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INTRDDUCTION

BACKGROUND

re the turn of the century, the American poet and literary

critic, James Russell Lowell, wrote: "It was in making education not only

common t a1, but in some sense compulsory on all, that the destiny of the

free reptb1it. s f American was practically settled." A belief in 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, howaver, especially since the early 1960s, men and women with keen

minds and substantial credentials have subjected that belief to severe

scrutiny, Th e charge has been 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. versio f

"aristoc t c") prepared them for participation in the economic and cu tural

enterpri of the "maj ity"; 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 ll, public education has

concentrated on the c llege-bound student, to the detriment of others who were



less academically oriented. As Rupert N. Evans said in a 1971 paper prepared

for the Comnittee on Economic Development: . there are three standard

tracks at the high school level: (I) the college preparatory1 which carries

the primary emphasis; (2) a limited amount of real vocational edu-ation, which

by and large does prepare a selected few for employment; and (3) the general

education track, which lead_ nowhere but has as its function the incareration

of those who have no particular objective."
1

Reacting to criticisms of this type, Congress passed a series of

ts during the 1960s designed to strengthen the public education system,

especially for those students 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

school. Among these acts was the Vocational Education Act of 1963 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 suited 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 performance. Lacking that tie, no effective leverage

existed to entice vocat onal educators from traditional curricula and educa-

tional techniques to those presumed needed in order to serve the target groups

designated by Congress.

1 McMurrin, Sterling M., Functional Education for Disadvan a ed Youth,

mmittee for Economic Develo RaTiL, Research and Policy Committee New York,

71.

10



Consequently, in 1968 Congress amended the Vocat onal Education Act

of 1963. The amendments went far beyond relating approp iations to ivs.

They expanded the definition of vocational educatiQfl and removed some of the

narrowing strictures which had sharply diFferentieted vocational education

from academic education, insisted upon state planning, and sought to strengthien

the federal leadership role. They made innovation a key object ve. Through

nation 1 and state advisory committees with independent staffs, they sought

to bring lay perspective and influence into the adniinistrative world of

vocational education.

Perhaps most important, the 1968 amendments mandated that portions

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 educationa

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, socioetonomic, or other handicaps that pre.--

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 live in areas of high youth

unemployment, are incarerated in corre tional institutions, or for other

innovative programs.

Although the term "disadvan aged" was not used in the act, the 15

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

2Public Law 90-5-76, 90th Congress, H.R. 18366, Part B Section T

(4), (A), p. 9.



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 euphemi m for 'poor people," the presumed beneficiaries of the "war on

poverty." Disadvantaged persons were defined as indi iduals 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 handicapped.3 Since the public schools, through manpower

development and training programs, bore a major responsibility 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 train 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 an tpoverty program merely identified a "target group"; it did not come

to grips with the specific conditions suf ered 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 stud nts, needed to identify the

specific conditions that resulted in school failure.

The 1968 amendments therefore required that individuals, rather than

groua, be identified for special services. This meant, in essence, that

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

3Manpower Administrator, U.S. Department of Labor, Definition of

Term "Disadvantaged Individual," Order No. 1-69, January I 6, 1969.

1 2



7

t rad itional ta get groups, could be diagnosed as di _ dvantaged and were

therefo e e lig ib e -for spe i 1, ind iv i dual i zed educati onal 5ervices. The

act stated clearly that any student who cannot succeed in school as the

result of a cond iti on wh ich coul b (or had the chance to be) corrected by

spec ial educational seri/ ices -- gea red spec if i ca lly to the tuden I's needs

is el igi ble for par ticip t i on in the Part B set-asi de program for the dis

advantaged.

The act also recognized, hcrwever, t hat sutdent s from poor fami lies,

d ivergen t cailtural backg rounds, and students with 1 ang uage problens or who

1 ive in geov-aph ica Hy i sol ated areas are more 1 ike ly to be di sadan taged

than those irom middle c lass r ea I thy backgrounds . Conseueritl1 the act

permitted the designation of -target areas or groups by states and loca 1

education j tin sd ict ions for admi mi trat lye or fund al 1 ()cation Purpos es -

Neve rthe less, once such target a re (or groups) are designated, -the empha

must be on -the iden tificat ion of Individuals who are i n need of, and can

benefit fron, speci al educationa 1 servi

Thus the in tent of the P arc B di sad antaged se t-aside and Part A

Sect i on 102 (b) pray is ions of the Vocational EducatI on Act amendments of 1963

was to p rov ide new vocat ional edijcation pro rams , or i rnprove eIStifl9 program,

for certain st udents who presumably were not being vel I served pr ior to the

passage of the act. By in tinig or the ld ntlf ica Cori of 5tudents "who

have academic, sod oeconomi c, or otter hand icap ' on a individual b s is

sought to correct one of the great nis concept i Ons of earl ler anti poverty

lat ion ; t hat i 5, that the so-call ed isadvantagedl aro a mono] Ithic

group wh se probl ems can be solved by the initiation of generalized programs

net necessa ru y rel ated to the spec if c problems faced by individual s within

the target gr p. 13



yea r

The 1968 amendments have now !Deem I n operatIon si iice 1 70 . In fisca 1

-575, a tete I of $97 ,032,Z37 En -federal funds as expended for the di s-

advant aged under both Parts A and S of th act, and 1,74Z ,0Z6 studen ts mere

enrell ed In the p-rogranm. The majority of the funds carne from the Pa rt B

set -as Ide ($7Z ,92_6,489); the br eakdowri of enrollment of d Isadv.ant aged 5 tudents

under Parts A and B he act is not avai I able. In June 1975 the 0 f ice

Hann ing Budgiet ing and Eval uat ion oF the U.5 Offi ce cf Education con

tr ct d vq1tti Olympus it search Centers (ORC) to perform a navlonwi Ale assess-

rnent of the progra "Th s report surninar- lzes the flndB ngs and con 41 usi Cons

f the OFIC assessment.

PURPOSE CF HE A_ SE BM ENT

-the purposes of the assessnent, as speci -fled by the U. 0Offic.of

Education, mere as lol lows:

-(1) To pr ide i nforrnatiom about flow the states set rx rip titles. and

allocate funds for vocational edLcatIopl services nd programs

for ell adantaged students

(2) To Iderti fy and anal yie the vari elm po licles, deo is -ens, or

stratesies within the communl ty set tins, such as -coordination

of resources for the disadvantaged, sptci al ieIs lat ion, vlanni

which directly or Ind irect ly imct on the quality and effectiv

nes s o f vocatIonal education proraIs for d i sadvatta ged students

(in te rms of lc; ual ity and t rai nins oppo rtuni ties. Ins truct ron

serwices aval I able, job plecernent, and so forth)

(3 ) lo per form an assessment of a variety f secondary and post-

seccndary projects for the di sad-Yan a d IncILdi ng intervievqs

vitt) s amples of students arid emp loyers part rcl pat ing in tine

projec ts, and a sampl e of temp loyers no t Fart! c ipa flog

14



9

To identify and analyze existing constraints or limitations in

carry ng out the various vocational education programs for

disadvantaged students including constraints internal to the

program, and external constraints

To identify the extent to which work experience components are

present in programs for the disadvantaged, the quality of work

stations, and the necessary conditions under which expansion

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 dis dvantaged, and cohort groups of students

and employers 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 Pohort group

of nonparticipating students Students participating in vocattional education

programs for the disadvantaged were identified or judged as disadvantaged.

This was not true of students enrolled in reeular vocational education

classes. Privacy laws precluded the identification of disadvantaged students

who were not enrolled in Part B or Section 102(b) prourams. There was no

way, therefore, to identify "disadvantaged students" who were not enrolled

in Part B and Section 102(b) projects. Thus, the interviews with a cohort

sample of disadvantaged students not participating in Part B and Section

IO2(b). projects for the disadv ntaged had to be dropped.



ORC's methodology for selecting the state, corrmnity, proj c and

interview samples, and performing the field work1 are described below.

Conrrito'ectSamies
During the design phase of the assessment, the term " 0 unity" w-

defin d as the local education juri di tion in whIch a sample project was

locat d. Thus before communities could be identified, the project sample

had to be selected. The approach adopted for the selection of all three

samples was as follows.

(1) Localities. The 48 Contiguous states were divided into standard

metropolitan statistical area SAY and non-SMSA counties, or

"localities":

All counties ithin a single SMSA were considered a single

locality.

(b) All non-SMSA counties with populations of 50,00o or nore

we e considered single localities.

Non-SMSA counties with populations of less than 50,000

grouped with other such counties to form single

localities.

(2) Stratification of localities: The 1-c-llties were stratified

by census region and "level of need" from high to low. The

term "level of need" referred to the percentag f 50c10-

.

economically disadvantaged individuals residing in

localities, and was dete nined by the following:
!

(a) Percentages of mino it es.

(b) Dependency rates.

(c) Median household income.

16
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Select ion of states and localities in tandem: A sample of fifty

1 calities was selected with probability proportionate to the

of the est'uated disadvantaged enrollment; the states in

which tne fifty 1 calities were located (23) became the state

sample. The estimated disadvantaged enrollment in these

localities and 23 states was 21 percent of the disadvantage4

enrollment in the 48 sta

(4 ) Identification : During the co rse of the state-

level assessment, all Part B set-aside and Section 10Z(b) pro-

jects existing in the fifty localities we e identified and

recorded on project identifica ion Forms A t tal of 1.046

project identification forms was completed, 90 percent in

SMSAs and 10 percent in r n-ShSAs.

Selection of prqj cts: A total of ninety projects, or B percent

of the universe, wos then sel cted randomly:

(a) Two projects w re selected from ea h SMSA locality.

(b) One project was selected from each non-SMSA local ity.

(5)

Pos stratification

post-s.tratified as follows:

Secondary:

Skills training:

a. Work education_

b. Non-work education.

Z. Other.

(b ) P st-secondary (same as above).

The projects selected were checked against the actual distribu-

tion in the universe ..as a whole, and where cells were out of

line, subst tutions were made.

The ninety proj cts were then

17
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(7) Went 'icatjon of conirnunitles: .Once the final select _n of pro-

ts had been made, the school dist icts in which the projects

were located were identified as coninunities, " and thus con-

stituted the "community sample."

Final sampla: The composition of the f n 1 sample was as

follows:

(a) States -- 23.

(b) Coniiunities 77.

1. Local education agen LEAs 55.

2. Community college distrIcts -- 22.

4
Proiect 84.

1. Secondary -- 62.

2. Post-secondary 22.

A more detailed description of the sampling plan is contained in

Appendix A; and lists of the states, conirminitles, and projects selected are

contained in Appendix B.

Student Interviews

Students were intervle,ed who were participating in a subsample of

proj cts that ere located in states where the percentages of work education

programs were high. This was necessary for two asons:

1) The employ r interviews were also to take place in the states

whene the student interviews were conducted. Since the

participat ng employers were to be those who were providing

work stations for wc k educa ion students, the number of work

Due to refusals to participate, nonexistence of projects, and discovery

that several projects selected were not funded out of Part B set-asIde.or

Section 102(b) funds, six projects were lost to the sample.
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education projects had to be sufficiently high to yield n ar y a

hundred'intervie

One cf the major objectives of the study was to assess the extent

to which disadvantaged students were enrolled in work education

projects, and the quality of prog ams in which they were enrolled-

Participating student attitudes toward their work education

projects would be an impo tent component of this assessment.

Thus, fort), projects located in thirteen states were selected for

the student interview phase of the progra . The aim was to obtain a thousrd

student interviews; the actual number obtained was 1,024. A H t of the

projects and states in which the student interviews were conducted is con-

tained in Appendix B.

er I nterviews

The project directors of work education programs located in the states

the student interviews were conducted were asked to list the names,

sses and telephone numbers of all employers Part1cipating in the

prog ams. They were also asked to supply the names, addresses, and phone

numbers of nonparticipating employers whose places of business were located

in the sarre areas as the participants and who closely matched the participants

by number of mmployees and types of busines es. From these lists, the attelTipt

was made to select a hundred participating and fifty nonparticipating employers.

The actual number of participating employer interviewed obtained was

the corresponding figure for nonparticipants was 40.

Fie d ASSes s ents

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

project. Each is discussed in sequence below.

I fi



evel Assessment

The ate-level assessment was designed to fu1fi ll objective 1 of the

study: to provide information about how the states set priorities and

allocate funds for vocational education programs and services for dis-

advantaged students. Interviews were conducted with 23 state diractorq oF

vocational education and 23 stet supervisors in charge of Part 6 sat:, Ade

and Section 102(b) prog ams for the disadvantaged. The state director of

vocational education interview schedule was designed to probe for overall

state policy regarding the administration of vocational education programs

for the disadvantaged. The state program supervisor Interview schedule was

designed to obtain specific information (as opposed to overall policy)

state-level administration of vocational educati n programs for the disad-

vantaged. The latter schedule covered seven general areas of program

administration: (1) organization, 2) deternining the universe of need,

3) establishing priorities and allocating resources, 4) state-i cal

ralat nships, () monitoring and evaluation, (6) personnel practices, and

(7) coordinative linkages.

Community-Level Assessment

The purpose of the community-level assessment was to fulfill objective

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

and strategies within the community setting for planning and ad istering

vocational educatioo programs for the disadvantaged, and for coordinating

such programs with other programs fo the disadvantaged. interviews

conducted with the f Hawing: clialrmen or members of boards of education

or regents, superintendents of schools or wiamunity college presidents, and

local education actency or community college officers in charge of either

vocational education or, more specifically, vocational education programs

for the di advantaged.

Ui

2 0



15

Fitent
The project-level assessment was designed to fulfill obje tive 3

the study: to identify, analyze, and compare the designs of vocational

education programs serving disadvantaged students. With respect to each of

the 84 projects visited, the following was explored: (1 ) project organiza-

tion and administration, (2) purposes of the project, (3) assessment and

selection of students, (4) curricula and educational techniques, (5)

counseling and supportive services, and (6) coordination with nonschool

agencies. The attempt was made to fill out a data c llection form for each

of the proje (level of education, type cf education, type of class,

characteristics of enrollees, funding, placement and folio up information,

and so on), and where formal agreements between the -chools and other

agencies were in effect, representatives of the ncnschol agencies were

interviewed.

Respondents at all levels were que led regarding program constraints

and the efficiency of initiating work education Programs for disadvantaged

students.

'ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The report is organized in o four chapters. Chapter 1 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 II presents a national overview of pr

gramming for the disadvanta ed, a discuss ion of policy at the state and

local levels, personnel and administrative t chniques, the allocation of

resources at the community level, and constraints and recommendations.

Chapter ill discusses the types of programs funded for disadvantaged students,
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including a statistical overc,iaw of the project sample. Chapter IV, which is

also publish-d separately, surruuarizes the findings and conclusions of the

study, and recommendations d on the study results are outlined.

GLOSSAJW OF TERMS

Although the terms listed below are defined in various sections of

the text, in order that the reader may have a cannon reference point for

definitions of key terms used throughout the report, a glossary of major

terms is provided in this section.

1) State saripa: The 23 states In which the state level assessment

was performed.

Ealliality_mels: The 77 local school districts in which the

ommunity level asesnent was performed; 55 were secondary-

level school dist icts and 22 were community college distric

frojsctLilaels_mels: The 84 projects, located in 66 high

schools and 22 community colleges, visit d in connection with

the study.

Work educe n: The generic tern used to describe all school-

supervised programs which alternate cla5sroom instruction with

on-the-job training. The various kinds of work education

programs referred to in the repo t are as follow

) C2aEsrttly,t_tclia: Progrms of vocational education,

under the direction of a single "coordinator," for persons

who receive instruc ion through jointly planned and

supervised agreements between schools and enployers,

alternating classroom instruction with on-the-job training.

22
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(b) Work experience: _Prograrns 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.

