the disadvantaged; in other words, states and local
égﬁmunities must now not only match total Part B grants, but élsc the portion
of those grants which aire used to fund programs Fofxthe disadvantaged.
Finally, the 1976 amendments require that the states perform more comprehensive
monitoring and evaluation of vocational education programs. With these |
factors in mind, we believe that consideration must be given to :he following
recommendations.

1. QequjtipnfQF,ﬁigaﬁyantaggd} The target group for the Part B

set-aside and Section 102(b) program must be defined more precisely. It is
possible that the term ''disadvantaged' should be discontinued, since it has
negative connotations to vocational educators, and its meaning 3SVUﬂ§]EaF;
Whether or not the term is discontinued, program priority quz be given to

- socioeconomically deprived groups or target areas whose members or residents
are most likely to be in need of the special programs or services made

possible by the, 1968 act.
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». oiudent assessment. At the same time, the identification of

students fram these target areas or groups, on an individual basis, must not
only be continued but strengthened. The intent of the act regarding ''individual
identification' must be made clear to state and local administrators, and
guidelines for the p ‘formance of individual assessments must be made more
erplicit,

3. Qrganization. Each state must have at least one person whose
solc responsibility is to plan and carry out programming for the disadvantaged.
Where two or more persons have thése state responsibiliities, one should be
assigned as coordinator.

b,

Plannin The person with responsibilities for planning programs

for the disadvantaged must be given adequate support to set up these state-
wide programs. To accomplish this, the ''problem officer' must work with people
who represent special education, migrant workers, the American Indian, com-
éansatéry education, adult basic education, and dropout prevention divisions
(or programs), and research and statistics, and with community program
officers in order to determine needs and establish priorities.

5. Funding. |t should be required that projects be funded on the
basis of written proposals. Clear and specific guidelines based on the
federal guidelines, but adapted to state needs, must be provided to local
educational jurisdictions. It is strongly suggested that allocation of funds
be based on proposals which are within priarities established at the state
level ("4'' above).

6. Proposals. Proposals from schools or local education jurisdictions
must be reviewed carefully to see that the¢ guidelines have been followed, that

every student involved can be identified, that there is a description of the

built ~to the proposed programs.
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7. Evaluation. An on-site evaluation of at least 33 percent of the
programs funded in whole or in part with Part B set-aside or Section 102(b)
funds for the disadvantaged must be made annually. Personnel from other state

8. Review of proposals. The following should be involved in the

(a) State vocational education personnel from the occupational
service areas.

(b) =rsons involved in planning, education, and training of the
target population under other programs, including special
education, ESEA Title 1, hilingual, migrant, and CETA.

9., Establishmernt of pr ‘ties. To the greatest extent possible,

all other parts of the Vocational Education Act amendments of 1968 should be
tied together in the planning of a comprehensive program for the disadvantaged,
and procedures should be developed to ensure that: ‘
(a) The state plan is followed.
(b) Areas of economic depression, high youth unemployment and high
school dropouts are given priority attention.

10. Pre- and in-service training. States must provide for in-service

training of staff, either directly or by contract. Teacher ctraining institu-
tions must be involved in this effort. Curriculum changes in pre-service
teacher education programs enabling potential vocational education staff to
be better prepared for working with the disadvantaged should be instituted.

11. Advisory counci*s. State advisory council members representing

the disadvantaged must be continuously consulted and advised by program

officers in charge of programming for the disadvantaged through a formal

mechanism.
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12. Section 102(b) funds. It should be required that Section 102 (b)

funds be used only in areas where it is financially not feasible for local
educational jurisdictions to match state funds, or for -perimental and
demonstration projects in correctional institutions, & - of economic
depression, or areas of high youth unemployment and excessive school dropouts.

13. Programs. A review must be made of the types of programs funded

for the disadvantaged to determine whether adequate skills training is availsble

remedial education programs funded for the disadvantaged.

14, Work education. States must develop policies and standards with

regard to work experience programsrf@r the disadvantaged. Great care sh:ould

be .taken to make certain that disadvantaged students are not being referred

[}

into the secondary labor market (low-pay, low-skill, high-turnover jobs), and

‘hat the training they receive on the job is legitimate vocational traininu.

Adm. istrators at all levels st be aware of the danger of creating inferior
iower track) programs the disadvantaged students.

15. Coordination with other zarncies. Adminisirators at the commun | ty

level should be requircd to coordinate their programs for iLhe disadvantaged
with other agencies (school and nonschool) which provide services to the
target population. States should require that proposals from local education

jurisdictions indicate efforts that have been made in this direction.

16. Management information system. It should be required that local

educational jurisdiction proposals contain specific measurable objectives,
as well as an adequate description of the evaluation processes to be used,
and management information systems at both the local and state levels should

be installed -- based on these objectives and evaluation processes.
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APPENDIX A

THE SAMPLING PLAN

The overall purpose of the study was to assess federally financed
vocational education projects for the disadvantaged in relationship o policy
aﬁdvadmiﬂistratian at the community and state levels. The term.“community”
was defined as the local education jurisdiction in which a Part B or Sectio%
102(b) project was locateq. Thus the major focus of the sampling design was
to select a sample of vocational education projects for t'w ¢! .advantaged
which were financed either partially or wholly with Part B s.t-aside and/or
Section 102(b) funds ("'Project Sample''). Once the project was identified,
the compunities and states in which they were located would alsoc be identified.
However, because information regarding individual Part B set-aside and
section 102(b) projects did not exist at the federal level, the search for
projects had to take place at the state level, where project records were
kept. ThusxﬁéFore a sample of projects could be selected, a sample ;F states
first had t; be drawn, and information regarding projects existing in each
state had té be obtained, by means of visits to the sample states and

recorded Project ldentification Forms.
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Limitations

There were certain limitations built into the study which had to be
taken into account in designing a sampling plan. They were: (1) limitations
in resources available to perform the study, and (2) limitations in the data
available at the federal level which could be used as a measure of size of
disadvantaged programs (e.g., enrollment in federally financed vocational
education programs for the disadvantaged or federal expenditures for such

programs) .

Limitations in Resources

The study called for on-site assessments of ninety federally financed
vocational ed%catign projects for the disadvantaged. The figure ''90' was
chosen because it called for the maximum expenditures available for on-site
research and was sufficient to capture the influence of all pertinent vari-
ables between projects and ﬁummunitiggi] Thus to the extent that the number
of projects to be vi~ied was set, the sampling plan was purposive. However,
within the ninety-project limitation, the design called for the selection
of states, communities, ani .: ects with probability proportionate to enroll-
ment in federally financed vocational education programs for the disadvan-
taged throughout the nation.

In addition, the resources available to perform the study precluded
the collection of information on projects in operation in Eil:aréas of the
sample states. |t was necessary, therefore, to select a sample of ''locali-
ties'" within the sample states (SMSAs, counties, and so forth) in which the

search for projects would take place,

]iﬁ an additional effort to conserve resources, the sampling plan
was restricted to the continental United States, thus eliminating the
possibility of costly trips to Hawaii and Alazka where enrollments in
vocational education programs are low.
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Limitations in Dats

An exhaustive search of all federal data sources was made to deter-
mine if disadvantaged enroliment or expenditures data were available for
any political, geographic, or administrative unit smaller than “state' (e.qg.,
SMSA non-SMSA county, LEA, and so on). The search revealed that no such
data exist. The only federal data available which could be used as a measure
of size of disadvantaged programs were:
(1) Enryllment oi disadvantaged persons in vocational
education progrems for individual states
(2) Vocational education expenditures for disadvantaged
persons (broken out by federal expenditures and an
aggregate of state and local expenditures) for individual

statas

(3) Enrollment in al! vocational education pr. _._county
Thus the first step in the sampling procedure - -3 draw a sample

of states with probability proportionate to enrojiment in federally financed
programs for the disadvantaged throughout the 48 continental states. How-
ever, after such a sample was drawn, it would still be necessary to select
localities within states in which the search for projects would take place.
This would involve using enrollment in all vocational education programs by
county ~-- the only measure of size available at the federal level -- as a
means of estimating enrollment in vocational education programs for the
disadvantaged by county. With this in mind, the researchers decided that the
most direct way of obtaining a sample of states and localities within stsies
would be to divide the continental states into SMSA and non-SMSA counties
(or "localities') and, using a lbest estimate'' of enrollment in federally

financed vocational education programs for the disadvantaged by county as a

Q 1236
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measure of size, select sample~ of localitics (SMSA and noni-SMSA counties)

and statss in tandem.

Estimating Disadvantage 1 Enrnlliment by Tuunty

Two sources of data were avaiiehle Tor egstimating disadvaataged enroll-
ment by cr aty: (1) State disadvantaged enrollment and expenditures data,

and (2) enrollment in all vocational educ:tion programs by county.

Adjusting state enrol!lment data. State enrol lment data inciude both

students enrolled in vocational education programs for the disadvantaged,
financed by state and local funds, and those financed by federal funds. Since
the study was concerned primarily with how federal funds were being used, a
method had to be devised to adjust total enrollment in disadvantaged programs
by state, to take into account the percentage of federal funds used to
finance such programs. ‘¢ such an adjustment was not made, the chances are
that states and localities '1ithin states where the majority of disadvantaged
financing is state and }Dgal would be overrepresented. The adjustment was ///
accomplished as Fo]lowsz

(1) Each state's federal expenditures were identified.

(2) Each state's total disadvaniaged enrollment was multiplied by

the percent of federal funds expended for vocational education

programs for the disadvantaged.

The resulting figures (Table Aé])2 zanstituted the adjusted disadvan-

taged enrollment for each state. For example, if all disadvantaged expendi-

tures in a state were federal, there would be no change in the total enroliment,

EAZI tables are printed at the end of this appendix.

[
[}:
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whereas if only 50 percent of a state's disadvantaged expenditures were
federal, the state's adjusted disadvantaged éﬁFQl]mEHEAWDU]d be half its total,
actual disadvantaged enrollment.

Consideration was given to using Part B set-aside and Section 102(b)
expenditures as the direct measure of size, but the plan was abandoned
because expenditures alone would not have taken into account variances in
per pupil expenditures among the states. Using both disadvantaged enroli-
ment and federal disadvantaged expenditures allowed for a more meaningful

measure in defining the target group being studied.

Estimating disadvantaged enrollment by county. Since the only data

ava{iable by county were eniollment in all vocational education programs, in
order to estimate disadvantaged enrollment, it was necessary to assume that
disadvantaged enrollment by county was proportionate to tntal enrollnent by
county. Although this may have lead to errors in some countizss, it was
generally a safe assumption. Most students enrolled in vocational education
are nonfour-year college-bound siucents from lower socio-economic groups ==
groups which include the largest numbers of disadvantaged individuals. The
chances were, therefore, that in zounties whore vocational education enroll-
ments were large, the populations of disadvantaged persons, as well as the
number of disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational education programs,
:re larger than in counties where vocational education enrcllments were low.
For example, the number of disadvantaged students enrolled in New York City's
vocational education program was apt to be larger than the number of disadvan-
taged persons enrolled in suburban Westchesier CQUﬁty€§ program. |If errors
did cccur, '.owever, the sampiing plan adopted contained @ self-correcting
mechanism,
° 188
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With the use of the adjusted state disadvantaged enrollment figures
(assuming that disadvantaged enrollment in vocational education was propor-
tionate to total enrollment in vocational education), enrollments in counties

-were adjusted, using the relative ratio that existe county by county within

states, to tie in with adjusted state disadvantaged enrollments

The Sampling Plan

7

In order to identify a universe of projects from which a sample of
ninety projects could be selected. :° -as first necessary to s<lect samples
of states and localities within & ...3 In which the search for ércjécts
at the state level would take place. Using the adjusted state enrollment
and estimated county enrollment figures described above, we selscted the
states and localities within states. What remained to be arcomplished was
to identify all projects in operation for two years or méFE3 in the sample
localities and select the projects for locality. When the ninety projects
had been selected, the communities in which they were jocated could be

identified.

Selecting the sgmp!a,statas_gnﬁijcgalitiés. The step-by-step process

in selecting the samples of states and localities within states is described
below:

(1) Stratification

(3) In order to assure adequate geographic distribution, the

L8 states were stratified by the nine census regions.

3The w0 years or more criterion is to make certain that only projects
for which follow-up information (completions, dropouts, placements, and so
forth) is available will be included in the Project Sample.
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(b) SMSA and non-SMSA counties w.tliin states were stratified

as follows:

1.

SMSA areas (all counties included in SMSAs) were
stratified by level of need from high te luw, using
the following data obtezined from the census, as a
measure of level need:

d. Minority status.

h. Dependency rates.

c. Median household income.

Non-SMSA counties were trzated as single population
unt . if their populations were 50,000 or more.
Esuﬁties with populatioris less than 50,000 were com-
bined in groups and treated as single population
units. Single counties or groups of counties were
then stratified within states by level of need (as im

it shove) From‘high to low.

(2) Measure of size of disadvantaged enrolliment

(2} State level: After adjusting state enrollment in vocational

education programs for the dis=dvantaged by federal expendi-

tures used to finance such programs, the total adjusted

disadvantaged enroliment for all 48 states was 162,733 (see

Table A-i).

(b) SMSA and pan—SHSAﬁccun;ieE: Within SMSA areas, the stratifi-

cation criteria and enroilments in vocational education

programs were gathered for indi.(dusl counties and then

combined to obtain totals for S$SMSAs and 7roups of counties.

SMSAs and groups of non-SMSA counties were treated as
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single population units. Enrollments for each unit were
then adjusted to bring them in line with adjusted disadvan-
taged enrollments.

(3) Selection of states and localities: In order to remain within

the resources available to perform the assessment, it was
decided to select fifty SMSA and non-SMSA localities. The
projects and communities would be selected from these localities.
(a) States and localities (SMSAs, single non-SMSA counties and
groups of non-SMSA counties) were selected in tandem.
(b) The sample universe (462,733) .-as divided into fifty
:
intervals (i.e., fifty primary sampling units defining
states and localities). The ‘aterval size was §,255. The

intervals were cumulative:

HR 0,000 I
2. 9,255
3. 18,510

50. k53,495

(¢) A random number between 0,000 and 9,255 was selected for
each interval and added to the accumulated intervals
resulting in fifty random intervals.

(d) The SMSAs, non-SMSA single counties, and groups of non-
SMSA counties were put in tHé order described by the
varying levels of stratification. A tape accumulating

all estimated enrol Iment was made.
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(e) Sel~~tions of states and iocalities were then made with
pri..: . lity proportionate to size of the estimated dis-
advanﬁaged enroliment (i.e., states and localities with
larger enrollments had a greater chance of being selected
than smaller states and locaiities). For example:

1. Scuth Carolina, with a disadvantaged enrollment of
5,246, Falls into one interval (1/50).
2. Georgia, with a disadvantaged enrollment of Lkg,271,
falls intr five “utwevvals or five localities.
Table A-2 shows the nu~ F states and localities selected by
region. The localities selected were situated in 23 of the L8 states. The
adjusted disadvantaged enrollment in the fifty localities was 21 percent of

the total adjusted disadvantaged enrollment in the 48 states.