(5) or1d of work instruction: Generalized instruction relating to

t .e j b search (including the drafting of re'SumeS, correct

terview behavior, and so on); the responsibilities of employees

award employers and vice versa; and grooming, attitudes,

s-fety on the j-b and other such topics. Students in world-of-

rk .classes are often required to draft educational and

upational goals and provide evidence (in riting) that they

are progressing toward meeting their stated goals.

'(6)

( 7)

vocational trainifig: Courses designed to aid -udents to

explore their vocational skills, aptitudes, and interests

Students are exposed to a variety of occupational framing and

are tested on their apt tudes. Students who c. mplete prevoca-

tl, nal courses generally (but not always) are referred to skills

training programs.

dia edu-ation: Programs to improve the basIc e ucation

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

who cannot succeed in regular vocational education courses

ause of deficiencies in the e skills.

( Cnipietion rate; The percentage of students enrolled in voca-

tional education programs who remain in the programs until their

completion.

c$' lace--nt The percenta-e of students who complete voca-

tion 1 education programs and are placed in jobs following

tineir graduation from high school.

2 3
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UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS

A successful as$essment of the disadvantaged provisions of the

Vocational Education:Act amendments of 1968 would provide answers to two

ba ic questions, which in turn would determine whether the intent of the

legislation is being carried out:

A e students who (prior to 1968 ) ould have been excluded from

enrollment in vocational eduCat -n programs, or would have

been denied the special educati nal services they needed to

succeed in school, now being enrolled in such programs

receiving appropriate supportive educational services?

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 questions appear at first glance to be simple and,straight-

forward, but actually are-fraught Wth ambiguity, dpe partially to the

nebulosity of the term "disadvantaged" and partially to the broad manda

provided to the schoolS by Congress und- the disadvantaged provisions o

the 1968 amendments. The degree to which the questions posed above can be

answered depends upon tte following assumptions, not one of which proved,to

be universally understood or actepted by state, local, and school personnel:

(I) Vocation 1 educators agree that prior to 1968 disadvantaged

students either were not enrolled in vocational education

programs, or if they were enrolled, were not being provided

with the kinds of servicea they needed to succeed.

(2) With respect to vocational educators -:ho agree that disadvantaged

students were not served adequately prior to 1968, there Is a

2 4
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common understanding of the character tic- (for identification)

purposes) or disadvantaged students,, or a common understanding

of the meaning_ of the term "dis dvantaged."

A- -ssment techniques exist or can be dev- oped whereby the

conditions which result in school failure can be identified

on an individual basis.

(4) Educational treatments exist or can be developed wIlich can be

applied to students suffering from the above conditions on an

individual bas s.

A body of data exists or can be developed which facilitates

state and local planning for the disadvantaged, the establish ent

f priorities, and the allociation 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

of services, including remedial education, counseling, prevoca-,

tional training, world-of-work trainingA work education, and s*

forth),

It is significant to note that although the issues embodied in the

abov -listed assumptions were explored with state, lOcal, and school admin-

istrative and program personnel, the assumptions themselves were not artTculate4

until after the fieldwork had been completed. It ws in attempting to analyze

the data that the need arose to identify assumptions upon which the dis-

advantaged provisions of the 1968 amendments were Pased. The problem was

(5)

that answers by st te, local, and school personnel to questions regarding

the mean ng -f the term "disadvantaged," policy, individual assessment, and



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, administraive, and program issues.

If- for example_ school personnel could not deScribe 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 la 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 accomplished.

lf, 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 legislati n and administration of the program were

never adequately proved or tested.

Thus throughout the body of the report, references will be made to

the assumpti ns outlined above. By do ng 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



CHAPTER I

THE MEANING OF DISADVANTAGED

Webster's Seventh New CollegiAte_Dic_ionary 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 t_ the mid-1960s, the word "disadvantaged" was not necessarily

related to specific targe:t groups, such as the poor or racial minorities;

it 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" "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 conductor, or members of a

minority group who suffer from prejudicial discrimination.

Although nothing has occurred to alter Webster's definitiori 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 dictionaries, 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 legislative 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 Identif ed (e.g., minorities, youth, older workers, handicapped),

the disadvantaged were defined first and foremost as 'poor" people.

5
Language contained in the vocational education amendments of 1968

allows for a broader interpretation of the term "disadvantaged." Disadvan-

taged persons may be defined as individuals with "academic, socioeconomic,

or other handicaps1- which prevent them from succeeding in regular vocational

education programs. Thus all, students identified as in some way educationally

handicapped were eli ible 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

i_ndiv,dua_ls, rather than voups, be identified:for special services. On the

other hand, the act permits the de Ignation 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

102(b, ) vocational education programs for the disadvantaged may choose from a

5The 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 . .

2 8



23

number of alternatives inestablishing 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 application of a combination of socioeconomic, academic,

or other cr teria

Program administrators may ,also designate target areas or groups for

planning and fund allocation purposes but this provision is not mandatory.

The one mandatory provision of the 1968 amendments pertaining to programs

for the disadvantaged is that individuals rather than groups be identified

for special services.

It is obvious that with so many alternatives availab e to administrators,

the nature of programs could vary widely from state to state and, in the

absence of definitive state guidelines, rrom 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 disadvantageliby state and local administrators are acceptable to

Congress. With these fac or- in mind, the attempt was made to determine

the following:

How state and local administrators define the term "disadvantaged"

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

administrators

The various types of individual assessments performed of

students enrolled in vocational education programs for the

disadvantaged
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The findings are discus ed below.

State Level

interviews with state directors of vocational education and their

subordinates in charge of disadvantaged programming covered the following:

problems involved in defining the term "disadvantaged" and identifying

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

to local education Jurisdictions with respect to identifying disadvantaged

students the designation of target areas, and the performance of individual

assessments of students iden ified as disadvantaged; and (3) state efforts

at determining whether local education Jurisdictions comply with state guide-

lines. Each of these subjects is discussed below.

P obIems jn _Def in i ng Disadvanta-ed

Vocational education administrators in eight -J 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

identificat_on of students on an individual basis and the designation of

target areas or groups; (2 ) the existence of allegedly conflicting definitions

of "disadvantaged" contained in laws other than the Vocational Educat on 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 term "disadvantaged"

cited two or more of these reasons.

individual_versus_2g_oup. This argument takes many forms. pne respon-

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

e ther treated lightly or ignored, and if individual a_ essments are

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

allowing local education jurisdictions to ignore socioeconomic crit-

3 0
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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 bel.

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 hwe an easy time in school."

Conflicting definitions. Ten respondents, including several who said

they had no problems with the definition of disadvantaged contained in the

act, cited the various definitions or target group designations c n ained

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 administrator "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 p ograms."

Student label irja. 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 need

category. One administrator recommended that the disadvantaged set-aside

be discontinued, but that states be charged with the responsibility of

serv ng the disadvan ged. '
Underlying these comments is a growing

reluctance at all administrative levels to "label" students. This reluct nce

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.

31
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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 loo ely labeled the disadvantaged were being releaated to a "third

t ack" and, as a result, were being denied the opportunity to be enrolled

in "quali y" vocational education programs. The disadvantaged set-aside

provisions of the Vocational Education Act 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 disadvantaged 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 _f the directors of vocatIonal education

interviewed responded that the 1968 amendments had resulted in programs for

the disadvantaged that otherwise would riat have occurred. The question 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 wo id have

been rejected for en oliment 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 enrolled and succeeded in vocation i 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 pri r ty funding. The

3 2
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vast majority of students in need of special services resides in these areas

the students are members of these groups. For example, Congress might be

justified in providing a program for al)_ students throughotilt 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 socioeconomically deprived areas or

groups are ignor-d, these programs in effect would embrace all students with

individually identified 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 educe ional handicaps, uniessqhe 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 "t-eatments" 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 in

poverty areas or who are members of groups, racial or otherwise, that have

higb percentages of disadvantaged students in their ranks. This is not always

the case at the present time. Of 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.



State Guidelines

State administrators were asked whether guidelines relating to the

ident fication of disadvantaged students, the performance :f individual

assessments, and the designation of target areas were issued by the 23 sample

states. The overall impression received by researchers :as 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.S. Office of Education6 were

accepted by the states, reproduced on state stationary, and distAbuted to

local education jurisdictions. Nevertheless, differences in program emphases

d d occur between states and between communities within states. These are

discussed below.

Identifying .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

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

state::

Students who are behind one or more grades in academic

achievement

U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Bureau.of Adult
Vocational and Technical Education, Sug ested Utilization of Resources and
Guide for Ex enditures (Washington, b.C.: National Center for EducatiOnal

Statistics, June 1972
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Students who reside in designated tatget areas usually high

youth unemployment areas, big cities, Title I areas, and areas

of rural poverty)

Most states delegate to local education jurisdictions the application

of specific criteria for the identification of the-Aisadvantaged. Thus the

criteria ac ually applied at the local level often differ from one community

t_ 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:Aesigned for students who are two or more grade levels below

their peers. In both states, h- ever, students enrolled in CVAE p-ograms

are drawn from 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 tar et area also includes geographically isolated counties.

In New York State, socioeconomic criteria are not used in identifying

secondary-level disadvantaged students, but the vast majority of Part B set-

aside and Section 102(b) funds is allocated to big cities (where most

students with socioeconomic handicaps reside). On the 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 school.

Individual assessments. Respondents in six of the 23 states said

that guidelines related to individual assessments of students are pot issued-

35
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by their states. One director of vo ctional education said that because his

entire state was designated as a dePressed area, all of its students were

eligible for di- dvantaged programming. This at itude typifies the confusion

that exists in most states between the id ntification of students on an

individual basis and the designation of target areas where the majority

of disadvantaged students is apt to reside). When respondents complain

about allegedly conflic ing definitions of the term "disadvantaged" contained

in various education legislation, theY are likew ise confusing the definition

f "disadvantaged" with the designation of target

would prefer that all students residing in de

areas'. Mostadminist ators

gnated target areas be eligible

for enrollment in programs for the disadvantaged -- with or without individual

assessments.

Although respondents in se venteen states said that guidelines for the

performance of individual assessments -re issued to local education juris-

dictions, further questioning revealed that in most instances they were

referring to the same guidelines 1 ued reg arding the identification of

disadvantaged students. The types of individual assessments required, they

believe, are implicit in the disad vantaged identification. guidelines.

Tar et areas. Respondents in five states said that guidelines for

the designation of target areas or groups are not issued by their states.

Respondents in the remaining states either use USOE guidelines or single out

for special priority Title 1 areas, inner cities, geographically isolated

rural ares, and students who qualifY for free lunch affadavits, among others.

Target areas are designated 1n some states by the methods used to

fund local education agencies or schools. For example, in Arizona, communities

designated as Title 1 areas are assigned priority fo= disadvantaged funding.

In Connecticut, communities with the low -t 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 which high

percentages of minor ities 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. For

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 credit hours disadvantaged students are enrolled in

regular classes.

Most of the remaining states allocate funds on a project-by-project

basis, schools submit proposals to the state, and projects are funded

on the quality of the proposals. Although special consideration may be given

t_ proposals for projects in socioeconomically 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 s- te level to the

act's requirement that individuals, rather than groups, be identified for

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) re erring 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

character; tics have been enrolled in the programs without much considera on
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as to whether the services available from the programs meet the specific needs

of individuals within the g oups. The requirement that individuals rather

than groups be identified is an attempt to correct this deficiency. Yet

there appears to be little understanding of this concept at the state level.

"Individual assessment" merely means determining whether students mee

established criteria for enrollment in programs for the disadvantaged. The

result is that the concept of individual assessment intended by the act is

not well understood at the local level.

Com ijapce wi.th_StateGuide.lines

Considering that the guidelines issued by most states are extremely

broad and that only one program officer is assigned responsibility for dis-

advantaged programming, is not surp-ising that state efforts to monitor

and evaluate vocational education program for the disadvantaged are at

best cursory and at worst nonexistent. Other than the review of poposals,

particularly budgets, little monitoring and evaluation of Part 8 set-aside

and Section 102(b) Programs is performed in most states. It should be noted,

of course, that follow-up surveys of participants in all vocational educat on

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 dire:tors interviewed in conjunction with the project

level assessment 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(0 funds were being used properly. However, in reviewing the reasons why



project directors did not view their students as disadvantaged it became

clear that the responses were mo e an indication of the confusion that exists

from the national to the school levels as to what the term "disadvantaged"

actually means then they were an indication that students without educational

handicaps were being enrolled in Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) programs.

What the project directors were saying is _hat the students often did not fit

the project directors owfi concepts of the term "disadvantaged." For

example, the students may not have been poor, have been members of minori y

groups, or have had behavioral problems. Nevertheless, when 44 out of 84

directors of special projects for disadvantaged students say that their

students are pot 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 commun ty 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 acquainted with the act'-

provisions, and superintendents of schools (and community college pres,iden s

for the most part -ere not knowledgeable about administrat on of the progra-

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:

(i) Dropouts or potential dropouts: four program officers

(2) Schools develop own criteria: four program officers

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

(4) Students who qualify for free lunch a- adav ts: three program

officers

3 9



34

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 "regulae' 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.

Enr llment in Disadvantased Pr

The most common criterion used by secondary school personnel in

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 local 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 of a primarily black junior college complained that the

definition of disadvantaged has been "watered down . . We all know what

disadvantaged means," he said, "it 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 as 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 definind the disadvantaged 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 disadvantaged, based on specific

criteria for the identificat on of disadvantaged students and individual

assessment of students either eligible or potentially eligible for such

services. The -ajor reason cited by both state and local NiOcational educa-

tion administrators. for this "lack" is that Part B set-aside and Section 102(b)

funds contribute such a small portion of overall state and local education

jurisdiction budgets that very little ti e 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.

4'
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The program appears to reflect what usually happens when the

deliveTers of a service do not understand or recognize the need for programs

mandated by the Congress. Although it is t ue that the disadvantaged pro-

visions of the 1968 amendments are nonspecific, it is also true that most

legisla ion directed toward the solution of social problems is general in

nature. Too much specification causes rigidity of administration, with all

its accompanying inequities. Congre-s, 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

p rcentage of public school students was being "baby sat" in a general track

maintained for students with no objectives and little motivation. They

claimed that the vocational education system should reach out to these

students and enroll them in innovative courses which would provide them

with occupational objectives, increase thei

for stable and satisfying jobs.

Vocational educators, for their part, neither supported or opposed

the amendments 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 academiects and, prtor, to

1963, the system was underfinanced and more or less forgotten in the wake of

the post-Sputnik frenzy to develop scientis 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 t- bear the overriding responsibility _or

solving the educational problems of the disadvantaged.

motivation, and prepare them
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The resentment of vocational educators was exace b ted by the fact

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

of : udents who were b-ing ejected," and were not taking into account the

vast expansion in vocational education that had.taken place 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 fi- the disadvantaged set-aside provisions of the 19613

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 particular target group. In addition, socioeconomic criteria

were often ignored in the identification of disadvantaged students, in

part because educators are only vaguely aware of the effects of socio-

economic states on school learning. Where this oCcurred, the result was

that all studen s with academic handicaps, regardless of whether they were

members of poor families or of minority groups, became eligible for enroll-

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 in Tarl B set-aside and Section

102(b) projects. The question as to whether prog ams 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.

"L ttle attention is paid to the effects of socioeconomic status in

affecting intelligence adversley through poor nutrition and through a lack

of stimulating early childhood education. Similarly, little 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.

"If 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 serious teacher 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 implemented. 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 handicapped. The disadvantaged often do

not enroll by choice (because of unrealistic expectations or because they

have not learned how to choose), but most frequently they limp along,

getting far less out of vocational education than they could if they had

special services."

These findings have serious repercussions for the enti e prog am

and will be addressed in the study's recommendations contained in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER II

POLICY AND AD INISTRATION

Chapter I
explored state and local policy regarding the definition

of disadvantaged student, _he designation of target areas or groups, and

individual assessment of students identified as disadvantaged. In this

chapter, the following subjects 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 t-aside funds, coordination with other state and

local agencies, and other policy issues; (3) administration and planning;

(4) constraints and opportunities as seen by state and local administrative

and program personnel; and (5) an overview of national statisticS pertaining

to the disadvantaged provisions of the Vocational Educatron Act amendments

of 1568.

ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES -- COMMUNITY LEVEL

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

local education jurisdictions (55 secondary and 22 post-secondary) or

39
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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(h ) funds (not just those funds used to

finance the sample projects) which were received by the communit es during

school year 1974-75. The goal was to display, by budget line item and type

of program, how the money was being used at the community level.

Fourteen local education agencies (out of 55) and seven community

college districts (o t 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 conmunities where the information was available, in all but

a few cases 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 Resources -- Budget Line Items

Table show- how funds were allocated by 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 sta

are personnel ho do not work directly with students; e.g., administrative,

clerical, and maintenance staff. The major item included in the "other"
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TABLE 2=1

Allocation of Part B Set-Aside and Section 102(b) Funds by

Budget Line Items -- 41 Local Equcation Alencies and

Fifteen Community College Districts

Line I AI

Noncontact staff

Contact staff

Equipment

Facilities

Transportation

Travel

Other

Seconda ost-seoondaTy Level

Percent Percent

Amount of Total Amount of Tote

$ 57,953

2,673 055

45,950

9,987

9,213

36,120

411,159 13

77

7_

W.=

Total Part B and

Section 102(b) Funds $3,443,077 100

$ 16,216

476,309

49,247

14,357

13,800

6,259 2

1807 7

3

77

8

$619,995 100

47
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category is "indirect cos s," which refer to such overhead items as auditing,

rent, the use of reproduction machines and so f rth. Because it was not

possible to ascertain the exact meaning of "indi ect costs," they were

listed as "other."

The evidence shows that the va-t majority of Part B set-asi e 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 noncontact personnel. However, at the secondary level,

approximately 13 percent of the funds were used for "oth_r" (presumably

administrative) costs; the corresponding figure at the post-secondary level

was only 7 percent.

Allocation of Re -urces -- Type. of ProgImi

One of the major issues which arose du ing the course of the assess-

ment was whether congressionally Mandated funds for the disadvantaged should

b_ used solely for skills training or for the provision of other services

as well. The definition of vocational education contained in the 1968 act

in part, as folio s:

. .
vocational or technical trainipg or retraining, which

i.-is-given 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 aimful em.lo -m- ---_ semiskilled

or -k' led workers or technicians or sub rofessional
recognized occu ations. Emphasis added.

This language indicates that vocational education for the disadvan-

taged means i_kilis training" as a part of training for 'gainful employment"

in skilled, semiskilled, or technical positions. Of course, the act does not

rule out supportive educational serv ces, such as remedial education

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 enrollm2aLLI_ALLLI_Lailiag_anmEnl.

With this in mind, we attempted to ascertain the types of programs

(skills or nonskills train ng) funded at the community level. Skills training

was defined as training in either specifi carpenter or machinist) or

general (e.g., building trades or machine trades ) occupational areas.

Nonskills training was defined as follows:

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

t sted on their aptitudes.

(2 ) Remedial educaon: 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.

World-o -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 b y 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. educat on projects which

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

training course.

Figure 2.1 shows the results of this exercise by educational level (secondary

and post-secondary).

4 9
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Secondary
(36 out of 55 sample

communities)

All programs,
10,150 enrollment

World of work
50%

Prevocational
2%

Remedial
education

17%

Skills
Training

31%

Skills training,
3,093 enrollment

Business and
office

occupations
36%

All others
27%

Diversified
cooperative
programsn

( 25%1)c
-p

Qo

Post-secondary
(17 out of 22 sample

communities)

All programs,
5,816 enrollment

Skills training
44%

Bernedial
education

33%

World
of work

1,47/0

Skills training,
3,250 enrollment

Business and
office o7 c

3
c u

0
PatiOne

NOTE: Does not include one pre-vocational_ seconder,' Program in
Philadelphia which enr011ed 19,000 students.

FIGURE 2.t Allocation of ResourceS by Type Of PrograM, SeCondar! and
Post-secondary 5Cho01year 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 receiv ng 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 be reduced

to 52 percent. Half of the secondary-level students were enrolled in world-

of-work programs; only 2 percent were enrolled in prevocat onal programs
7

Of those enrolled in skills training programs (excluding those

enrolled in remedial education programs about which skills training 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-secon_dery Level

Of the post-secondary students, 44 percent-were enrolled in skills

training programs. Of these, 73 percent were in the business and office

occupations area. If the 33 percent enrolled in remedial education programs

were also receiving skills training, the percentage of 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 prevooational (9 percent) programs.

7These figures exclude one prevocational program in Phi adelphia

which enrolled 19,000 students.
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Comments

lt would appear that the majority of Part B set-aside and Section

102(b) 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

assu -sci that remedial programs are integrated with skills training programs

an assumption that cannot_ be 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 en oiled in three occupational 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 def nit- course or method of action

selected from among alternat ves and in the light of given conditions to

guide and determine present and future deci ons." 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

flexibi.lity 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

prehensive policy statement obtained was the Suggested Utilization of

-

Resources and Guide for rx enditures (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 syst:- for

disadvantaged students. However, as its name implies the document is merely

suggestive and was meant to be an aid to state education agencies informu-

lating policies which are directly related to conditions which exist in the

various states. It 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.

Of course, state plans do contain some statements of policy, but

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

appeared that very little cons'deration had been g_ven by state and community

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 I), 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 level,

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 progrmn, 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. Al h ugh

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 section of this chapter, very little planning in any real

sense of the word.

The following subjects are discussed in the subsections which follow:

(1) The "mainstreaming" of dsadvantaged students

(2) Work education 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 the disadvantaged.and matching of

federal-state funds by local education jurisdictions

(7) Extent of participation by boards of education or boards of

regents

(8) Opinions regarding the following:

(-) Ease or difficulty in obtaining Part B set-aside and

Section 102(b) funds for the disadvantaged

(b) The "seed money" concept

( ) The earmarking of funds in general and

The effect of revenue-sharing programs on vocational

education in general and vocational educe ion programs

for the disadvantaged in particular

51
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It should be emphasized that because of the abse ce of written policy

on mosL of these matters, the Findings cannot be considertd anything nore

significant than summarizations of respondent opinions.

Mainstreamin Disadvan _Alden

"Mainstreaming" is the tern used to describ- the Integra i_n of

disadvantaged students into regular vocational education classes. The

objective of mainstreaming is to place disadvtntaged students in a natural

atmosphere where they can benefit fr contact with studemts with fw

educational handicaps, and M., re the stigma of being placed in a "spe_lel"

situation (or lower track ) can be a oided. Theoretically, disadvantaged

students placed in regular classes are provided with speclal services to

_help them overcome whatever- coniditions - cause -themto fail 4n,school,--Poti y-

makers and administrators at all 1 vels were asked whether poi ides existed

regarding the mainstreaming _f disadvant ged students into regular class

About half the state vocational education direttors said that they

preferred "regular" cl_ ses, or the integration of disadvantaged students

with regular students, two favored "special" classes, or classes composed

solely of disadvantaged students, si x s id that both types of olass,es w re

legitimate, depending on the characteristics of the students identified;

and four had no opinion.

State program superviso 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 progran

supervisors said that projects for the di advantaged would not be funded

unless they were s-ecial.

Half the community administrators interviewed said that they fa ored

regular classes, 38 percent special, and the remainder indi ated that both

types of clas es ere funded.
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With the exception of four states, where there appeared to be

definite (though unwritten) policies with rega d to the mainstreaming

students (two against and two for) , it did not appear that a great deal of

consideration had been given to the issue. Whether classes were special

or regular was left to the initiators of projects in the schools.

Advocates of spe "al 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 7 the disadvantaged

are separated. Others indicated that disadvantaged students needed special

attention attention that they could not receive in regular classes.

ork Education

While most states did not have written policies regarding work educe-

tion programs specifically for the disadvantaged, they did have written

poi' regarding cooperative education and other kinds of work education

programs for all students. Presumably these policies also applied to work

education programs funded under the Part B set-aside and Section 102(b)

provisi n of the 1968 act. In addition, administrators In seven states

said that disadvantaged students were given priority for enrollment in work

education programs funded under the Part G (cooperati 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) provisions 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 disadvantag d were not enrolled in work education programs.
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Only three respondents (out of 22) at the post-secondary level sald

that work education programs, or components, Nere funded with Pa t 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 wi h their basic

ants for vocational education, requires matching by the states or their

local conimunities This requirement does not apply specifically to the 15

percent disadvantaged set-aside; rather it applies to the entire Part B

grant. Part A, Section 102(b), on the other hand provides 100 percent

federal financing-for students defined-as disadvantaged. Although the_act

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 demons ration purposes, or for additional pr g ams in

areas of high need. With these factors in mind, state-level administrators

ere asked whether policy existed for the use of Section 102(6) funds, or

whether the use of these funds differed in any way from the u e of Part B

set-aside funds for the disadvantaged.

Thirteen of the state program supervisors responded that Section 1 2 (b)

funds were combined with Part B set-aside funds and distributed to schools

or local education jurisdictions according to th_ various funding procedures

existing in the -tates; in other words, the 640 sets of funds were used for

identical purposes. The remaining ten administrators said that Section 102(b)

funds were reserved for the following:

(I) The fu ding of vocational educati n programs in correctional

in- itutions (two states);

7



(Z) The funding of remedial education programs;

(3) The funding of projects in "satellite areas";

(4) The funding of experimental and demonstration projects in overall

local education jurisdictions (four states);

(5) The funding of additional vocational education programs in

large cities and

( ) The funding of the projects in Skills Cen ers.

Coordination with Other A encies

Part B, Section 123(a) of the 1968 amendments provides that in the

development of vocati nal education p °grams and activities "there may be

. cooperative arrangements with other agencies, organizations, and

institution ncerned with rnanpower need and job-opporbuTitie uch as

institutions of higher education, and model city, business, labor, and com-

munity action organizations . _1' Respondents at both the state and

community levels were asked whether formal agreements had been reached with

such agencies, or with other divisions within s ate 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 corrmunity levels indicated that

formal agr ts d d not exist, but that students were ofte referred to

outside agencies on an informal basis. Of course, agreements were reached

between state education agencies and local Comprehensive and Training Act

(CETA) prime sponsors for the provision of vocational education services to

CETA enrollees. However, all but one of these asreements were in response

to CETA Section 112 which mandates that 5 percent of Title 1 CETA grants be

used for the provision of voc tional educ tion services contracted through__
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sta vocational education boards for CE-TA elrollees. The sole exception

occurred in Delawa e where the entire Part B set-aside program was directed

to d school dropouts enrolled in local CET44 programs.

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

identify nonschool agencies who were part' ipating 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

contractur 1
basis to students enrolled in Part B set aside and Section 1 2 (b)

programs for the disadvantaged were identified.

The two nonschool agencies most often mentioned as "referra sources"

for all vocational education students not solely the disadvantag d were

vocational rehabilitation and the employment service. Divisions of state,

and local education agencies which provided services to disadvantaged

students on an informal basis included special education, Elementary and

Secondary Education Act (Title 1) staff, and bil ngual staff.

The Us_ of Advisor Council

The 1968 amendments provide that at least one member of sta

advisory councils should be "familiar with the special problems and needs

of individuals disadvantaged by their socioeconomic backgrounds

The am- dments also charge such councils w th 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. lloiever , although almost all program suptrvisors

aware of their councils and the liaison officers within the various

state educati agencies, and several could identify the disadvantaged

9
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specialists 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 prog am supervisors.

Advisory committees which dealt sp ifically with progr ms for the

disadvantaged were nonexistent at the community level. Regular local

education jurisdiction advisory committees 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 committees involved in the planning and evaluation

of vocational education p ograms For the disadvantaged.

and Comaan t itatching of Funds

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 legi,slatures mandated that portions of

the Funds appropriated for vocational educ tion programs be set aside for

the disadvantaged. The answers were negative in seventeen states, "don't

kno " in two, and "yes" for four. However, those who responded yes to the

question were unable to say what percent of state appropriated funds were

allocated for disadvantaged proyramm ng, or provide the total dollar amount

to such state set asides.
/-

Half the states do not requirc. local education jurisdictions (or

ool ) to match federal-state funds allocated for disadvantaged programmi

The remainder operates on a "seed money" basis; that is, after 100 percent

financing the first year, the funds are decreased gradually over a period

three to five years until the programs are completely financed by local funds.
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Chairman or members of boards of education or of regents iere in

viewed in all 77 communities. The purpose of the riews was to determine

whether such boards established policies with regard to vocational education

in general or vocational education for the di advent 9 in particubr, and

the extent of their influence on the administration of vocational education

programs for the disadvantaged.

The overwhelming impression gained from these Interviews as that

boards of educati and boards of regents do not estabjish policy with regard

to either vocational education in general or vocation l education for the

disadvantaged in particular except in respons- to pr Ssure from the committee.

For example:

(I) Not one board had established a committee or subcommittee on

vocational educat on.

Half the respondents said that the question of vocational educe-

for the disadvantaged had never been Considered by their

boards; the remainder merely said that their boards support

vocational education programs for the disadvantaged, but that

pol _y sta ements had never been issued to superintenden s of

schools or c munity college presidents.

The overwhelming m.jority of the respondents could not say

whether programs funded on a "seed money" basis were continued

with local funds after federal-state financing 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.

6 1



58

(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) Nat 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 we e unanimous in saying that their

boards had mechanisms through which individual citizens and community organiza-

tions could present their views regarding the educational needs of the

community. The most often-mentioned mechan sm was open board meetings but

also cited the existence of advisory committees. Slightly more than

half of the respondentssaid that their boards had instituted changes as the

result of community suggestions or "pressure." These changes included the

foil ing:

(1) Agreement to hire paraprofessionals (teach 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

influences which,contribute to change.

Issues

The preceding discussion centered on a search for a body of policy,

generated at the state and 1 cal levels, relating to the ad inistration of

vocational education for the disadvantaged. 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.

6 2
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Set-Aside Funds

Commun ty-level administrat ere all but unanimous in rating their

rela ionships with state officials as "excellent" (50 percent) or " dequate"

(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 paperNork

to get funds." "Redundant wok req ired in program p eparation."

"The number of forms you fill ov may not be worth the reimburse-

ment you get."

Time delays: "The guidelines are always late." "Never kn

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

sent to the superintendent and it takes time for it to filter

d n to those who do the work." "Can't plan on staff because

you are never sure whether the funds will materi ize."

Definition of "disadvantaged": "At 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."

"Definition 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 factors cited 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

6 3
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the disadvantage on a seed-money basis. In other words, they prefer that

federal 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 period of time. Although community administrators under-

stand the concerns of state officials, they have mixed feelings about this

funding technique. Set-asi e funds, they contend, are parts of overall

federal grants to the states that must be spent one way or the other and

therefore should n t 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 withdr wn,

local administrators usually are faced with decisions to discontinue either

regular programs or new programs whi h had been financed with s t-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

matching, are consTdered "extra" monies, or funds that can (and should)

be vsed 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 administ ators, once allocated

to local education jurisdictions should be considered parts of the permanent

budgets of school districts.

1_9saalsia9_21,19A

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

6 4
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whether programs f r the disadvantaged were funded by states and local

education jur sdictions prior to the passage of the 1968 act. Twelve state

directors oF vocational educat on said that they were against the earmarking

of funds, because such legi lation 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 V40 directors who were 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

earma king of funds for the disadvantaged.