Selecting the project and community sample. To select the project

and community samples, the following steps were taken:

(13 At the state level, all Part B set-aside and Section 102(b)
projects in operation for two years or more in the sample
localities were identiiied and recorded on Project ldentifi-
cation Forms.

(2) Within each of the localities, the projects were stratified
as follaows:

(a) Level of education (secondary am 3 dary)
(b) Type of education (work experience % .7 stk experience)

(3) Since 90 percer: of the projects were located in 5MSA localities,
it was decided to select two projects from each SMSA Tocaliiy

and one project from each non-SMSA locality.
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(4) Because enrollment Informat fom was not available for projects
in sixteen states, It was not possible to select projects
proportionate to total emro llment ineach local ity. For the
sake of con sistency, the refore, ghe only recourse was to select
projects wi th equal probabi lity &n all localities-

(5) Two project s were then s<lectel gandomly for each of the For 2y
SMSA Tocali ties; orse pro ject was selected randonly for cach of
the ten non-SMSA localit les .

(6) Post-strati flcat lors: Af ter” the sample has been selected, the

projects were post—strat ified Into six cells: secondary ski s
train ing (nonwor k experi ence) 3 secondary skills trainirg Cwo xk
exper ierice) ; secondary othesr; post—secondary skeil¥s training
(nonwork excperience); po st—secondary skills tralning (work
exper i’eme) . and post ~secormdawy other. The calls were then
checked against the actual distr ibution in the uiverse of

1,046 projects (see Tabl ¢ As3).

(7) Oversamplirag Post-secaondarys pyoj<cts: Figure A-1 shows the

numbe r of projects that wuld be selected in each cell If

exact ratios were mai atained. 0nly el even of the ninety pro jec ts
w:;:ulrj be post -sexcorda ry , ar | vad equate number for assessment of
the programs to be selected, the refore, was int:rgésgd =5 Fol lows:

(a) Skills training vormiork xp er ience: From three to twel ve.

(b) skills training vork experience: From five to tem.

Secorrdary prograns in these tvo cells were decreased by nine
and Five respectively . Thus the owerall ratios of work expe -
rience and nomark experience projects to the total un fverse

would rena in the same, but po st—secondary programs within these
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two cells would be oversampled and secondary prcgrams would be
undersampled. Figure A.2 shows the actual number Q? projects
to be selectad within each cell.

(8) Once the final sample of projects had been selected, the local
edscation jurisdictions within which they were located were
identified. These constituted the '‘community sample.'!

The final samples of states, communities, and projects selected are

shown in Appendix B.
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TABLE A-]

Enrol Inents by Census Reglon and State, in Vocational Education Reglons
for the Disadvantaged, Adjusted by Federal Exponditures for Such Programs

TTN:;@@@Waﬂﬁﬁmrir; @ﬁmﬁ_”i:ME@:
- Secondary Df sadvantaged Federal Disadvantaged
State and Region _j_ﬁmmm__m_Em@WE_ﬁMMﬁ

New England
Connect icut 14,625 15 1AL
Massachusetts 1,399 b7 | 957
Rhede 151and 1,133 10 2,613
Ve tmont 700 20 1ho
New Hampshire 2,031 1 650
Ma ine 2137 90 1,923

Middle Atlantic
New York ! 184,135 13 | 23,918
Pennsylvanla 33,091 30 10,707
New Jersey 17,899 i 7,160

East North Central
[1inois 120,812 9 10,874
Michigan - 1,953 100 1,953
Ohio b3,313 20 11,39
529 60 | 2,576

]
Indiana |
J 7,019

Wisconsin 11,880 6l

West North Central
Ni ssour 11,838 gl 1,128
Hansas b.231 88 7,2
Hebraska b,380 bl 501

lowa b, 041 b9 19,620

Hinnesota b, 563 b0 3,030

b,035 88 7,088
1,715

195 forth Dakota 7
b0 - 1,035

South Dakota

o 1= )

o=



TABLE A-1 (cont pued)

~State and Region

~ Secodary and Post-

Secondary Disadvan:aged

____ farolinent

Feders]

_bpenditures

TDercent of

Mjusted

Disadvantaged

ool Inent:

South Atlantlc
South Carolina
Geargia
North arolina
Flor 1ds
Haryland
Virginia
Delaware
West Virginia

East South {entral
Nississippi
Alabama
Tennes see
Kentucky

West South Central
Loulsiana
Arkansas
Texas
Okl ahona

Hountain
New Mexi co
Arizona
Calorado
Nevads
Wyomi ng
Utak
|daho
Hontana

5,765
50,795
24,457
5,951
11,585
21,153
11,084

2,050

iy
65
]
13

5,246
bg,27]
18,567
1,327

3,360
|7, 469

5,875

1,92

2,999
12,616
12,996
20,034

3,98
9,17
2,730
2,024

6;04
9,818
| Bh

5
1,271
b,751
1,320
1,377

T il

L& L



TBLE A<l (continued)

" ——

State and Region

e Peend

Secondary Disadvantaced Federal

Enm]]ment - _VEKpEﬂ_d:_it_UFES

Wisted
Disadvantaged

_EnrolInent_

Pacific
California
Washington
Oregon

Total U5, {continental
b states)

101,710 17
14,992 Y
12,308 36

230,06 j

el N |

il



TABLE A-2 -

Number of States and Localities Selscted by Census Region

Number
Adjusted of Sample Adjusted Disadvan- Percent of
ensus Disadvantaged States and taged Enrollment in Coverage
graphic Enrol Iment Localities Sample Localities of Sample
gions  Number  Percent States  Localities Number  Percent Universe

England 21,477 5 2 2 - 6,306 6 29
le Atlantic 41,805 9 2 4 11,975 12 19

North Central 39,878 9 3

Lol

7,648 8 19

North Central 55,164 12

(%]
AT

5,669 6 10
v Atlantic 112,082 24 5 § 26,336 27 23

South Central 48,645 10 3

f= ]

6,784 7 Ih
South Central 69,859 ‘ 15 2 7 11,857 12 17
ain 26,962 6 2 3 10,957 1 4]
i k6,861 10 2 5 10,431 N 2

TOTAL h62,733 100 23 50» 97,963 100 2]

£61

202"
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TABLE A-3

Distribution of Projects by Selected Strata

Number of ~ Percent of
. Projects = ____ Total -
_Jotal _ Individual  Total  Individual

_.Strata

ALY Projects 1,046 100

Secandary , 921 88
Post~Secondary 125 12

$kills training 939 ) 90
Wark experience 318 30.00
Secondary 284 27.00
Post=-secondary 34 0.03
Nonwork experience ) 621 60.00
Secondary 557 53.00
Post-secondary 64, : - 0.07

Other 107 10
Secondary _ . 75 0.07
Post-secondary 32 0.03

B
P
oo
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Education
Level

_ skills Training
Nonwork Experience

"~ Vork Experience

Other

Totals

Secondar

L8 projects, or
53 percent of
the sample

25 projects, or
2h% of the
sample

6 projects,
or 7% of
the sample

79 (87

%)

Post+
seqHn-
dary

3 projects, or
3 percent of
the sample

5 projects, or
9% of the

sample

3 projects,
or 3% of
the sample

11 (13

%)

Totals

51 (56%)

30 (33%)

9 (10%)

90 (100%)

FIGURE

A.l.

if Ratios are Maintained

Distribution of Strata of the Project Sample

Education
Level

Skills Training ~

~Nonwork Experience

Work Experience

Qther

| Secondary

39 projects

20 projects

6 projects

Post~ ;
secon- 12 projects 10 projects 3 projects 25
~dary '
Totals 51 30 9 90

FIGURE A.2.

Selected, by Cell

204

Exact Number of Projects to Be
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SamPe of Projects "

s

" local Hwato
Agency (LEA)

ety ColTage

D Istri et

Norse™s ass i stanes lemnectiout
Fool management % _—

Kodachronek Rhode 1 5land

WINt 1
Student deve lopment Ghlo
Adult skills i
upgtad ing

Language tra ining "

Adult skills train ing "

Weldingt |owg

+ Vork experience .

program

+ Opportunities un limited & 0

g

e __‘%; — = —
#

Bristol Board of Educatian
Enfield School Distr! et

3« Ki ngstown Sthool
Dstrict

Naragansett School
Mstrict

(@yshoga Valley Joint
loeationat School

tast Cleveland (ity
Sthool 5

Panta Joint Yocatlonl
School Distrlet

Toledo School District

Hamburg' Conmunity Schoal
Dist rict

les Mo Ines Independent
Sthoal. District

idlcates prograns whtre s tudnts were Rersomil 1y i ntervi eved.

-

l::wa' Wesstern: Communi ty

lolle Distrlct

.éhél I



© O UTABLE B-1{continued)

State

" Tocal Education |

Agency (LEA)

Comunity College

__District

13,
1h.

20,

AR

22,

209

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

23,

Pra-careert .

Spacial ass:stance

Uphalstery

Hasonr

Automot jve

. Clerical®

Heatcutting?

Tutorial*

Tutorial*

Deve lopmental
typing 1!
Cooperative fural
occupat jon

Sel f-paced
instruction

lowa

Tenhessee

(al ifornia

Newton Community School
Bistrict

kroxville City School
District

tnowville Gty School
District

Johnson City Vocational-

Technical School

Hargan Hill School

District

Hawkeye - Institute

Utah Technical College,
Ski1] Center, South

Weber State College

(lackanus Community
College District

Ht. Hood Community
College District

Gavilan Joint Community
College

Compton Community
College

-~

o

D E



TABLE B-1 {continued)

__Project

State

“Total Eveation
_Hgeney (lEA)

" TowunTty Colege

24,

25.
2.

2],
28,
0.

30.

3l
32
3.

3,
3.
36,

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Prograns for Hand;-
capped and Dlsad-
vantaged Persons
Remedial

Renedial
Recruitment and

retention

Business division -~
open lap=

Multivocat iomal
careers

Project jobs

Project for disadvan-
taged and hand ica pped

Tact ies

New Horizons

Co-opt
Agriculture projects

Agriculture and distrb-
utive edueationt

California

Wiscong in

Hichigan

North Carolina Greenshorg ity Schools

Grossmant School District

Saginaw Schoo! District

Carralton School District

Ht. Clemens School Distrlct

Pender County Schools

Wilkes County School

distriet
San Diego Commun! ty
(ol lege

Redwoods Communi ty
(ol Tege

El Camino Commun| ty
(ollege

MiTwaukee Area Techni-
cal ollege

Horaine Vocational
Technical Schoo)

Wayre County Conmuni ty
lol lege District



TABLE 81 (cont Inued)

__ Project

Stgte

Local Educaton
 hgeney (LEA]

Conmunity College
_Mstriet

3
38,

llDi

i,

iy,
.
i,
kg,
bp,
4.
18,

g,

Trade and industry
Business and office

Auto mechanics
Co=opk
General mechanics®

beneral metalst
General construct ionk

Co~op*

Co-op*

Career devalapwént
Project 70,001
Diversifiedt

Cooperative work
trainings

Special education
Works

Alabama

Delaware
1
[11inols

Mobile County School District
Hobfle County School District

Dal las County Area Vocatlonal
District

Houston Independent School
District

Wichitafalls Area Vocational
~ School District

lowa Park School District
El Paso County School District

Houston [ndependent Schoal
District

El Paso County School District
Wilmington Public Schoals
Witnington Public Schoals
E. Peoria School District

Chicago School Districts

W, Aurora School District

AT



TABLE 8-1 {cont inued)

rléﬁéh'Eduzafiﬁn'“'"m" - '""Cgmmﬂﬁity°Cg]|é§§'_"”
ot Swate  hgency (1) District

5. ClEAH Georgia | Atlanta City Schoo) Disfrizt

52, CUEA I Decateur County Schaol
District

53, CUEAH " Burke County Schaol District
G4, CUEA® y Walton County School District
65, CVEAH . Walker County School District
56, Work sample evaluationk ! Walker County School District
57. Business and office Louisiana Orleans Parish Schools
58, Child care o Orleans Parish Schools
59. (lerical and office " Caddo Parish Schools
60. New Iberia Campus Project " Iberia Parish Schools
b1, Nurse's aide " Caddo Parish Schools
b2. Automated office New York City of Yonkers
63 Sewing® L City of Yonkers
0%, Sports and recreation ! City of Rochester

T ehiclest

65. (ustomer travel# g City of Rochaster

66, Health servicet o City of Buffalo

r o

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

EOT
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TABLE B+1 (cant Inued)

froject ~

1

Tl fwcation

 hency (LEA)

omunity College
Distriet

o7,

68.
09,

10

It

12,

i1

T,
15,

1

18

o 79~

Mult occupational
pucation®

Special vocation
fareer opportunity

VELEP
Project SUCCESS

Agricul turet

Kenrico trade center®

Mfice service!

0ffice servicet

. Mechanical drafting

Business and office

lnter]aﬂking cooperat v

yocational education

Atonot ive

New York

Kansas

Kentucky

Arizona

Uity of Buffalo

Karmon Unified School District

Turner Unified School District

Wichita Area Vocational
Technical School

Hanover County School
District

Henrico Trade Training
Center

Hampton (ity Schools
Norfolk City Schools

Jefferson County School
District

lefferson County School
District

Richnond Independent School

Dysart School District

El Dorado Community
ColTege District

oZ



TABLE B-1 (cont inued)

_Project

State

Tocal Education
Agency (LEA)

"~ Comunity College

0.
.
82,

i,

Business and office
In-Mate Program

Remedja]

Distributive education

b Business education

Arizona

Pennsylvania

Tucson District ")

Amphitheater Schoo!
District

Philadelphia City Schools

Penn-Delco School District

District

Maricopa Skills Center

g

SOE



APPENDIX B

SAMPLE OF PROJECTS




LIST OF TABLES

C-1 Education Level, by Sex and Age of Students

Interviewed . . . v v 0 0 0 0 e e e e e e e e e e e .21
c-2 Ecucational Level, by Ethnic/Race of Students

Interviewed . . & . & . . 5 . e e b e e s e e s s s e s 212
C-3 Educational Level, by Type of Tralnlﬁg of

Students InterV|ewed e e e e . e e e s e v e e e e s 212
C-4 Type of Program, by Race (Ethﬁi; Background) of. )

Students Interviewed , . . . « v 4 v v 4 v ove b e s ow . . 213
C-5 Type of Training, by Characteristics of Students )