At the ceinmunity 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, 11sets up new little niches that were not coordinated

in any way with other programs We don't have one pro-ram for the

disadvantaged, we have five -= and each of them is under 4 different admin-

istrati entity."

the whole, however, administrators at ail lev-la unde-stood the

need for the earmarking of funds, and the vast majority b!ieved that

programs for the disadvantaged were now in operation that would not have

exist-d if it had not been for the disadvantaged proviscirs of the 1968

amendments,

Effects of Revenue Sharin

Administrators at all levels were unanimous that revenue sharing

programs other than CETA had not increased funds for vocation l education

in general, o- vocational programs for the disadvantaged [n paaicular.
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Opinions the effect of CETA were di de4 bet, 1 those who believed ..hat

CETA has had no effect on the delivery off vocational educati -n to the Jiadvan -

taged and those that believed that CETA had increased vocational educatin

opportunities to the disadvan aged, even thOugh it had decreased 1 cipa-

tion by the schools in such programs. The rilajor complaint of administrators

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

minorities (OIC and SER, for example ), we-- being assigned the primary role

for delivering vocational education services to CETA enrollees. Accor-i

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

of cost effectiveness or "quality," but for pOlitical reasons.

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

that revenue sharing ,agencies or boards, including CETA_prime sp ad

contributed to the coordination of community Services for the disadvant ed.

One superintendent of schools put it this way. "The whole thing is polvtical'.

The new agencies are the 'hot shots, and the 0 d agencies are the viiiraons.

The new are _out to get as mUch as they cant and the old are out to rata

as much as they can. Coordination is not even discussed."

Comments

The absence of considered p_11- at the state and

levels regarding the issues discussed above 5 well as the

in chapter I, lead to the conclusion that vocational education

the disadvantaged, funded under the Par -aside and Sectio 102(0

provisions of the 1968 amendments, are being administered on an ad hoc basis.

It appears that the assumptions listed in the introduction o- :his repOrt have

not even been considered, let alone accep---d at either the s-ate or cOmMunity

a sOL' $sed

levels. It appears, too, that assumptions underlying two of t

of this research project are also faulty, to wit:

66
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That priorities based on carefully considered policy are

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 educati nal jurisdloti n,

level

The evidence seems to indicate the absence of formal polictes

strategies, and methods of establishing priorities at both the stet

local levels.

ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING

e subjects discussed below have already been toucliedi up

in chapter I and the policy section of chapter II. Because of their importance

in understanding how the disadvantaged provisions of the 1968 amendments re

being administered they are summarized briefly below.

State Funding_Methods

There were four methods in use by states to fund vocational education

pro rams for the disadvantaged:

friPiect-b_r_krpipo;_b9sis: Local education ju ridictioci

schools submit proposals to the State according to &flshed

guidelines, and are funded on the basis of the quality f t

proposals and the ability of the schools or local educa-

jurisdictions to carry out the projects sixteen states)..

Formula basis. Local education juri die on are funded QM

formulas based enrollment in vocatIonal education program,

need (or the socioeconomic status of individual areas servod by
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local education jurisdiction or a combination of enrollment

and need (five states).

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).

(4_ Tax b e: Funds for the disadvantaged are allocated to loca_

education Jurisdictions on the basis of the ability of the

communities to raise schr_ l taxes. Local educ tion jurisdictions

th 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 administ tive_controLover_thei_ ,programs._ The._

fact that sponsors are required to submit proposals which set down in writing

the general and specific goals of projects, the characterlstics of the

students to be served- the educational techniques to be employed, and line

item budgets (including local funds, if any, to be contributed) implies a

certain amount of planning and facilitates program evaluaZion.

Where funds are allo-ated on a block grant basis, state administrators

are generally less informed about programs, and evaluation ( f it is carried

out at all) h extremely difficult. Foponents of block grant funding, as

opposed to funding on a project-by-project basis, contend that block funding

allows local education jurisdi tions more flexibility. This may be true,

but it also results in less accountability. Fiscal and program information

regarjing 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

6 8
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ries 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 rot even know

that they were administe ing a program for the di advantaged.

Funding Process

The vast majority of conimanity colleges submitS proposals for

disadvantaged projects directly to the state; in omly two cases wer_ prOPo

developed at the district level. Proposals were written by a variety of

individuals and departments, including proposed project dimctors, directors

of vocational education, special needs divisions, tutoring coordinators,

deans of instruction, department chairmen, skills center directors, deans

of departments of urban concerns, and directors of'program development.

All respondents stated that project proposals w-re submitted annual ly.

At the high school level, about half of the local education agencies

developed all proposals for s hoots in their districts. In fourteer school

dist Acts, proposals were prepared by the schools and submitted to states

either thrughthe local education agencies (ten) or directly to the state

.

(four). in seven communities, formal proposals w re not de eloped by

either the schools or the districts rather, the l cal education agencies

and schools received annual funding on a block grant besif;.

r_ local schools as opposed to LEAs. Oeveloped almost

all were wr-.!ten by the proposed project direct:ors. At thc LEA level,

proposals were written by di of vocational

Others who were as proposal

InOst

ionel educat

--- in lucit;! persoonel lu the office

of the superintendent. dIrectors of voctionel lichools, instructional

depar ment persomnel, career education and planning specialists, perscmnel



66

in secondary educat cm divisions, special education personnel, and teachers

or instructors on assignment.

Half of the hools 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 tao-, three-, and five-year basis.

Orgenizatjon

At the state level, three-person divisions of special needs (variously

named) existed in 21 states. The supervisors of these divisions reported to

directors of vocational education. One of the supervisor's subordinates

was responsible for programs funded under the 10 percent Part 8 set-aside

for the handicapped; the other for disadvantaged programming. In the remaining

t_o states, no single person 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 community level (high school) were primarily

directors of vocational or occupational education who estimated that they

spent an ayerage 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 progr ms were researched

-- planning and monitoring and evaluation.

Planning

Planning is the process through which potential target populations are

identified and priorities (based on available resources) are set; and the

7 0
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prograns initie ed 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 th oughout

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

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

In other words, who needs the services this pr gram can p ovide? In the

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

of the 1968 amendments, this universe wouk be these disadvantaged students

in a state who could benefit froiii vocation1 edu.a on.

State program supervisors were ast.ed ehether attempts to identif-:

the universe of need were carried out at Ow state level. Although not one

respondent gave an outright "no' to this questlan, ther responses were vague,

and not one could provide researchers gith 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 pr gram offic rs appeared

to be unacquainted with these figures; nor were they able to identify the

ources of the tistics. 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 exe cises in

grantsmanship. The guidelines for state plans specify that goals and

objectives of programs are to be clearly stated- Despite this requirement,

in rrost instances the objectives are couched in broad terms, such as "to

provide the disadvantaged studeets of the state w th necessary vocational

education_" This type of objective lends itself neither to concrete planning

nor to evaluation.
71.
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The fact is that utate program offi ers did not consider planning one

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

a tudes toward the drafting of state plans. Ihe right words" nust be put

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

has little to do with "day- -day operations." This, attitude was implied

in the comments of several state administrators and was supported by the

lack of evidence of specific state plan objectives being actively pursued.

One other factor which may have mdlitated against state planning

was the ften-mentioned "independence" of local education juri !lotions and

the reluctance of the states to oppose this condition. States which fund

on a p-oject-by-project basis did in fact require local sponsors to state

their objectives in generally measurable terms and predicated future funding

on th- fulfillment of those locally chosen objectives. Perhaps, then, the

lack of state-level planning was due more to belief that planning is a

I cal, rather than a state, responsibility than it was to a general skepticism

regarding the value of planning itself. As descri ed below, however, planning

seemed to be as informal at the local level as it was at the state level.

It would be a mistake to say that no planning takes place at the

local level, but it is accurate to mointain that what planning does take

place is of a short-term nature generally directed at Justi fying specific

projects. One of the questicms raised by the community-level assessment was:

Whose responsibility is it to plan vocational education programs for the

disadvantaged7 It would he unfair to place the blane for the lack of

planning solely on vocational education administ ators. It Is the respon-

sibility of vocational education to provide a spe ific kind of educational

service to -11 who are referred to the vocational education program

disadvantaged a d nondisadvantaged. it is not nec ssarily the responsibility
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of vocational educati-n to identify, assess, and recruIt all students ooming

up through the education system who should be referred into the vocational

education system.

On the other hand, vocational education is responsIble f- administering

e Part B set- -ide and Section 102(b) programs for the disadvantaged. Thus

vocational administrators, from the national to the local levels, are at

least partially rons ble for planning. Yet iF vocational educators ware

use,. Part 8 set-aside and Section 102(b) funds to discover the unive

of need and assess di advantaged students to determine their f tness for

occupational training, they would not only be duplicating ac ivittes pre-

sumably carried out by other divisions of educdtion agencies, but they would

also be reducing the amount cf: available to provide direct education-1

services to the disadvantaged.

Thus if long-range plans a e to be launched to provide comprehensive

educational pro rams for the disadvantaged, including vocational education,

pertinent divisions of sto'_e agencies at both the state and local levels

must work together. At the very least, special education divisions v c

tional education divisions, and research and information collection units

should work together in planning programs for the disadvantaged. Ideally,

outside agencies, such as vocational rehabilitation and the empioyment

service should also be brought into the planning process.

There was little evidence of this 16nd of cooperation in the sample

communities. When asked about the universe of need or the establishment

of priorities, most respondents expressed bewild rnent. "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 Fran the states.
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Monitoring and Eva uation

Considering the informality of the planning process, it should come

as no surprise that the monitoring and evaluation factor of programs for the

disadvantaged was equally informal at both the state and local levels.

State- and community-level reporting requirements were minimal and, as

is discussed in chapter III, management information systems were extremely

weak at both levels. Where states were funded on a project-by-project basis,

the opportunity for monitoring and evaluation was at least present, but

-

because only one state administrator was assigned responsibility for disadvan-

taged programming, comprehensive monitoring and evaluation were not possible.

Half of the state program officers reported that monitoring and

evaluation of programs for the disadvantaged were not conducted. Of those

states that did claim to ccmiduct oialuations they were conducted annually

in fourteen semian ually in six states, and once every four or five

yecrs in three states.

Slightly more than hai community administrators reported that

evaluations were not condu-ted by local education ju dictions. Informal

or instructor self-evaluations -ere conducted in fifteen communities, and

eigh r! performed yearly on-site evaluatIons of programs for the disadvantaged.

In states which were divided into regions for administration purposes, all

I o I vocational education pr ams (Including those for the disadvantaged)

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

CONSTRAINIS AND OPPORTUNITIES

R spondents at all levels were asked to identify what thuy thought

were constraints limiting the initIation of vocational education programs for

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

order of f equency, were as follows:

Lack OF funds: Virtually every category of respondent (state

administrators, boards of educa n or regents, superintendents

of schools, presidents of junior colleges, and local education

jurisdiction program officers) cited lack of funds -- not just

for vocational educati n programs for the disadvantaged, but

for all vocational educati n programs the major constraint.

(2 ) Lac of faci ities: Community-level administrators mentioned

lack of facilities more often than their counterparts at the

state level. Several community program officers said that one

reason there we e so many world-of-work and work education

programs for the di advantaged (as well as for other students)

was becauSe such programs did not require as e pensive facilities

and equipment as did programs of skills training.

Insensitivi instructional iersonnel :: State and local

program officers 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

te;:cher training" as it was a negative attitude on the part of

some instructors which rendered attempts to place disadvantaged

students in their classes generally unproductive.

Ne ative ima e of vocational e ucation: A common complaint

of board members and community administrators was that the

part-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

bec use 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 ha d to be bused

to an overcraNded facility in the center of the city. The

chairman of the board of regents of a predominantly black

community college district said that the 122.sLoE constraint

limiting vocational education for the disadvantaged was the

lack of demand by the disadvantaged themselves. A board member

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 'disadvantag d,' even though

they may have excellent talent with their hands. So, students

wh are good with their hands want to be in the academic courses

with the 'bright boys, who may be idiots in the shop."

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

community-level respondents was that the definition of the term

"disadvantaged" was so broad that virtually all students could

be diagnosed 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:

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

for vocat onal educat on programs for the disadvantaged.

76
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Disadvantaged and handicapped funds should be 100 percent

8
federal supplements to local school budget

(b) Federal funding should be on a two-year b

for comprehemsive planning.

Seed-money funding should be discontinued.

-nstructiona personnel:

(a) In-service training should bp provided by the statC for

instructional personnel -- not just those who work with

the disadvantaged, but all instructors - because the goal

is to place disadvantaged students in regular classes.

Inst uctional personnel should be evaluated on how well

they w- k with disadvantaged students, and their continued

employment should be at least partially based on such

evaluations.

Definition of disadvantaged:

The federal government should define more precise the

meaning of the term "disadvantaged."

States should establish priorities and see that they are

observed by local education jurisdictions and schools.

No recommendations were made regarding lack of facilities (other

than requests for additional funds) and the negative image of vocati nai

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

(1) Programming: Programming of a more flexib e, open-ended nature

should be developed. Disadvantaged students should be exposed

to a wide range of options within occupat onal areas.

°it should be noted that the 1976 amendments require 50 percent
state (and therefore local) matching of programs for the disadvantaged.
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(2) flann_ing and admini: ation_: More funds should be allocated for

program .planning and administration.

eer ori n: Statewide programs of career orientation

should be established. State plans should not limit but shou d

-expand career p- sibilities, instead of funn ling students into

"the neck of the bottle."

The constraints and recommendations outlined above were those most

frequently mentioned by all typesof respondents. They are set d- n here

without comment merely to illustrate what appear to be the major concerns

f state and local administrators -f vocational education programs for the

disadvantaged.

NAT OpiAL STAll SIt CAL OVERVIEW

ach year there is a wide range of data on vocational education

prograrns for the disadvantaged reported by the states to the U.S. Office of

Education. For example, the states must report in con iderable 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 r the disadvantaged, the cost per disadvantaged student, the cost

of educating disadvant ged st dents 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 disadvantaged.

Fgure 2.2 shows the percentage of each stat&s Part 8 grant that

was reported as being expended for the disadvantaged in fiscal year 1975 .

in 37 states, expenditures for the disadvantaged exceeded 15 percent of

total expenditures. Expenditures exceeded 20 percent in five states, with

Mirinesta leading all states in expenditures for the disadvantaged (39 perc n
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Figure 2.2
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This does not necessarily mean that the thirteen states whose expenditures

he 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 appropriations must be expended for the disadvantaged. Expenditures

data include both appropriations and carryover funds from the prey ous

fiscal year. It is an indication, however, that some states may not be

allocating the required 15 percent for voca ional programming for the

disadvantaged,

Figure 2.3 shows the average cost per disadvantaged student in fiscal

year 1975, based on each state's total expenditures for disadvantaged

programming and total disadvantag. d enrollment. These costs ranged from

$14 per student in the District of Columbia and Hew. Hampshire 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 abov- the basic expenditures made for all students,

or did they report all expenditures made for disadvantaged students? It

may be that varying interpretations of what was asked for in ne categories

were in part responsible for the wide range of per _nr liee costs.

Figure 2.4 compares the percentages of total enrollments that were

disadvantaged with the percentages of ail vocational education funds

expended for the handicapped in fiscal year 1975. This comparIson tells

an extremely strange story. One would expect th-' the cost for educating

disadvantaged students would be higher than the costs for educating nondis-

advantaged students. It would seem, therefore, that the "funds bar" in the

figure would be in all cases higher than the "enroll nt bar " When a

similar comparison was made which related to expenditures and enrollments
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Figure 2.3

Cost Per Divantaged Student
(Secondary and Post-Secondary - Ail Program
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Figure 2.4

C --parrson of Percentage of Total Vocational Education Funds
Expended for Disadvantaged with the Percent of

Total Vocational Education Enrollment That r Disadvantaged 1975



83

of handicapped students, this proved to be true, indicating that the reported

costs for educating handicapped students were higher than those for educating

nonhandicapped students.9 The fig re, however, shows the opposite in some

states. In all but seven states, enrollments of disadvantaged students are

higher than expenditures, indicating that the costs for educating disadvan-

taged students were lower than the costs for educating nondisadvantage

students, or that the states did not (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 already

being mainstreamed.

igure 2.5 provides evidence to support the contention voiced by

most administrators in the field that without the Part B set-aside funds

there would be few vocational education opportunities for the disadvantaged.

In most states, the differences between Pact B set-aside expenditures and

total state expenditures for the disadvantaged are not significant (New

Jersey is the major exc--.0-'

While the n-]tional *,,tatistics provided some interesting general

insights into programming for the disadvantaged, probably the most important

conclusion that can be drawn is that they appear to contain anomalies that

are difficult to explain. Why, for exampie, would Minnesota be spending

nearly 40 percent of its Part B grant on programs for C disad-antaged

and the District of Columbia a city with a large socioeconomicaily

deprived population he spending only 13 percent? Why is the cost per

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

9 Olympus Research Corporation An Assessment of Vocational Education

Pro rams for the Handica ,1 under Part Bof the 1968 Amendments to the

Vocational Education Act Salt Lake City:--Olympus Research Corporation,

October 30, 1974), p. 27.
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Figure 2.5

Comparison of Total Vocational Education Funds
Expended for Disadvantaged (All Programs)

th Vocational Education Funds Expended
For Disadvantaged Part B
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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 bet -enthe

s.ates that it is impossible to make -rstate comparisons.



Chapter III

THE PROGRAM

Chapter II summarized state and local policy and administration of

the Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) program For the disadvantaged.

Chapter III looks at actual projects fund d for the disadvantaged in high

school and post-secondary irstitutions. On-sire aLsessments were 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 were located in 23 states and 77 local education jurisdict ins; 62 of the

projects were located in hiah schools and 22 in po econdary

The purp 'se of the proiect-level assessment was to examine the

various ways that school admini.. ators identify disadvantaged individuals

who quality for thc program and the screening tec tiques, assessment tech-

niques, counseling, instructional methods, and ove -11 approaches to the

provision of vocational educJtion to the disadvantaged. In addition, the

c -ceptions of local school officials .a.:d project administrators were obt ined

regarding local-state relationships, the establishment of priorities, the

learning environment (facilities and equipment , w-rk education progr ms

coordination with other agencies personnel qualifications, monitoring and

89
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evaluation techniques, and planning. Finally, outcomes data (when availab e),

together with financial arid enrollment data, were collected 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 th m to local education

districts or directly to schools within school districts. Eventually, all

such funds, except those that are used for administrative purposes at the

federal, state, and local levels, are channeled specific "projects"

carried out by schools. A project is a Part B sel-aside or Section 102(b)

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

viding specific educational services to the di; vantaged. Block grants to

local education jur;.dictions for nonspecified .2rvices are not considered

s, although such grants eventually may hc translated into projects at

thc local education jurisdiction level. Projects, designed to serve a stated

f disaL aataged students, have ldentiFy.ng "project numbers" and time

to June

-ne r iy equal to those of the school year; e.g September 1974

1975. Projects break down into the following categories.

(1) _Re:9AT:: Disadvantaged students are placed in regular vocational

education classes with nondisad' ntaged students. Extra support

is provided to studen,s or to instructors of such classes.

Such support may take the form of the assignment of special

.personnel to regula- classes in which disadvantaged students are

enrolled, or the provision of special remedial education instruc-

tion, counseling, or other se vices to disadvantaged students

enrolled in regul r classes.



(2 ) Special: Disadvantaged studcnts are placed in separate voca-

tional ( ucation classes, These class - -nay be full time or

part timk:. For Example, some disadvan,aged 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

hours in special classes.

Combination: Disadvantaged students are placed in special classes

for part of their time in a project and regular classes for the

remainder. However, unlike t-time special classes (in which

the students receiv- speciA! -rvice5 only when they are in:the

special class) in nation prjects, the students receive

supplemental services when they are in both the special and the

regular components of projects. An example of a combinat On

project would be one in which students spend fr to 51

weeks in a special assessment, orie,tation, or pre-ocationai

class, after which they are referred to one or more o the

school's regular classes, including cooperative education and

work-_ udy courses. After the students have been piacee!

regular classes, they .ar-, ievertheless considered to be elroiled

in the original "disadvantaged project." Thus separ :e student

progress and fiscal records are kept. The fiscal records relate

to supportive services pr vided to disadvantaged students while

they are enrolled in the regular clas

(4) Other: __ates may fund 1 education

agencies, or pr:vate orgat .zations tu prvie tranlng for

personnel who work with disadvantaged students or to dev

9
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curri ula 1 Is; 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 not included, Thus the sample of 84 projects consists solely of those

which provided assessment, orientation, prevocational training, skills training,

supportive services, or any combination of these directly to disadvantaged

students .

ORGANIZATION OF CHAPTER III

The material that follows is a synthesi of information emanating

from on-site Its to 84 proj cts in 23 states, In the section which follows,

a statistical overview of the sample is provided, includina an analysis of the

problems experienced in 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.

STATISTICA OVERVIEW

The search for sta istical 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, resea chers

were forced to review enrollment and fiscal records, student rosters, and

other informational sources in the attempt to collect and tabulate such da

as the following:

(1) Enrollment by sex

(2) Enrollment by race and ethnic background

a
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3 Enrollment by occupational offering

(4) Fi cal information, including local contributions

(5) Outcomes information, including placement and followup

information

The search was not always success ul partly because of time pressures

ly because all of the information sought was not available at any

site. Management information systems were incomplete at every level from the

state down to the local school, primarily because sufficient thought had not

been given 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 disadvant ged

students, in no state, community, or school was this cies ificatfon system

used. If students were behind in basic education skills and were assigned

to remedial programs, no information was available on the effect f any)

that the remedial programs were having on Improving ba aducati nal skills.

Often, such basic information as the characteristics of students enrolled in

programs for the disadvantaged, their g ades, and the occupational areas in

which they were receiving training, was missing. Completion and follow-up

information was not available for all high school projects and was vi tually

nonex'stent for projects in community colleges. of the problems expe-

rienced in attempting to collect management and program information are

sumnarized below.

lection Problems

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

state to local levels. These are di cussed in the following sections.

9 8
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ihe search For data began at the state level when the attempt was made

to identify projects for the disadvantaged located in the sample communities,

The following information was sought.

(1) Names of projects

Characteristics of students enrolled

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

(4) Number of students enrolled

(5) Fiscal information

(6) Outcomes data

In many instances, the names of projects, the schools in 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

f students enrolled in vocational education projects for the disadvantaged

was not available; nor was there any indication of the number of students

enrolled in specific projects. Often, information on work education programs

was either n t 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.

Complete fiscal infor a I n was not available for more than half the

projects identified, and outcomes information was available for only a Few

high.sohool programs and no post-secondary programs.

914
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Local Level

The search for statistical data at the school 1 vel was more success-

ful than at the state level, but even at the school level, data considered

crucial to the assessment were not available for many projects. For example:

(I) S udent characteristics information was not available for five

secondary and five post-secondary projects

Allocation of funds by line item was not available for sixteen

secondary projects and five post-secondary projects

Outcomes inf rmation, which was sought only at the secondary

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

secondary s hool projects

(5) Occupational information was not available for five post-

second ry projects

Comments

It is clear that accuracy and completeness of iationa1 and state d

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 to

easy solution. The diverse methods for funding projects, the lack of use of

common definitions for key terns (especially the definition of disadvantaged

stud t) and m st 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 in ormation system that is at best incomplete

and at worst nonexistent. It pull take action at the federal level to improve

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

100
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unless 5tat arid local administrators are consulted before imp ovements are

instituted, The goal should be to aid local administrators in generating

the kinds oF information they need to maintain control over th ir programs,

If the requirements of local administrators are satisfied, and if local

adminis r understand the need for collecting complete and accurate data

on their programs, it foil ws that state and national requirements will also

be met.

Overvi

The statistical presentation contained in this section addresses

self to several key issues regarding progra ing for the disadvantaged,

including the extent to which disadvantaged students are placed in classes

with regular students ("mainstreaming") and the extent to which work educa-

tion p ograms are made available to disadvantaged students. An analysis is

also made of the characteristics of disadvantaged students x, racial

and ethnic background, age, and grade), Data pertaining to allocation of

resources are contained in the project administration sectlori, oc upat onal

offerings In the inst uctional secti n, and project costs and outcomes in

the outcomes sect on,

M lnstreaming

"Mainstreaming" is the term used to desc ibe the integration of

disadvantaged students in regular vocational education classes. Table 3-1

provides iivforriiation on the extent to which students enrolled in,the Part 13

set-aside and Section 102(b) prograris for the disadvantaged where placed in

"regular° rather than "special" classes. It is Interesting to note that not

one project was found that could be described as a "combination" project,

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

101
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TABLE 3-

Enrollment in Project Sample by Type of Class

Type of
Class

Secondary Level
Number of Enroll- Percent of
Projects ment Total

Post-secondar Level_

Number of Enroll- Percent of

Projects ment Total

Total 62 429 100 22 4,779 100

Special 23 1,109 32 9 1,648 34

Regular 39 2,320 68 13 3,131 66

Combination 0 0 0

time in regular classes, and_ that suppleuental support was provided for stu-

dents -- with Part B set aside -f Section 102(b) funds -- while they were

enrolled in both components. However, there were numerous i --tances where

students spent part of their time in special classes, funded-out of disadvan-

taged funds, and part or their time in regular ol- ses, which were not

supported with Part B set-aside or Section 102(b) funds. This occur ed most

f equently with respect to special remedial education programs for students

enrolled in regular occupational training or other classes. A 1974 study of

vocational education p °grams for the handicapped reported that combination

classes were quite common for handicapped student
10

; apparently, however,

they are not considered appr p late for disadvant--ed students.

It was mentioned in chapter I
that half of the community 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 enrollment

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

1 °Olympus Research Corporation, An Assessment of Vocational Educa ion

Pro rams,

0 2
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on the whole, the opposite was true for handicapped students -- two-thirds

of the handicapped enrollment was in speci 1 classes, Thus it appears that

mainst eaming is considered more appropriate for disadvantaged students than

it is for handicapped students,

Enrollment by Sex Race, Aqe, 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 student . Of the known enrollment in hi h school

projects, 38 percent were members of minority groups (mainly black -- 32 per-

cent) 39 percent were white, and 23 percent were unkn wn, If the ratio of

the unknown enrollment is the same as that of the known enrollment, rniriorit les

would const tute nearly half (46 percent) of the enrollment in the subsamPle

of secondary projects. Accurate figures on the percentage of minority enroll-

ment in all vocational education programs are difficiAlt to obtain, but most

estimates put it no higher than 25 percent. Thus, as would be expected, the

percentage of minorities enrolled in vocational educ tion programs for the

advantaged is much higher than that of minorities enrolled in all voca-

tional education programs.

Women comprise a slightly higher percentage of the total high school

enrollment than men, and most students appear to be between sixteen and

seventeen years of agc., although the age was unknown for 62 percent of the

enrollment. Most of the students (39 percent of the known enrollment) were

in the tenth and eleventh grades but here again, the grade level as

unknown for more than one out of three of the enrolld students,

The major conclusion to be drawn from Table 3-3 is that information

about student characteristics is woefully lacking al the post-secondary level.

Thirty-four percent of the enrollment by sex, 51 percent by racial and ethnic

103
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TABLE 3-2

Characte istics of Students Enrolled in Subsample

of Secondary-level Projects

Characteri ics Enrollment

Percent of Tote'.

Enrollment

Total enrollment

Sex:
Male
Female
Unknown

3,491

J ,612

1,726

153

46

44

5

Racial and e nic:

Black 1,132 32

Hispanic 170 5

Other minorities 9 1

White 1 ,369 39

Unknown 311 23

Age:
14 to 15 299 8

16 to 17 849 24

18 to 19 185 5

20 to 21 3

Unknown 2,155 63

Grade:
9th 245 7

10th 295 8

llth 745 21

12th 644 8

13th or more 2

Ungraded 293 8

Unknown 1,267 36

x04
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TABLE -3

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

Ch..r eristics Enrollment

Percent of Total
Enrollment

Tot1 enrollment

Sex.

4,779 100%

Male 1,796 38

Fern 1,374 29

Unknown

l and ethnic:

1,609 34

ck 606 13

spanic 338 7

W ite 1,292 27

Other minorities 94 2

Unknown 2,449 51

Age.:

l to 17 50

18 to 19 209 4

0 to 21 221 5

22 or mo e 1,481 31

Unknown 2,818 59

Grade:
13th or more 3,330 70

Ungraded 1,174 24

Unknown 275 6

105
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background and 59 percent by age were unknown. The figures do app

indicate, however, that more males and fewer mino ities are enr lled in

post-secondary programs and that the students are considerably older (75 pe

cent of those whose age was known were age 22 or older).

Enrollmen T e of Education

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 117 percent) had work education components. These proj cts

accounted for 49 percent of the total enrollment in the 62 projects. Because

of the small size of the po -secondary subsample, the figures must be

reviewed with caution. They are certainly not representative of all v a-

tional education projects for the disadvantaged located in post-secondary

schools. Only two of the post-secondary projects, accounting for 14 pe cent

of the total enro lme had work education components.

Summary

The major conclusion that can be drawn from the statistical overview

is that major information necessary for program asse sment is scarce at the

project level. The information obtained had to be processed from files and

other records by reearchers on-s te; seldom was it being processed by proj

ect administrators for management purposes. This def ciency at the project

level accounts to a g eat extent for the lack of management and evaluative

information ava'lab e at the community and state levels, and brings into

question the accuracy of information forwarded to the U.S Office of Education

by the states.

The information obtained indicates that the majority of disadvantaged

students was enrolled in regular classes and that nearly half of the high

106
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TABLE 3-4

Known Enrollment in Project Sample by Type of Education

Type of
Education

Number of
Projects

Enroll-
ment

Percent of_ _

Enrollment

Number of Enroll-
Projects ment

Percent of
Enrollment

Total 62 3,491 100 22 4 779 100

Work
Education 29 1,700 49 2 199

Nonwork
Education 33 1,791 51 20 4,980

_nrollment data missing for four monwork education projects,

school students were enrolled in 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 edu-

tion program) often appear to be the most convenient programs to initiate for

disadvantaged students. The lack of facilities 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

prog ems may account for the prevalence of work education programs at the

high school level. This raises the following questions: Are the work educa-

tion prog a s initiated of high quality? Axe disadvantaged students receiving

training on the job? 1: the classroom in truction related to the work per-

formed on the job? These questions will be discussed the inStructr-hel

section, but it should come as no surprise that the answers are negative in

many instances.

1( 7
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The data also indicate that minorities compose alm5t half of the

enrollment in secondary-level P-art B set-asIde and Section 102(b) projects

for the disadvantaged.

The amount of Pa

individual projects constituted a miniscule proportion of 011 funds adminis-

tered by local education jurisdictions and schools. Perh I's 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 indica e, the

vast majoriLy of Part B set-astde and Section 102(b) funds, expended in

school year 1974-75, were spent for direct services to the disadvantaged;

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 by s.chool personnel in

conducting programs for the disadvantaged. It should be kept in mind that

the preceding section discussed problems associated with management informa-

PROJECTS ADMI ISTRATION

-aside and Section 102(b) funds alloc_ted to

tion systems, which is an administrative function, It s treated separately

because the issues it raised appeared to warrant special ittention,

Allocation of Funds

Data regarding the

lected for school year 1974-75

high school projects, and Tabl

ation of funds by cost category, were col-

Table 3-5 sho the alliocation of funds for

6 for post-secondary jects. A cation

f funds data were not available for sixteen secondary-1 vet projects (or

26 percent of the subsample), and for four post-secondary,-1evel projects.