IﬂE%I’VIEWEd L] L] ¥ L] L] 1 L] i L] L] # 7 L] ¥ 1 [ ¥ L] L] LI ) ¥ L] ¥ 2]4
c-6 Type of Class, by Race (Ethnic Background) of 7

Students Interviewed , , v , + + + ¢+ v« v v+ 4 w + o« . . 215
c-7 Type of Class, by Type of Programming of Students . o

Interviewed . . v . 4 4 ¢ 4 s s s s s e s e s e e s 215
c-8 Rating of Program Aspects, by Type of Class of 7

Students Interviewed . ., . . A
c-9 Rating of Program Aspects, by Type of Training

of Students Interviewed . . . . v « v ¢« v v 0 0 v 0 v e . . 217

C-10  Rating of Program Aspects by Geographical Area

of Students Interviewed . . +» v v « v 4 v v v v w s 0 .. . 218
c-11 Rating of Program Aspects by Type of Area of
Students Interviewed . . . . . « ¢ v v v v e v v 0 e 0. . 219
c-12 Mean Rating of Program Aspects by Characteristics . , . . 220
c-13 School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program, by B
A Type of Araa of Students Interviewed . . . .., .., ., .., 221
c-14 School- SatlsFaztlan Since Enrolling in Program, by B
Geographical Area of Students Interviewed , . , . , , ., . . 221
Cc-15 School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program, by o
Type of Program of Students Interviewed , , . . , . « . » . 222
208




c-29
c-30
c-31
c-32
€-33
c-34
C-35
c-36

C-37

School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program, by
Type of Class of Students Interviewed . ., . ., . .

School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program, by
Characteristics of Students Interviewed . . . . .,
Relation of Classwork to Job Training, by Type of
Training of Students Interviewed , . , + + + « + &
Relation of Classwork to Job Training, by Type of
Class of Students Interviewed . . . , &+ + + &+ «

Relation of Classwork to Job Training, by Type of
Area of Students Interviewed . . . . « « + ¢« & ¢

aF Students Intervnewed e s s vt e e e s s a

Earnings of Students Paid for Work in Cooperative
On-the-job Training or in Work Study Job Training

Student Views on the Effect of Their Training in
Helping them Find Jobs, by Type of Program . . . . .
Student Views on the Effect of their Training in
Helping Them Find Jobs, by Type of Class . « + , +
Student Views on the Effect of Their Training in
Helping Them Find Jobs, by Type of Area . . . . .,
Student Views on the Effect of Their Training in
Helping Them Find Jobs, by Geographical Area ., . , .
Student Views on the Effect of Their Training in
Helping Them Find Jobs, by Characteristles . , . . .
Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Areas as Training,
by Type of Program . . .« « « « « ¢ &+ v 2 v ¢ 0 0
Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area as Training,
by Type of Class . . « « « « + o o s 0 x v 0 o v =
Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area as Training,
by Tyr:)é of "Area T T R T T R S B S S R '
student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area as Training,
by Geographic Area . « « « « « ¢« v 0 v w00

Student -Attitudes Toward Tralﬁlng by TYEE of
Training . . . :

student Attitudes Toward Training by Gecaraphical
ArFea . . v = ¢ & = s v & 4 o& % ow s oxowos a3 w1

Student Attitude Taward Training, by Type of Class ,
Student Attitude Toward Training, by Type of Area

Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area as School
Training, by Characteristics . . . « « « « « v v

Student Attitudes Toward Training, by Characteristics

222
223
224
224
225
226
227
228
228
229
229
230
231
231
232
232
233
233
234
234

235
236



TABLE C-1

Education Level, by Sex and Age of Students Interviewed

Total Secondary _ _Post-secondary

Variable  Number _ Percent _ Number _ Percent __ Number __ Percent

Total 1,024 100 784 76.6 240 23.4
Sex: 7
Male 572 100 Ls3 79.
Female 45z 100 331 73.

Les

119 20.
121 :

A S ]
P
Lol
ne ]

Age:
Under 16 149 100 149 100.
16-17 465 100 463 99.
18-19 173 100 156 90.
20-24 71 100 8 11.
Over 24 166 100 8 L.

17
63
158

O N O O
(e Qe o]

WO O
[ TR o I~
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TABLE C-2

Educational Level, by Ethnic/Race
of Students Interviewed

Racial and
Ethnic ___Total _ B Secondary
Background  Number Percent _Number __Percent

Post-secondary

_Number

Percent

Total 1,024 100 784 76.6
White 629 100 L42 70.3
Black 300 100 275 91.7
Hispanic 74 100 . 62 83.8

All minorities 395 100 342 86.6

240
187
25
12

53

23.4
29.7
8.3
6.2

13.4

TABLE C-3
Educational Level, by Type of Training

of Students Interviewed

~ Total _ “Secondary

Post-secondary _

__Variable _ Number __ Percent 7E§mggrg; Percent

_Number _Percent

Total 1,024 100 784 76.6

Specific skills 526 100 Lod 76.0
training
Genaral 401 100 349 87.0

orientation

Other 97 100 35 36.1

240

62

23.4

24.0

13.0

63.9




TABLE C-4

Type of Program, by Race (Ethnic Background)
of Students Intervieved

_T(;Ea] - :w_o}'kExperig_n;e_ fiDEWDFkExPEI'IEHEE S _Dther;__ )
larisble Number _ Percent Nunber Percent  Number Percent Nunber __Percent

Total Lotk oo oows W g 17
White 629 100 Bl 399 00 k. VA
Black 0 o0 9 637 105 35.0 b 1.3
Hispanic 0 i gl D87 ! 5.4

ElE

AT minorit]es 395100 % 623 132 1. 7 b3

r=
_—




TABLE (-5

Type of Training, by Characteristics of Students Interviewed

e

S

Characteristics

TSt
Total Training Orientation

General

 Other

Ngmbg; ] _F?rééﬁi_ _ Nunber _Percent ___jﬁ;ﬁﬁér;ff'ﬁgrceﬁfi_  Nunber Eergéht _

S = I

Total

Hale

Female

White, not
Hispanic
“origin

Black, not
Hispanic
origin

Hispanic

Other

Lok 0 w6 1m0 el 1000
M B3 5 Bl 5L
7R TR R I N /A

69 6lh 354 613 192 47,9

0w 8.3 133 25.3 163 40.6

7k 1.1 28 5.3 b H.0

2l 21 Il 2] ! 0.5

J
3
3

B3

100,0
b4.9
3.1

B5.6

b1

21

8.2

irl
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TABLE C=6

Type of Class, by Race (Ethnic Background)
of Students Interviewed

= S T BT T T T ITIA
Variable _ __Number _ Percent  Number Percent _ Number Percent

Total
Whi te
Black
Hispanic

All minorities

1,024 100 490 47.9

629 100 333 52.9

k3.3
16.2

300 100 130

74 100 12

395 100 157 39.7

534
296
170

62
238

2.1

y

47.1
56.7
83.8

60.3

TABLE C-7
Type of Class, by Type of Programming
of Students Interviewed

Variable

~Total ____ Regular

Special

Number _ Percent _ Number _ Percent

Warber__Percent

Total

Specific skill
training

General
orientation

Other

47.9
67.7

1,024 100 k90

526 100 356

Loi 100 52 13.0

97 100 82

534

170

349

15

52.1

32.3

87.0
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TABLE C-8

Rating of Program Aspects, by Type of
Class of Students Interviewed

Mean

_Program Aspects_ _Total Regular __ _— Special _

Modern up-to-date .
equipment 7.89 8.07 7.72

Getting special help
when needed 8.90 8.85 8.95

Counseling of the
students 8.31 8.16 8.45

Attitudes of the 7 )
teacher 8.81 3.86 8.77

Enough equipment to 7
work with 7.76 7.82 7.70

Well-equipped classrooms;
pleasant to work in 7.80 7.91 7.71

Being in a modern, well- )
maintained building 7.78 7.71 7.84

Quality of the . ) )
instruction 8.72 8.82 8.62

Preparing you for a job, 7
using your training 8.58 8.61 8.56

a3i
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TABLE C-9
Rating of Program Aspects, by Type of Training
of Students Interviewed