Table 3-5 revea1s that _f the known 1974-75 expenditures at the

secondary level, 81 percent were spent for cOntact staff, equipment,
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TABLE 3-5

Allocation of Funds by Line Item Category
(46 Secondary-Level Projects)

Category Combineda Percent Federal

Percent of

Total

Percent of
Federal

Total $1,192,756 100 $865,055 72 100

Co tact staff 885,550 74 641,333 54 74

Noncontact staff 56,669 5 53,520 6

Facilities 116,800 10 87,992 7 10

Equipment 13,377 1 1,260

Materials and
supplies 50,418 4 29,532 2

Travel 20,100 2 17,410 2 2

Other 46,122 4 34,008 3 4

aln 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 Item Category

(18 Post-Secondary Projects)

Category Combineda Percent Federal

Percent of
Total

Percent of
Federal

Total $1,268,621 100 $709,749 56 100

Contact staff 811,415 64 473,356 37 67

Noncontact staff 214,5214 17 115,605 9 16

Facilities 8,065 1 7,485 I 1

Equipment 41,858 3 29,728 2 4

Materials and
supplies 82,525 6 64,745 5 9

Travel 12 380 1 11,630 1 2

Other 97,854 8 7,200 1 1

-Includes $530,923 in state and local funds (42 percent) and $27,949

in CETA funds (2 percent). Sixty-one percent of the state arid local funds

and 58 percent of the CETA funds were spent for contact staff,
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materials and supplies, and studen_ 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 if 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,
1

Table 9-6 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 :hat federal funds constituted a smaller percentage

of the total funds (56 percent as compared.to 72 percent at the secondary

level). A 1
wer percentage of federal funds were used to finance contact

staff at the pos -secondary level (67 percent as compared to 74 percent at

the secondary level), and a far higher percentage was used to finance non-

contact staff (17 percent 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(h) program for the disadvantaged was expended for direct

services to students. Funds expended for noncon act staff, facilities, and

other administrative costs were relatively low,
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aiganizetion,

Personnel in charge of projects at the high school level were variously

known as project dir-ctors, instructors, coordinators, counselors, and so

forth, and all rep rted either to school principals or program supervisors who

reported to principals. Half of the "project directors" reported that they

spent 100 percent of their time working with the di -dvantaged students e:

rolled in their projects; the remainder listed such other duties as adminis-

tration of all vocational education programs, other teaching responsibilities,

administration of ail special education p ograms, other counseling responsi-

bilities, other super- sory responsibilities, and career center directors.

At the post-secondary level, personnel responsible for the supervision

of projects for the disadvantaged were generally located in the ad- -nistrative

hierarchy of the locl education agency or community college district, eig.,

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, P-rt B set-aside and Section

102(b) programs for the disadvantaged were under the direction of the in ruc-

tors or coordinators of thempyosrams and, for the purposes of this repor

they are defined as "project directors." Whether other school personnel, such

as counselors or academic inst uctors, were called on to participate in

programs depended to-a great extent on whether the instructors and coordinators

attempted to obtain their participation. However, sev ral overall state

programs, such as the CVAE programs of Georgia --d Texas, were designed to

bring all the academic and vocational resources of secondary schools to bear

on the education of disadvantaged students. Neverthel _s, whether this
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actually occurred, depended in large part on the initiative and organizing

abilities of the instructors of CVAE classes.

d_nti ication of Students

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 which cause disadvantaged students

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

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

tional "treatm nt" that applied to all types of projects was "Individual

attention." Perhaps this was all that was needed; as is painted out in the

outcomes section, student opinion on the pr grams was overwhelmingly favorable,

indicating that students enrolled in the projects were receiving more-indi-,

vidual attenti n than they had ever received previously in school.

At the high school level, the most f equent source of referral

counseling departments. Other referral sources, listedAn 6rder of frequency

were: student self-referrals other academic or vocational teachers, parents,

recommendations by other students, principals, special education teachers,

homeroom teacher- and outside agencies. At the post-secondary lev 1, self-

referral was the major source of student enrollment. Other referral sources

less frequently mentioned were. socIal agencies, counselinTdepartments, and

acad mic and vocation 1 education teachers.

The most frequently mentioned type of information received by high

school teachers with referrals academic records. In addition, in some

instances behavioral information, attendance records, and income information

(frequently) were received. -lhe project ,directors of 21 high school projects
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reported that they also received t e results of aptitude tests. Ten high

school directors and virtually all post secondary-level directors and instruc-

tors said that no information was received with referrals.

Twenty-foir of :he high school directors and all of the directors of

post-secondary projects reported that there were no eligibility criteria for

enrollment in the projects. Eligibility criteria mentioned by the 38 high

school directors who reported that such criteria did exist included: aca-

demically deficient, potential or actual dropout, poor attendance, sixteen

years of age (for work educat on projects), low income, free lunch recipient,

lives in Title 1 area, and poor behavior. However, thcl major formal criterion

mentioned was that students had to be one or more grades (generally two or

more) behind other students of .the same age.

Comments

As was stated in the introduction, one the assumptions upon hich

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 techniques do not exist and have

not been developed, It may be that the caus-s of school failure are obvious,

that sophisticated assessment techniques a unnece sary, and that increased

individual attention is all that educationally disadvantaged stud nts need

to improve their school performance; or it may be that individualized assess-

ment and programming is not financially practical. Whatever the reason or

reasons, the evidence indicates that the identification, assessment and

referral of disadvantaged students 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 and coordinators (project direct ) clained that they were the

chief sources of 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 were referring to regular scho

counseling departments, This is often the case in assessments of special

education pr grams. Teachers of students with special needs often claim

that they are not given adequate support by other school departments. One

instructor summed it up this way: "Counselors are al coking for referral

sources. Once they make a ref a_ 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 ha 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 whi'ch they sometimes refer students, but no formal agreements.

As was mentioned pre lously, one of the purposes of the proj et-level assess-

ment was to interview representa ives of agencies which have formal agreements

with schools to provide suppo

such agreements were identified,

services for disadvantaged students. NO

Evaluation and Follow-Up

There were no special ef orts made by states, 1-eal education juris-

dictions, or schools to evaluate programs for the disafdvantaged. -he programs



were included in periodic evaluations of all vocational -ducation pro-rans by

state and community agencies, and in some instances project directors were

required to perform self-evaluati ns, using guidelines provided by the local

education jurisdictions.

Half of the high school projects occurred in states and local educa-

tion agencies where project directors were required to perform one-year

follow-up si.rveys of students who completed the programs. 'These surveys were

carried out by mail and telephone, and generally yielded good information.

Considering the lack of program information available at the school

level it is riot su prising that reporting requirements imposed on project

directors by principais, deans, community and state adrn1nistratois were

min al. Usually the only reports required by the states were fiscal in

nature.

Communicati n with Parents

Parent involvement in most of the projects were extremely limited.

Parents did not seek out project staff for conferences, nor did staff encourage

parents to become involved in the operation of projects, Of course, parents

received whatever report cards the schools issued and were sometimes called

to the schools for conferences, but such procedures were normal for all

students -- disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged. Parents of students enrolled

in work education programs were required to sign release forms which pro-

vided parental approval for students be placed on jobs, but beyond this,

there was litt e parental part! ipation. It is perhaps characteristic of

the times that one project director responded as follows to a que- ion re-

garding par pa ticipati n: °Parents? The only time you ever see parents

is when they are suing mebody!"
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Staff Training_

In all projects included in the sample, staff training was accomplished

informally. Rarely was a class e tablished to train staff for specific projects

Staff were required to meet state certification requirements- and. -omatimqs

attend st _e sponsored and privately sponsored workshops on special tion.

Generally speaking however, there was little emphasis on special traluing for

staff who work with disadvaAtaged students.

School and Comniunit Education A enc Relationships

Virtually all respondents said that relationships between 'local educa-

tion agencies and community college districts were "adequate" to "excellent."

Several project directors dealt directly with state program officers and

expressed satisfaction 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 proje 75 percen and all of he post-

secondary pro ects 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 ongo ng programs. This is further indication

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

been for the passa e of the 1968 amendments-
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Comments

The fact that ha f the project directors interviewed did not believe

that all of the students enr lied in Part B set-aside and Section 102(b)

programs for the disadvantaged were disadvantaged raises important questions

about the administration of the entire program. With respect to the adminis-

tration of projects at the school level, the leek of criteria for identifying

disadvantaged students, and the lack of adequate assessment procedures for

determining, the conditions which causa school failure, may have been the

chl f contributing factor to this anomaly. If there Is no definiti n of

disadvantaged, no criteria through which disadvantaged individuals cen be

identified- and no assessment procedures through which it can be determined

whether students meet established criteria, the tenm "disadvantaged" becomes

meanIngless. Part of the problem may be due to a reluctance on the part of

counselors and other school personnel 'label" students, but regardless of

the cause, unless a target population is in some wmy identified, the program

itself has no direction a program without obJectives,

The above does not mean to imply that the projects were not enroll ng

students who were in some way educationally disadvantaged -- they were, Nor

does it mean to imply that the projects were not pnoviding 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 evaluate.

THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

If one were to judge solely from the attitudes expres ed by the stu-

den s interviewed in connection wIth this study (summarized in the outcomes

section of this chap e 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 rated

all aspects of their programs far higher than a sample of nondisadvantaged

students enrolled in cooperative education programs
11

and as high as a sample

of handicapped students enrolled in vocational education progranS mandated

under the handicapped set-aside of the 1968 amendments
1 2

It should be borne

in mind, however, that the attitudes of the students int rviewed may have been

bia ed 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 co ment is not meant to downgrade the student interview,

findings, but to put them in perspective. If one can judge fron the 84 proj-

ects included in the project sample, there are wide variati ns in both the

type and quality of projects funded throughout the country under the disadvan-

taged provisions of the 1968 amendments. The goals of the programs include

east the foll wing: dropout prev ntion, employability training, skills

t aining, work education, remedial education, and preparation for general

equivalency diplomas (GEDs). The clientele range from students mith 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 and outmoded

to spacious and up to date. Projects are regular and special, and they are

ope ating in depressed rural areas and in urban and suburban areas with

varying unemployment rates and industrial mixes.

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

was impossible to synthesize the 84 projects into categories of vocational

11
Olympus Research Centers, An Assessment of School-Supervised Work

Educa ion Programs, Part 11; Urban Cooperative WorkIducation Pregrams and

Folio -Up Study San Francisco: Olympus Research Centers, March 197

12Olympus Research Centers, An Assessment of Vocational Education

Pr for the Handica ed Under Part B of the 19. Amendments to the

Vocational Education Act San Franc sco: Olympus Research Centers, October,

1974).

1 I k
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programming for the disadvantaged; and in some ways, the overall program

defied anal i statistical or otherwise.

The project descriptions presented below, taken directly from notes

made by researchers on-site, are meant to communicate the complexity of the

overall progrm 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 instrutors and administrators, The descriptions are foll wed by

discussions 011 (1) types of programs (including occupational offerings),

(2) curricukrn and teach ng methods, 3) faciliti s and equipment and (4)

work educaton programs,

t'Ll21t1P11-9121

The researchers' notes, upon which the projects described below are

based, were edted to eliminate ce tain subjective opinions, but otherwise

were left However, the names of teachers and students (where they

were mentioned) were changed for reasons of privacy,

Au

There were 25 students, all Mex can American -- in the class, The

Part B set-AsI e money was used to pay the salary of a Spanish-speaking

paraprofession 1 who never used his Spanish. "None of these kids speak

Spanish," he Said, "they shun it like the plague. Even my own kids won't

speak Spanish in the home. I'd like them to learn the language, but they

won't have anything to do with it " He w nt on to explain that he is an

experienced mechanic, and a Mexican-Ame ican. "I can help Joe (the instructor)

understand these kids. Somet mes Anglos have a tough time figuring ou

Chicanos. 1 can help in that direction and 1 also know my engines,"

le echanics
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The in. ruotor explained that all of his students were so deficient

in reading that they c dn't understand the maintenance manuals, He there-

fore used audio-v s4 1 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 "poor

reading skill ." The educational treatment: audio-visual instructional

materials and a decresed student-staff ratio,

Students eIter 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 "I'm just repeating everything I learned last year,"

one said, and added, "I wanted to get into the advanced class but they

wouldn't let me, Another said, "All this class teaches you is how to do'

tuneups, balance wheels and stuff like that, and I learned all that last

Year."

The instructor explained that the students were taught English in

their regular academic classes. When asked if maintenance manuals we e used

texts in the EnOlish classes, he said he didn't know, but doubteethat

they were.

The shop was well equ pped and well maintained. Students could pro-

ceed at their ow

rives. The ernployeient or a paraprofessional made it possible for the students

to receive more individual attention than they would have received in a

regular class.

in completing an established set of performance objec-

1 2 0
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World-of-Work and Remedial Education in a
Large Eastern Cit

The school well past its prime, poorly lit, and needing a good paint

job -- was 1 cated in the most rundown part of the city, The room In which the

class was conducted was dingy and cramped. All of the students, both male and

female in about equal numbers, were black.

In spite of its facilities, the class was extremely well organized,

Several groups of students were involved in activities ranging from quiet study

to discussions of slide presentations. The students appeared to know what

expected of them and were pursuing their tasks with dedication. The teather,

an enthusiastic woman ln1her early thirties, whose salary was paid for out of

Part B funds, said that the students had to meet the following criteria fo

successful completion: the ability to talk to people without embarrassmen

to fill 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 criteria

the end of the term, I
keep them for an ther year -- sometimes longer, but

eventually, of course, they have to be turned loose. There are a few emery

year who can't make it, but then, well, some of them have been pretty badly

damaged, you know."

The teacher des gned the curriculum herself, The students are divided

Into groups at the beginning of the year and each group is assigned a set of

ks The groups 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 vocational program, she

rep ied 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 chool world and how to find a job,"

Skills Training in a SLburb

The project was located in a new school on a camps-1ike sett ng, A

tour of the vocational facilities revealed that the shops and classrooms were

spacious well lighted, 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 students. Marks indicating the number

f objectives and sub-object rves completed by the students were noted al ng-

side each name.

Twenty-four students (three men) were enrolled in the course, Most

were white, all well dressed and well behaved. The teagher was energetic and

dedicated, and took pride in doc menting the success of her class. Only one

of the completers of last year class (who still w s in the labor'market)

had failed to find a trainingrelated position. She kept meticulous records

of her students' progress in the class and of their success in finding jobs

after they left the program, All the students were seniors, a course

requi ement.

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 Identified as dis-

advantaged. "But, they're not," she said. "We don't label -- It creates

more paperwork, surveys, and to what benefit?"

12 2
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Work Education in the Southwes

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 mo nings 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 towa d school, All were Mexican-

Americans.

The classroom portion of the project was world-o -work: instruction

how to dress for a job interview, how to conduct oneself at an interview, how

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 appeared that the school was merely

conducting a holding operation 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 Mjdwest

The trailers in the rear of the main buildings of this community

college were small, and once inside one had to walk carefully to avoid

colliding with equipment, displays, chairs, and students. The trailers
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contained up-ro-date audio-visual and :ther 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 pr gram 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 we e cut, so she was laid off, We ciidn't

find out about the cut until August and school started in Septembe "

Fermin- in a Western State

The purpose of this unique project was to assist the chi dren of

farm workers to learn the farming and business skills necessary to either

create and administer cooperatives or to run their own farms, The community

college in which the project was located served one of the richest agricul-

tural areas in the West. The fa ilies of all the enrolled students owned small

acreages of land, and the students themselves hoped to make their livings in

agriculture. The students, with their inst uctor, actually operated a small

college-owned farm and sold the produce for profit each year, in addition,

the students received inst uction in agricultural economics and business manage-

ment. The results of the program were encouraging to both the instructor and

the students.

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

is paid for ()ay 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.

Summar

Of the projects described above, two could be rated as average, one

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 disadvantaaed students. 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 school failure (lack of reading ability),

Nevertheless, the projects 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 emphasized 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.

rrm and Occupa_tional Area

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

nonskills training, work education, 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:

Skills training:

(a) General occupat_lons -- Training in occupational Clusters,

but not necessarily in specific occupations within clusters,

(b) S ecific occu ation -- Training in a single occupation,

such as carpenter, typist, and so on,

Nonskills trainin

(a) World-of-Work training.

(b) Remedial education.

Prevocational training,

(3) Work edu-a ion: Programs which alternate classroom instruction

with on-the-job training. 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 frequently enrolled in nonskilis

training than in skills training programs. Almost half of the

secondary enrollment (47 percent) were in world-of-work projects;

47 percent of the post-sec ndary-level students were enrolled

in remedial programs. It sh uld 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

Enro lment in 84 Sample Projects,
by Type of Training

Type of'
Training

Secondary Post-secondary_

Enrollmen Percent Enrollment Percent

Totala: 3,554 100 4,559 100

Skills training 1,525 43 2,060 49

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 4

Nonskills rain ng: 2',0719 100 2,499 100

World of work 1,685 83 349 114

Remedial 283 114 1,994 80

Prevocational 61 3 156 6

Of the total enrollment at the secondary level, 47 percent were

enrolled in work education projects; the corresponding figure for the

Post-secondary enrollment was 3 percent ( for breakdown, see Table 3-8).

b .EIghty-seven percent of the secondary-1 vel students enrolled

in world of work programs were also enrolled in work experience programs.

TABLE 3-8

Enrollment in Work Education Programs
84 Sample Projects

Type of
Training

Secondary Post-secondary
Enrollment Percent Enrollment Percent

Total:
Work education
Nonwork education

Work education:
Skills training
Skills training
Nonskills training

3,554

1,701
1,853

1 701

242
1,459

100

47

53

100

14

86

4,959
114

4,445

114

111

3

100

3

97

100

97
3
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fn such cases, disadvantaged funds are being used to support

students enrolled in regular programs.

Nearly half of the high school students were enrolled 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 tr ining either in school or

.on the job (see "work education" subsection).

At both the secondary and post-secondary levels, the majority

of students enrolled in skill training programs was receiving

in truction in general occupational areas (or cluste e.g

construction rather than carpentry.

Occupational Areas.

Table 3-9 shows enrollment by occupat onal area for the sample high

school projects. Table 3-10 provides corresponding figures for post-secondary

projects. As we discovered at the community level, 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 is narrower than In regular vocational education

programs.

Curriculum and Tean9 Methods-

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

actual curriculums in use for disadvantaged students, or to evaluate classr--m
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TABLE 3-5

Enr 1 -ent in Skills_Training Programs, by Occupational Area

(Secondary Projects)

Occupational
ATea

Enrollment Percent_

Total Indiv dual Total Individual

Total

General occupational cluster:

1,925

1,240

100

81

Agriculture 43 It

Automotive 40 3

Business and office 865 55

Distributive education 58 It

General mechanics 21 1

General construction 27 2

Machine trades 60 4

Health 62 4

Trade and industry 65 It

Specific occupations: 285 19

Child care 40

Custom travel 16

Auto mechanic 59

Food preparation and
management 58 It

Nurse's aide 60

Typing 21

Masonry 23

TABLE 3-10

Enrollment in Skills Training Programs, by 0 cupational Area

(Post-secondary Projects)

ccupational
Area

Enrollment Percent

Total Individual Total Individual

Total

Gencral occupational cluster:

2,060

1,984

100

96

Business and office 1,955 95

Agriculture
29

Specific occupa ions: 76 4

Meatcutting
)0

Welding
26

Upholstery
40 2
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activity. The attempt was made, however, to probe for any informa i n that

might be available pertaining to unique cu-riculums 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

prey,ously, 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, the curriculums in use and the teaching methods employed were For

the most part traditional. The one ingredienL that seemed to be added was

"individual atten ion."

The instructors developed their own curriculums, using material

developed by states, universities, local education agencies, and other

sources. Individualized instruction, based primarily on the development of

program modules 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 farming 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 curriculum 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 help

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

3 0
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pace. What was not clear is the extent to which the remedial programs were

helping students who were attending regular v cational education classes.

There didn't seem to be any attempt to evalt te the effectiveness of remedial

instruction or, if there was, no information on evaluations was available.

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

them to be. They often appear to Se group counseling sessions, or discussions

of various topics relating to employment in general consumer issues, grooming,

and so forth. World-of-work curriculums, where they exist, are loose, and

a e generally supplements to work experience programs.

Thus with reference to assumption 4, stated in the introduction,

"educational 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 Equi mept

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 expensive facilities

and equipment. This could also account for the prolife ation of world-of-

work programs, which require only a classroom.

More than half the project directors (57 percent) rated the equip-

ment "excellent"; 29 percent said that it was "adequate"; 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

3 1
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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, a d 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 deficien y closely followed by:

poor design, lack of adequate lighting, lack of office spa e, and build ng

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:

) 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) ktticiy_ilr2aria: Programs to provide jobs in LEAs or other

public institutions for students who need income to start or

continue their vocational train ng

Work experience proaEms: 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 majo ), and which are not necessarily-
1 2
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established 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 ptesent for the disadvantaged, the

qual ty of work stations, and the necessary conditions under which expansion

of work experience programs is possible." As has already been noted, half

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 m-re 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-aiide and Section 102(0 program as a whole. Consider the

foll ing:

(1 ) Administrators said that work experience programs are initiated,

not neces arily because they are appropriate, but because the

absence of necessary facilities and equipment for skills

training in the school forces the consideration of other

alternat ves, including work experience

As is shown in Tabl- 3-7, only 14 percent of the en'roilment in

work experience was in programs which provide skills training

either in school o- on the job,

The vast majority of students enrolled in work experience pro-

grams (86 percent) were placed in jobs which were related only

in a general way to the instr ction (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 t ack," which, in the words of Rupert N. Evans, "lead

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 emOoyers.

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. Even more important, the jobs

to which students were referred would be in occupational areas which requi e

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-Employe- Asreements

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 plan were virtually nonexistent. Thus,

although students received credit for the work they performed 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 'f 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 sho 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 hou s in the

classroom and on the job.

9,1@_11 pf_40b!

The attempt to rate the quail y of jobs to which students in work

experience projects were referred was based on information derived from inter-

views with 444 participants enrolled in work experience projects. ,tudents

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.

Classroom instruction and on- b t- 1-in 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 unrelated (32 percent) than

females (20 percent); and whites were more apt than minorities to rate class-

work not at all related to on-the-job training.

.Student pay. Most of the project directors interviewed (75 percent)

said that students were paid the minimum wage, or less than the employers'

regular employees. The remainder said that students Were paid the same hourly

rates as regular employees. However, the figures in Table 3-14 indicate that

a considerable percentage of the students were earning less than the fede al

mi -um wage of $2.30 an hour. The average hourly rare for the total sample

1 3
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TABLE 3-11

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

Student Hours

Number o
Projects

Percent o
Projects

Number o.
Enrollees

Percent o
Projects

Total 29 100 1,700 100

6 to 10 3 10 176 10

11 to 15 4 14 326 19

16 to 20 13 45 766 45

21 or more 8 28 421 25

Information
not available 20 1

TABLE 3-12

Range of Hours Per Week Students On-The-Job
29 Secondary-Level Work-EXperience Projects

Student Hours

Number of
Projects

Percent o
Projects Enrollment

Percent of Total

Enrollment

Total 29 100 1,700 100

1 to 5 3 3 189 11

6 t- 10 LI 14 186 11

11 to 15 7 24 641 38

16 to 20 10 34 521 31

21 more 4 14 143 8

Information
not available 20
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TARE 1-13

Student Ratings of flelationship of Classwork to 0niThe.,101) Training

ex

herall Males Females

Race

Wh tes Minorities

Rating NUmber Percent Number Percent Number Percent Plumber Percent Number Percent

_

Total 42 la0 251i 100 188 . 100
51 185 160

Very

closely 138 31 , 11 30 61

Somewhat 181 1 31 86

ltiot at, all 120 11 81 33 18

kn't bow 3 1 U 0

37 80 31

116 37 3

70 83 32

1 1

58 31

1'1

31 20

1

EN
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TABLE 3-14

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

Variable

Number
Enrolled

Median
Hourly

Wage Rate

Average
Hourly

Wage Rate

Total 371 $2.31 $2.36

Sex:
Male 228 2,34 2,46

Female 143 2.25 2.20

Race:
White 198 2.33 2.41

Black 128 2.28 2.32

Hispanic 45 2.32 2.33

$ $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 mo:e on the average

than minor es. 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 -f 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: wai ress, food handlers,

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

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

car maintenance were: service station attendant, wash ca

and park cars.
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TABLE 3-15

Tasks Listed by Students Performed on the Job

Variable
Nurnbe of Tasks

L sted Percent

Total 680 100

Food service 103 15

Car maintenance 94 14

Office work 100 15

Child and hospital care 99 .15

Construction 100 15

Cashier 45 7

Answer telephone 15 2

Stock work 43 6

Pickup and delivery 14 2

Box merchandise 21 3

Sales 17 3

Assembly wo-k 14 2

Drive equipment 15 2

14.0
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Office work: Sixty-seven percent of the jobs listed under of ice

work were: general office work, filing, running errands, etc.

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

category ere: 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

"general clerical work," 11 "typis and 6 "bookwork."

Child and hospital care: Of the 61 jobs listed inhis category

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 agriculture;

and of the 136 jobs 1 sted under the construction category, only 25 were

listed by women -- 16 of which were light maintenance work, and 5 wtre "run

errands."

These figures indicate that the occupational range for women partici-

pating in work experience programs was extremely narrow. The fact that woMen

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.

_omments

There can be no doubt that work education programs were being funded

for the disadvantaged, but fhere 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 vocational 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 const tute cooperative school-employer

programs with measurable educational objectives. The ser ous question that

arises are Part B set-aside and Sect oh 102(b) funds being used to crea_e

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 re ating

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 (train ng related and nontraining

related)

(5) Number of complete s unemployed

(6) Number of completers reenrolled in project

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

(8) Number enrolled in tra ning 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,

Pro'ect Costs

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 specific projects. Federal costs per enrollee were $349; per
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completer costs were $418. The combined per enr-1 ee and completer costs

were $401 and $480 respect velv.

la 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 project did not represent "excess

costs" in the usual sense. Because the project funds represented only a part

f the costs of education, the prevention of : dropout may well have increased

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 educational program are $1,500 per year, paid half from state and

half from local taxes, the receipt of $347 for provision of added services

may cost state and local governments three to five times 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 student

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 41 of the sample high school

pro ects. Completion rates, at 83 percent, were high, and only 6 percent of

the completers (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 we e employed. Follow-up information was not available

for more than one out three completers.

Student and Em. 1 oye r 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

Co ts Per Enrolle,e and Completer
33 Secondary-LeveJ Projects

(School year 1974-75)

Category Number Cost

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
Combined costs 401

Federal costs 349

Costs per completer
Combined costs 480

Federal costs 418

TABLE 3-17

Outcomes Information for 41 (out of 62) Sample
Projects for the Disadvantaged

''chool year 1973-74)

Category Number Percent

Total enrollment

Dropouts

2,407

408

100

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 19

Unemployed 68 3

Other (out of labor force or out of school) 63 3

Unknown 654

5
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were enrolled in 46 projects located in thirteen states and 37 local educa-

tional jurisdictions. One of the original purposes of the student interviews

was to determine whether project outcomes, as revealed by the survey inter-

v ews, 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 program (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 n), However, because

the variance in state and community administ ation 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 comparisons 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 cooperative programs

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

Part 13 set-aside programs surveyed In 1974. Appendix C contains all pertinent

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 "special" students.

Only if this were true would, it be possible to obtain employer insights about

such projects. In actual fact, however, the 103 participating employers

interviewed did not know that they were dealing with special students, or

participating in special projects. As far as most were concerned, they were

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

1 4 6
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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 employees were interviewed,

but because of their lack of knowledge of vocational education programs in

general, and programs for tbe 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 interviewed,

Outcomes were judged on student responses to the following:

(1) Student ratings on a scale of 1 to 10 of various aspects of

the programs in which they were participat ng

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 majo- 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 of all students int rviewed said that their satisfaction with school

had increased since enrolling in Part B set-aside and Section 102(b) programs;

the overwhelming 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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TApa 3=18

Selected Characteristics of Students Interviewed

Characteristics Number Percent

Total

Sex:

1,024 1 00

Male 572 56

Female 452 44

Race:

White 629 61

Minoritiy 395 39

Educational level:
Secondary 784 77
Post-secondary 240 23

they planned to seek jobs in the same general areas as their school jobs or

traininy. It is also Interesting to note that women, minorities, and post-

secondary students were slightly more favorable toward the programs than men,

whites, and high school students.

fap oyer Interviews

The participating employers interviewed, regardless of whether they

knew they were participating in spec al projects or not, were highly favorable

toward the programs and their student employees.. Nearly 90 percent of the 87

firms in which the students wer- employed were in four industry classifications:

(1) retail sales and service (47 percent), government 18 p r ent) hospital

and health care (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 deci ion makers. Attitudinal questions con-

cerning student job performance and results were tabulated for all 103

interviews, or for both decis on makers and supervisors.
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TABLE 3-19

Student Rating of Program Aspects by Selected Characteri ics

Scale: 1 - 10

Program

Aspects Total

ace or Ethnic

Back round Education Level

Male Female Whrte Minorities
Post-

Secondary secondary

ipment 7.89 7.75 8.06 7.71 8 ,17 7.83 8,91

cial help 8.90 8.75 9.09 8,77 9.11 8.71 9.24

nseling 8.31 8.11 8.56 8.07 8,68 8.29 8.34

chers 8.81 8.76 8.88 8.71 8.98 8.63 9.24

ssrooms 7.80 7.59 8.07 7.46 8.35 7.98 8.31

ldings 7.78 7 90 7.62 7.65 7.97 7.93 8.27

truction 8.72 8 58 890 8,60 8,91 8,71 9,.02

ining for job 8.58 8,25 9,00 8,29 = 9,06 8.69 8,63

rage of factors 8.28 8.16 8,44 8,09 8,59 8.28 8.63
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TABLE 3-2

Percentage of Student Satisfaction with School Since
Enrolling in Program, by Selected Characteristics

Variable
_

Sat i sfact ion

Increased Same Decreased

Total 63.1 33.5 3.4

Sex:

Male 62.6 34.3 3,1

Female 63.7 32.5 3.8

Race or ethnic hackg ound:
White 64.1 32.1 3.8

Minorities 61.5 35,7 2,8

Educational level:
Secondary 60.7 35.6 3.7
Post-secondary 70.8 26.7 2.5

TABLE 3-21

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

Variable

Categor

Yes No Don Know

Total 94.0 5.5 0.5,

Sex:
Male 51.6 7.5 0 ,9

Female

Race or -thnic ba ground:

97.1 2.9

White 92.5 7,2 0,3

Minorities 96,4 2,8 0,8

Educational level:
Secondary 93,8 5,9 0,4

Post-secondary 95,0 4.2 0,8



145

TABLE 3-22

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

Variable
Category

Yes No. Don' Know

Total 73,3 25.8 0.9

Sex:

Male 70.3 28.3 1.4
Female 77.2 22.6 0.2

Race or ethnic background:
White 69.5 29.1 1.4
Minorities 79,5 20,5

Educational level:
Secondary 73.5 25.9 0.6
Post-secondary 72.9 25.4 1.7

Length of participation. Nine out of ten of the firms had been

participating in school-supervised work experience programs for over t o

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 21

Ten years or more 14

Thus a substantial percentage of the f rms (over 14 pe cent) had been

participating in work experience programs prior to the passage of the 668

amendments. The fact that these employers saw no differences between programs

for the disadvantaged and other programs suggests eith r that these prog ams

have always served the disadvantaged, or that disadvantaged in school is nOt

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

r
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How ccrnbanies became associated wth pr rams In two out of three

cases, the schools solicited the companies' participation in the programs.