T e e - Hear‘z ] -
Program Skills ) o
_Aspects  Total  Training  General __Other i
Modern up-to-date
equipment 7.89 7.96 7.64 8.51
Getting special help 7 -
when fiéeded 8.90 8.85 8.96 8.93
Counseling of the ) 7
students 8.31 8.09 B.5h 8.56
The attitudes of the o 7
teacher 8.81 8.86 8.73 8.91
Enough eq:ipment to 7 7
work with 7.76 7.67 7.72 8.42
Well-equipped class~
rooms; pleasant to ) _
work in 7.80 7.63 7.92 8.27
Being in a modern,
well-maintained ) 7
building ‘ 7.78 7.4 8.05 8.64
Quality of the )
instruction 8.72 8.62 8.74 - 8.79
Preparing you for
~a job, using your 7 7 7
training 8.58 8.61 8.63 : 8.25
Average of nine 7 , , 7
factors 8.28 8.20 - B.33 8.59

€3 ¢
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TABLE C-10

Rating of Program Aspects by Geographical Area
of Students Interviewed

Program - , - _Mean _ _
Aspects _ Total  Northeast Mid-West  South _West

Modern up-to-date
equipment 7.89 7.38

Getting special help )
when needed 8.90 9.02

Counseling of the ) o
students 8.31 8.18

The attitudes of the 7 , )
teacher 8.81 9.18

Enough equipment to :
work with 7.76 7.15

Well equipped class-
rooms; pleasant to

work in 7.80 7.58

Being in a modern,
well-maintained .
building 7.78 6.69
Quality of the
instruction 8.72 9,02

Preparing you for
a job, using your ) )
training : 8.58 8.96

Average of nine 7 7
factors 8.28 8.13

7.67

8.78

8.27

8.56

8.01
8.83
8.36
8.65

7.99




TABLE C-11

Rating of Program Aspects by Type of Area
of Students Interviewed

Program . - “Mean ﬁ ]
Aspects _ Total Urban Suburban _

Non-urban

Modern up-to-date 7
equipment 7.89 7.83 7.99 7.69

Getting special help ) 7
when needed 8.90 9.00 8.95 8.34

Counseling of the , 7
students 8.31 8.25 8.52 7.70

The attitudes of the o )
teacher 8.81 9.01 8.79 8.21

Enough equipment to

work with 7.76 7.69 7.87 7.57

Well equipped class-
rooms; pleasant to

work in 7.80 ~ 8.0l 7.76 7.26

Being in a modern,
well-maintainead

building : 7.78 7.64 7.7 8.50

Quality of the ‘ ) )
instruction 8.72 " 8.87 8.81 7.83

Preparing you for
....a job, using your 7 _ o ) 7 7
training 8.58 6.65 8.7h 7.7k

Average of nine 7 )
factors 8.28 8.33 8.35 7.87

[ o]
[l
-




TABLE (-1

Mean Rating of Proaran Aspects by Characteristics

-ﬁx”:_ ) _77 ﬁé "_ ,l,. fﬁ@ﬁ%ﬂLﬂﬁ_ L R
- - L I— o Péét-' .
hle Fenale Under 1 16-17 18-19 2024 Dver 2b Secondary secondary White Black Wispanle Minorities

Program Aspects Tatal

Hodern up=to=date _ _ _ . :
equipent 1y 15 006 B 16 0 6 A R RN R ¥ I
Getting special help | _ _ |
when needed be 475 9l B LA 879 893 4.k6 8.l 0.0k 077 b 805 Al

Counseling of the
© students

by 80 85 79 L B3 7.9 8.8 b R Lo Bl b B.ok

Attitudes of the , y . _ _
teacher A 076 88 B0 Bes B 838 4 ey od BT RS G0 b8

LN

Erough equipmestt to | S _ _ » _
wark.uith A RAIENE B! 199 146 817 L2 1.78 CRET I R B.12

Well-equipped classroons; o _ - . .
Dlessant towork i 180 159 B0 B2 1.5 TSk BRIk R0 L R L R 5

Belng in a nodern, vell-

naintained buflding b1 e 1% B3 Bl ddo R VA S Y B R I

iy of the _ _ 7 | , o
instructfon L B5b B B4R 8% B Bsh 9 T R K B/ B |

Preparing you for 2 job,

g your training 858 825 300 48 bo7 839 821 BT 0 BE B2 el BA 900

’EEE!!-g"-EEEIEI'H-Q-EEEE.‘!!-!-‘i-EEE-F-IIIiEE-!"iEEE--- -----

---‘Ea::==--§§s;-=--i=‘s§5_=5-u-u'ié;;;a;q-i-EE:‘??!-i-E!'é?---====‘= ----

Average of nine factors B bbb B3 800 BB BAg TS B b6 oo Re Bl B9

i
é“’El{llc A
ERI bl

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



TABLE C-13

School Satisfaction Since tnrolTing in Program, by Type of
Area of Stueents Interviewed

] Tntéiiiii _ iﬁere ___ "i ~ Léés - _ fSame T
Variable . Number Percent _Number Percent ermr:Famm _Nmﬁﬁifﬁﬁﬂi

Overall 1,026 100 64t 63.1 3 34 33 3.5

i

Urban b 100 269 63.5 15 3.5 140 3.0

Suburban 479 100 N 65,0 17 3.5 5] 315

Non=urban 121 100 66 54,5 3 2.5 . 1o

TABLE C-14

School Satisfaction Since EnrolTing in Program, by Geographical
Area of Students Interyiened

N Tbtalﬁ B _ ) ] "_w Hore W? B ;;:_m Less '__f;' )
Variable _Nunber Percent Number Percent Nurber _Percent

__ Same
_Nunber  Percent

Overal| Lotk 00 646 63.1 3 3.4 343 3.5

Northeast 213 100 155 1.8 4 2.8 £ W
Hid-West 19 100 13 59.0 56 69 3.4
South 51 100 293 58,5 14 2.8 19k 38,7

West 15 100 83 /2.2 } 3.5 28 4.3

u, 198

L&




TABLE C~15

School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program, by Type of

Program of Students Interviewed

Total

___ More

_ Less

_Same _

Fuber _parcant

_ Number __Percent

_ Number __ Percent _

Number __ Percent

Is training

d of
Pk

1,024
526
Lol

97

100

100

100

100

646 63.1

321 61.0

263

62

35

1.4
2.5
4,2

5.2

343 33.5 ,

192 36.5

121

30

TABLE C-16

School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program, by Type of

{lass of Students Interviewed

|
i
1
|
ZZT

~Total

~ More

~ Same

Number

Nﬁﬁng;: Percent

Number

Percent  Number

Eéféeﬁg_

1,024
534
490

Pércent
100
100

100

646 63.1

342 B4.1

304 62.0

35

3.4
3.7
3.1

343 33.5

172 32,2

171 3k.9




TABLE (-17

School Satisfaction Since Enrolting in Program,
by Characteristics of Students Interyiened

] Tote] “,;_ 7,.“ | HQFE“_ . ”7;LES§_7 ;é;_ 7; Same_ | "
Jariable lnber _ Percent  fiunber Fercent Mumber__Percent _ fusber Percent

Dveral] Lo oy 6 63,1 503w g
Sex: |
Male 5. 100 B 66 18 1% 3.3
Female B TN I s

L W T e ]
oy -
AT e

Age:
Under 16 e 100 0 63.8
16-17 bes oo 278 59.8 l

2 a3
. J
1819 3 10 102 59, g
) }
l

168 3.1
62 35.

20 28.2
4 4.7

L LW = ot

0 L b .
Iver 24 166 100 %

- ErE

Educational Jevel:
Secondary 8 100 476 00,7 2 37 178 35.6
Post-secondary 240 1 - 7.8 6 25 bl 26,7
Race: !
White 629 100 bo3 6. ] 2 1.8
Black 300 100 18] 60.3 § 2.7 " 3.0
Hispanic T 100 B g8 3 b s 3.
Hinorities 9 100 Yl s 2.8 4] 5.7

0 3.1




TABLE C-18

Relation of Classwork to Job Training, by Type of Training
of Students Interviewed

S TR i T TR TR
Variable ~ _ Mumber Percent  Number Percent  fumber Percent Munber _Percent

Total W 000 1% 1000 5 100.0 10,0
Very closely 138 3.2 bl 8.3 63 2.3 al 5.4
Soneihat B ko s 3o mo i 5 n
ot at all L A T Y/ & B (R 5 0.8

on't knon 30 : R

Ly ot

TABLE C-19

Relation of Classwork to Job Training, by Type of {lass
of Students Interviewed

Benll el e
Variable _ Munber Percent - Nunber Percent Number _ Percent

Total 4k 100.0 274 100.0 168 100.0
Very closely 1B 3 o] 24,5 N 2,2
Somewnat 181 b0 130 §7.4 Bl 30.4
Not at all 120 21,1 74 21,0 i 2].4 |

7 Don't know ' ] 0.] 3 L] ) ﬁil

IToxt Provided by ERI



THBLE €20

Relation of Classiork to Job Training, by Type of Ares
of Students Interviewed

| Overal] N ; b iSuburbéﬁf?l f - _jﬂpn:ﬁrban _
- Jarlable Nunber Percent __ Nunber "ngcenﬁ Number Pé&ﬁgn;_u__ﬂumber Percent

Total 1.0 28 100.0 I 100.0 W 00,0

ryclosdy W0 G2 w g YRS

Someshat . - 19 41,0 09 7.8 by 28;8 23 5.1 |

atdl e g w g g .

Don't know 3 0.7 l 0.4 | 0.6 1 2.}

5 « |

SET



TABLE C-21
felation of Classwork to Job Training, by Characteristics
of Studants Interviewed

S
Total Closely  Sonehat &l koo
loriable S N T A e

Overall Broo100.0 0 18 9.2 8 Mo 10 a3 07

hex:
Hale S0 7oy % o wk RoRy - -
Female B 1000 6 R4 % kS W I3 L

Age:
Under 16 3, 100,0 L1 16 4.5 E N .
1617 270 100.6 S U A VR Bone 1 07
18-19 He o 100.0 k2.8 k3.0 nwonroo- -
20-24 o 100.0 A 0 7.5 L R R N
Dver 24 1 100.0 hoo5ks 36, A

- ragiid

Educational level:
o Secondary - b 1000 »13D—~~m31;1;w~¢~;l70ﬂf—~40;7-w+nmmllémﬁJw27;8~~~—»~2~a«a .
Post-secondary 2 100.0 § 33 1 b8 boo16) |

|

Race/Ethnic:
White 257 100.0 o 3.1 VI L O L I v 1 0.4
Black 131000 8 %4 60 ks o8 - -
Hispanic L1000 g 188 o 64 10 & - -
Hinorities B 100 % b 8 W 3 00 T 0

48
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TABLE C-22

Earnings of Students Paid for Work in Cooperative On-
the-Job Training or in Work Study Job Training

o ] T hedian ) Avéfagé’
) - Number Hourly Hourly
Variable o ___Interviewed _ Wage Rate _ Wage Rate

Total 371 $2.31 $2.36

Sex:
Male 228 2.34
Female 143 2.25

.46
.20

Race:

.

Vhite
Black
Hispanic

197 2.33

127
43

.28

LV

.32
.33

Age:
17 years or less 247 2. 29 2.28
18 years.ormore. . . - 024 . 946 o . . g

[ K
o

{
]

Educational level:
Secondary 350
Post-secondary 21

2. 20 2.30
.07

M A
[ )
i
d

Type of class:
Reqular 110 2.31 2.45
Special 261 2.31 2.32

Type of area:
Urban 214
Suburban 114
Non-urban k3

.34 2.43
22 2.18
+ 3

M M M

Type of training:
Specific skills
training 100 2.28
General orientation 248 2.30
Other 23 2.30

42
.33
.32

ro




TABLE C-23
Student Views on the Effect of their Training in
Helping Then Find Jobs, by Type of Progran

Variable

_unber Fercaﬁt N __Nﬁ{npgr_ __Percent

Wl

Qverall Tralning Nork

Dther

Mumber _ Percent

Nuber Percent

Tatal
Yes
. No

Don't know

1,0 1000 26 100.0 Lol
%3 90 188 9.8 38 95.8
% 5.5 3 6.8 1 b0

5 0 ! 0.k 1 0.2

9
9l

100.0

3.8
b

TABLE C-24
Student Viens on the Effect of thelr Training in
Hielping Them Find Jobs, by Type of Class

Variable

Overall

_Dverall T Spetial
luber  Percent

Number  Percent

fegular
_ Number  Percent

Total
Yes
Na

Don't know

1,0 100.0 634 100,0
%3 9k 504 9.k
56 5.5 28 5.2

5 05 2 0.

9 100.0
5 93]
Y

} 0.6

arn g

Provided by ERIC

2EE

0]



TABLE €-25

Student Views on the Effect of Their Training
in Helping Then Find Jobs, by Type of Area

N

| —— St o

Nunber Percent _Humber Fercent’

Total o2k 00,0 ih 10,0 7 00,0 121 100.0

Yes %3 9k hgs %.6 ) 34,1 107 8.5
No 5 5.5 18 b2 2 5.1 13 10.7

4
Don't know 5 0.5 ] 0.2 3 0.6 l 0.8

B2

TABLE C-126

Student Views on the Effect of Their Training in
Helping Then Find Jobs, by Geographical Area

__Oerll
Variable ZMWHT%E@L

P Ve
Number Percent Number :Perggﬁﬁ_”m_NumbgrwPEﬁcgnt_~v«NumbEr;'Pergéntf:;""“”

B YR W e s 15 1000

Yes % %ho 19 93.4 19 91.8 7 95 108 93,9
No 5% 55 13 6| 14 1.1 3 b6 b

Don't know 50,5 | 0.5 2

5.2
L0 b0l 0.9

g
L e




TABLE [-2]

Student Views on the Effect of Their Training in
Helping Then Find Jobs, by Charatteristics

lariable

Vs

W

D't ooy

B I e T

Overal |

Sex:
Male
Female

Age:
Under 16
16-17
1819
2-2
Over 24

Educational level:
-~ Gecondary -~

Post-secondary

Race (ethnic
background ) :
Vhite
Black
Hispanic
Al minorities

l,024

512
452

149
465
I3
/I
166

140

629
300
T

100. 0

100.0
100.0

100.0
100.0

V1000

100.0
100.0

100.0

100,0
100.0
100.0
100.0

33

61l
439

|4
43
|64

b7
137

1%
228

562
290
1

9.0

9.6
2]
94,8
oh, 4
9.6

9.0

42,9
5.7
9.3
6.4

5

13

Lac o TR NS T v Nt L o |

10

55

[ T N
- -
Lo L |

- - Py n -

-
ATTEDH D T e e

e W,
[ R e

5

— e TN L

0.5

0.9

0.4
0.6
R
0.6

e Z

o
L



TABLE (-28

Student Plans to Seek Job I Same Areas as Training,
by Type of Progran

W e
| Dverall *;RﬁﬁWT_, Orientation _ Other
Yariable Mamber Per;entfi _Numper Percent ] ﬂumberi___?srcent_" Nunber Percent

Tota] L0 100,0 6 1000 Ly 100,0 97 100,0
Ves BBy L I AT 79,3 14 8,3
No 0k 25 16k 3.2 78 19.5 22 2.7

ot decided ; 0.9 3 0.6 5 1 ] 1.0

LEE

TABLE -2

Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area as Training,
by Type of [lass

el PR e
— Varighle unber Percent

Number __ Egr;éﬁﬁz e Number Percent

Total L0k 100.0 5 1000 ¥ 100.0

Ves nl g 403 J5k 348 71,0

No h 5.8 124 3.2 140 28.6

Not decided 3 0.9 ] 1.3 2 0.4




T . C-30

Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area as
Teaining, by Type of Area

“Total T Ves N Mot Decided _

riable __ Wumber . Percent _ Number  Percent  Number _ Percent  Number  Percent

erall 1,024 100.0 751 73.3 264 25.8 9 0.9
an hay 100.0 332 78.3 88 20.8 4 0.9
urban 79 100.0 I 69.1 146 30.5 2 0.4

-urban 121 100.0 88 72.7 30 2k.8 3 2.5

5]
w
a2
TABLE C-31
Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area as
Training, by Geographic Area

T Teral o VYes  — _Ne “"Not Decided
riable  Number — Percent  MNumber  Percent  Number  Percent  Number  Percent

rall 1,026 100.0 751 3 26k 25.8 : 0.9
theast 213 100.0 143 67.1 70 32.9 - -

f-West 19 100.0 135 69.2 56 28.7 b 2.1
ith 501 100.0 393 78.4 10k 20.8 y 0.8

3 115 100.0 80 69.5 34 29.6 1 0.9
A — = — . e et ——— o 25;}‘




8 mtarems TABLE C’SZ

Student Attitudes Toward Training by Type of Training

i

VSk_iHs T :Géﬁe}al —
___Total ___Training Orfentation o Other
Variable _ Nunber Percent Number Percent Number _ Percent _ Numbeﬁri Per-r:en__t__

Total 4% 100.0 510K 100.0

LA T
Attitude: -
PQSitiVE 3;]]5 76:0 13559 74:' ‘ 1,246 7757 3]0
Negative 34 8.4 200 10,0
Indifferent 03 15.6 3159

t.5
Bk s
2 158 Ig 12,6

TABLE (-33

Student Attitudes Toyard Training by Geographical Area

—

I e T

_ ) T et
Variable __Nunber “Percent Number _Percent

Nunber Percent fumber Percent Nunber Percent
Total 4,096 100,90 852 100.0 780 1000 2,006 100,0
Attitude:

k0 100,0

Posi tive W5 6.0 057 77,1 550 70,5
Negative M 84 1 133 Ll
Indifferent B37 156 108 12.7 150

LSS e
L S N Y
B2 60 o

| ubi
of0 ﬂ |

TET



THBLE =34

Srudent Attitude tovard Training, by Type of Class

lariable

Tl

Sl

~Rewlar___

Number _Percent Nﬁﬁbgr Percent  Nunber

Pereent

Total
Attitude:
Pasitive

Negative
Indi {farent

h,096

Jul 15
34l
b37

100.9

%0

8.4
15.6

| ,960

|41
176
293

100,0

76.1
9.0
14,9

2,136

100.0

76.0
1)
16,1

WILE (-39

Student Attitude Toward Fraining, by Type of Area

ol

Ui

_jfjféﬁEufbaﬁ 7 ;: ”

 Nourban

Nowber _ Percent _ Number _ FLFC&Et  Number ~Percent _

_Mnber _ Percent

Variable

Total

Atti tude:
Positive
Negat ive

fndifferent

h096  100.0

15 60
# B4
637 156

¥

h

bs6 1000

3 B

| IIS 7!D

2 S

];9]6

i

100.0

h.9

239 1L
mo5d

8l

347
4B
%

100,0

I
9.9
18,4

hEE



THBLE 134

Student Plans to Seek Job in Sane Area as Schoo]
Training, by Characteristics

s e
Varisble  Tunber Percent  Number Percent  Nutber Porcent _ Number Percent

Overal | 1,026 100,0 75l 13.3 264 2.8 9 0,9
Sex: | 7 |
Hale o1 100.0 ho? 10.3 162 8.3 b 14
Female I T R S ¥ 26 1 0.2
 hee:
Under 16 s 10,0 0 8.6 7R | N
L N Y 31 0.6 13 28
1819~ 73 100.0 132 76.3 o 23.1

02k oo s gy )
Ner b L LU 1 T ) I e

Pl et — M e

Educational level: _ |
Secondary 1000 5 (A1 I 1+ 2
Post=secandary 20 00,0 175 7.9 6l !

Race (ethnic
background)
Mhite Bme Wy s g 19.] 9 Lk
Black , 00 1850 23 n 6 23.0 .
Hispanic A 00,0 65 8.8 / 12,1

AT minorities B 100.0 M B 0 -

Tt
Halra

SEE



TABLE C-37

Student Attitudes toward Training, by Characteristics

- - o O Attutudes o L
' ~ Total ~ Positive Negative ~ ___Indifferent
iriable - Numper  Percent  Number Percent Number  Percent  Number Percent
tal h,096 100.0 3,115 76.0 344 8.4 637 15.6
X
Male 2,288 100.0 1,698 7h.2 222 9.7 368 16.1
Female 1,808  100.0 1,417 78.4 109 6.0 %9 4.9
je: ’
Under 16 596 10G. 0 L68 78.5 29 b,9 110 18.5
16-17 1,824 100.0 1,375 75.4 145 7.9 308 16.9
18-19 ; 692  100.0 525 75.9 45 6.5 114 16.5
20-24 284 100.0 239 8k,2 14 4.9 28 9.9
Over 24 b6k 100, 0 b2 63.9 55 8.3 71 11.6
ice (ethnic
background) :
White 2,516 100.0 1,873 74.4 241 9.6 ko2 16.0
Black 1,200 100.0 921 76.8 85 7.1 194 16.2
Hispanic 296 100.0 249 84.1 13 b4 3h 11.5
All minarities 1,580 100.0 1,242 78.6 103 6.5 235 14.9
lucational level: :
Secondary 3,136 100. 0 2,347 74.8 266 8.5 523 16.7
Post-secondary 90  100.0 768 80.0 78 8.1 114 11.9

gte

*Combination of four gquestions