Approximately one out of four lirms initiated the action which led to

participation in work experience programs. Other routes to company participa-

n are (base: 87 companies):

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

Positive versus ne.ative c -ments. Employers were asked. to list what

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

programs -Employers often-listed-more_than one benefit, and both benefits_

and criticisms were mentioned by many employers. Thus all of the comments

made by employers were divided into the categories "positive" and "negative

and the comments, themselves, were tabulated.

(1) Po 1 ive omment :
Almost 9° percent of the employers made

posi ive comments about the program. Half of these pertained

10 benefits received by students and half to benefits received

by employers. Student benefits listed were as folluws

through "e" ar- student benefits; "f" through are employer

benefits):

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

(b) Helps student improve self-image, learn value of school

training.

Students improve their skills; -ill be qualified for jobs

when they 1 ea e school.



147

Students can work and go to school or stay ouc oF trouble

or stay in school.

Students have opportunity to learn good work habits.

Program is a good source of labor, or can get e.xtra help

when needed.

(g) Students ha e good attitudes and work habits.

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

(i) Employers d_ ive personal sa -sfaction from helping students

gain self-es

(2) Negative comments: Approximately 20 percent of the errplo'ers

made negative comments about the programs. These were broken

dn into_threp oategori s: Ca) criticism about the program

in general (10.4 percent), (b) criticism oF stude ployees

(5.8 percent), and (c) disadvantages for employer (29 per_ent).

Criticism pertaining to the program in general were as follows

(la" through "d" are general; "e" and "f" are criticisms pertaining

to students; and ''g" through "j" are the disadvantaged to employers):

(a ) Amount of cocnrnunication with employers; parents should be

Increased.

(b) Coordinators not awa e :f job re-uiremen s; poor placement;

courses not related to work.

(c) Teachers should mmphasi _ basics; cover more skills in

longer progra- ; imp --ve teachings.

(d) Course is poorly run; students loosely supervised, not

counseled.

Students have poor work habits attitudes; _re imm ure,
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Students take advantage of training p °grams; 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.

Poor experience --ith program (general al

Students not available when needed.

Ratin udent vo-a ional skills. The vast majority of employers

(80 percent) rated student vocational skills "med um" (39 percent) or "high"

(42 percent) at the beginn ng of the program. At the end of the program,

these positive r _Ings went up to 97 percent 3 percent high and 11i percent

medium).

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

better 33 percent) or the same (56 percent ) as their regular employees. Yet

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

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

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

9 percent said that they needed less.

Pay.policy. 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.

Permanent employment of students. We 1 over half of the firms surveyed

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

4 percent did not know whether students had been hired permanently.
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Other. 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 vocat onal

edu ation students.

(2) All but one firm (which was receiving CETA funds) ware not

reimbursed by the schools or other agencies for their participation.

Virtually all employers reported that changes in job structures

to accommodate student omployees were n t necessary.

(4) Virtually all of the respondents would recommend the programs

to other employers, and plan to cont nue participation in the

programs; 39 percent of the respondents 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 5_ -aside

and Section 102(b) progrcm for the disadvantaged was operating on a success ul

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 could be as-ertained 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).

11ith regard to the employer interviews, if it is true that the schools

through work experience programs -- -re actin: as referral agencies for

employers in the secondary labor market (employers of low wage, low-skill
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workers emplo,,,er enthusiasm for the prog am would be expected. Student

ratings, on the -ther hand are difficult t_ dismiss. It would appear that

students enrolled in Part B se ide and Section 102(b) projects were receivin g

more individual attention than they h d ever rece ved previously in the

scho 1 careers -- and they were enthusiastic about



CHAPTER IV

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

Six years after the pas age of the Vocational Education Act amendments

of-1968, he Offic of Planning, Budgeting, and- Evaluation of the U.S. Office

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, socioeconomic, or other handicaps

that prevent them from succeeding in the regular vocational education program."

Part B of the act, which requires state and lo al matching of f deral funds,

provides that 15 percent of basic grants to the ates be used for the pro-

vision oF vocational education programs and services to the disadvantaged,

and Part A, Section 102(b) provides 100 percent funding of vocational educa-

tion programs for the disadvantaged.

PURPOSES OF THE ASSESSMENT

The purpose of the assessment, as specified by the U.,S. 0 .ice of

Educati n, were as follows:

151
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provide information about how the states set priorities and

allocate funds for vocational education services and programs

for disadvantaged students

2 To -dentify and analyze the various policies, decisions, or

strategies within the community setting, such as coordination

f resources for the disadvantaged, special legislation, planning,

which directly or indirectly impact on the qual ty and effective-

ness of vocational education progr:ms for disadvantaged students

(in terms of quality of trainin opportunities, instruct! n,

services available, job placement, and so forth)

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 identity and analyze existing constraints or limitations in

car ying 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 jurisdicti n" ( °cal education agency or community college district)

in which a sample project was located. The samples selected consisted of the

following:

(1) States -- 23

(2) Communities 77

) Local education agencies (LEAs) 5

15
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(b) Community college di-iricts -- 22

(3) Projects -- 84

) Secondary -- 62

(b) Post-secondary -- 22

At the state level, interviews were conducted with state directors

ional education and their subordinates in charge of programming for

the disadvantaged. At the coniunity level, interviews were conducted with

chairmen of members of boards of education or boards of regents, superintendents

f 5 hools or presidents of community colleges, and LEA or community college

officers in charge of vocational education. Finally, at the project or school

level, one interview schedule was used, but several respondents including

project directors, counselors, instructors, and school principals con

tributed answers 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 t tal of 1,024 student interviews were conducted. In the case of work

experience programs, a sample of 103 participating employers were also

Interviewed.

OR AN1ZATION Or THE E_X_ECUTIVE SUMMARY

The findings, conclusions and recommendations if the study have been

summarized in the following four sections:

(1) InterpretatIon of the term "disadvantaged"

Policy and administration

The program

Recommend ons

160



THE MEANING OF "DISADVANTAGED"

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

The various types of individual assessments performed for

students enrolled in vocational education programs for the

disadvan aged

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSI NS

The evidence indicates the following:

(1) State and local administrators had given little attention to

7interpreting the congressional def nition of "disadvantaged

student." As a result, programs differed widely between states

and between communities within sates.

(2) 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 levels. 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 a5scssments, was

not often asked by state and local administrators-

(Li) The most common crite ion 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 o the project direct -s inL.rviewed in connection with the

proje '-level asse sment did not believe that the students

enrolled in their projects were disadvantaged, thereby illus-

tratirtg the confusion that exists from the state to the local

level concerning the nieanTn g of "disadvantaged student."

It appeared therefore, that most states had devoted very little

attention to the conceptualizatIon of special votational education services

for the disadvantaed based on specific criteria for the identification of

disadvantaged students and individual as sments of students either elrgible

or potentially eligible for such services

POLICY AND A INISTR TION

-1n-thiu :he-loll ing-subjects--r --summarized: e -vi.

of national statistics pertaining to the disadvantaged Part B se -aside pro-

vision of the 1968 amendments; (2 ) allocation of resources at the communit),,

level; (3) state and local policy and -dministration of the Part B set aside

and Section 102(b) p- gram and (4) const. aints, as perceived by state and

local administrators, limiting the initiation ..f vocational education programs

for the disadvantaged.

Na ional Statisti

The most

of the data that sta

ve view

rtant conclusion that could be drawn fr m an analysis

eport to the federal government each year is that

they appear to contain anomalies which are di ficult to explain. The wide

ranges between states in the percent ges of Part B grants expended for the

disadvantaged, per e rolIee costs, and data which appear to indicate that

the costs for educat ng disadvantaged students are lower than those for

educating regular st dents, bring into question the accuracy and completeness

162



156

the stat reported data. The probable reasons for these anomalies are

t state definitions of the term "disadvantaged" vary so much that it r$

impossible to make interstate comparisons and that states report onlNg prtia1 ,

rather than actual, per-student costs.

Two analyses of how communities allocate federal funds for the

advantaged were made: ( ) by budget line item, and (2) by the types af

programs funded.

Bud et Line Items

The vast majority of Part 13
set-aside and Section 102( ere

used to hire staff who work directly with students identified as diadaitaged.

Only a smailportiorrof the funds wre used to hire administrati e and Other

noncontact persorne1. Thus it can be concluded that most Part 0 set-4sAde

and Sect on 102(b) funds were being used to provide direct services t Students.

Type f progr

The types of programs funded were divided into the following ye-

'

ies: ( ) skills trainin (or training in either specific or general

upational ar _ ), and (2) nonskills training (or prevocational traiming,

remedial education, and world-of-work programs that ar . lot integrated virth

skiils training either in the classroom or on the b ). The attempt wo$ also

made to identify the occupational areas in which skills trainin wa offred.

Sixty-nine percent of the high school students and 56 percent .

post-secondary-level students were not enrolled in skills training

(see F gure 4.1). Th._ it would appear that the majority of Part 3 setaside

and Section 102(b) funds was being used for the initiation of prevoational,

re edial, and world-of-work prog a s. This was especially true

secondary level, where more than half of the students were enrol ed
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Secondary
(36 out of 55 sample

communities)

All programs:
10,150 enrollment

50%
World of work

31%
17% Skills

Remedial Training
education

Skills training:
3,093 enrollment

36%
Business and

office
occupations

27%
All others

25%
Diversified
cooperative
programs

POSt-Secondary
(17 out of 22 sample

communilies)

All programs:
5,816 enrollment

33%
Remedial
education

14%
World

Skills training:
3,250 enrollment

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

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-wo k and prevocational programs. If it can be assumed that remedial

programs were integrated with skills prrarns, skills t -ining was extremely

narrow at both levels. The vast majority of high school students was enrolled

in three occupational are (business and office, trade and industrial, and

diversified co-op), while only one o cupational area (business and office)

accounted for most of the students enrolled in post-secondary skills training

programs.

Although overall policy was imposed on the schools by the Vocational

Education Act amendments of 1968, the congressional mandate was sufficiently

broad to allow considerable fle-bility at the state and local levtls. in

designing and conducting this assessment we made the assumption that issues

relating to the provision of vocational education for the disadvantaged were

considered at the national, state, and local levels, and that a .;flnsiderable

body of policy formulations would be available to researchers. The fact

h wever that the only comprehensive policy statement obtained was the

Sug_gested.D_tiliza ion of Resources a d Guide for Exienditures _OURGEY issued

by tha U.S. Depa tment of Health, Education and Welfa e. Carefully formulated

formal policy statements regarding mainstreaming, work education, the use

of Part 8 set-aside versus 5 n 102(6) funds coordination with other

agencies, the u-- o councils, and state earmarking and coniunfly

matching o funds were absent at both the state and loce,1 levels. Evideuce

from interviow,, 77 members of boards of education and boards _ regents

indicated that t, rds rarely ini-iated policy with regard to either vocational

educaticm in general or vocational edu,_.ation for the disadvantaged in pn ticul-r
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AdminIstration and Plannin

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

educatIon jurisdictions or sch :Is to submit proposals to the state, according

to established guidelines, and funded projects on the basis o: the quality

of the proposals and the ability of the sponsors to carry out the projects

(project-by-pr 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 m re administrative control over their programs. The fact

that sponsors w re required to submit proposals which set down in writing the

general and specific goals of projects, the characteristics of the students VD

be served, the educ ti nal techniques to be owloyed, and line item budgets

(including local funds, if any, to be contributed) implied a certain amount

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

Pi-- .ing. State plans gave _verall statewide estimations of the dis-

advantaged populations within st tes, but state program officers appeared to

be unacquaint-d with these figur 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 pr_gram officers dr s -cial needs

divisions and were considered to be little more than exercises in grants-

manship. The guidelines for state plans specify that goals or programs are

be clearly stated. Despite this requirement, in most instances the

objectives were couched in broad terms, such as "to provide the disadvantaged

students of the state with necessary vocational education." This type of

objec ive lends itself neither to concrete planning nor to evaluation.

It would be - mistake to say that no p/anning took place at the local

level, but it is accurate to maintain that what planning did take plac- wa

oF a short- erm nature, generally directed at justifying specific projects.
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When asked about the universe of need or the establishhent of priorities, 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 13 set-aside and Section 102(b_ funds -vailable from the

state-

Monitoring and evaluation. Considering the i formality of the planning

process, it should come as no surprise that the unitoring and evaluation

of pr grams for the disadvantaged was equally informal at both the state and

local levels. Stet and community-level reporting requirements were minimal,

and management information systems were extren-ly weak at blith level . Where

states funded on a project-by-project basis, th rtunity f r nonitoring

and e aluation was at least pre ent, but because tn most states only one

administrator was assigned responsibility for disadvantaged programming,

comprehensive monitoring ahd evaluation was not possible. However, in states

where state education agencies were subdivided into re9aons, program monitoring

and evaluation appeared to be more complete, and program officers appeared

more knowledgeable about programs for the disadvantaged than in states which

were not div:JA into regions.

Constraints and Opportunities

The major constraints mentioned by respondents at all levels were:

(1) Lack of funds

(2) Lack of facilities

(3) Unwillingness of some instructional personnel to ace pt

disadvantaged students into their classes

(4) Negative image of vocational edueati

(9) Ambiguity of the term "disadvantaged student"
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Respondent recommendations included the foil _

Local school districts should not be required to match funds for

vocational educati n programs for the disadvanta ed; federal

funding should be on a two-year basi and "seed money" funding

should be discontin d.

(Z) In e vice training should be provided by the states for

instructional personnel, and instructors should be evaluated

on flow well they work with disadvantaged student ; and their

continued employment sho Id be at least parti,_ 'y based on

these evaluations-

The federal government should define more precisely the neaning

of the term "disadvantaged," and states should establish

priorities and see that they are observed by local education

jurisdic ions

tiore funds should be allocated for planning, administration, and

evaluation.

THE PROGRAM_
The material that follows is a synthesis of findings and conclusions

regarding on- ite visits to 84 vocational education projects for the disadvan-

taged in 23 states. A project was defined as a Part B set-aside or

Section 102(b) grant to a school or local education jurisdiction For the

purpose of providing specific educational s the disadvantaged.

Block grants to local educatIon jurisdictions for nonspecified services

not considered projects. Projects broKe down into two categories:

(1) Regular: Disadvantaged students were placed in regular votational

education programs with nondisadvantaged students.

1C8
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(2) Special: Disadvantaged students were placed in separate

vocational educati n classes, _i her on a full- or part- ime

basis.

The niaterial presented in this section is organized as follows:

) statistical overview of the project sample, (2) project administration,

) project outcomes.

ical Over

Mainstr-eF'in

Two out of every three students enrolled in the projects (both

secondary and post-s condary) were in _regular classes, thus indicating that

mainstreaming is considered appri e for many disadvantaged students.

Enrollee a an'zeristics

Approximately 46 percent of the enrollment in high school projects

was minority; characteristics information by race and ethnic background was

not available for 51 percent of zhe post-secondary enrollment. Of the known

post seconda -level enrollment, 22 percent were minority and 27 percent white.

Women comprised a slightly higher percentage of the total high school

enrollment than men; the opposite was true at the post-secondary level.

However, characterist cs by sex were unavailable for 34 percent of the post-

secondary enrollment. Most of the high school students were between sixteen

ar 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 pe- cent respectively

of the post-secondary enrollment.

on

Of the 62 high shool projects, 29 117 percent) had work education

co. ponents. These projects accounted for 49 percent bf the total enrollnent
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in the 62 projects. Only two of the 22 post-secondary level proj cts, accounting

for 4 percent of the enrollment had work education coniponents. However,

because of the small size of the post-secondary level subsample, these figures

are not significant.

ILC2iESSA2 " "
Allocation of Resources

Findings regarding the allocation of resources for 64 of the 84

sample projects supported the community-level findings. At the high school

level, 82 percent of the 1974-75 expenditures were for direct services to

students; the corresponding figu e at the post-secondary level was 74

percent. Federal funds constituted 72 percent of all high school expenditures

and 56 percert of ell p -sec ndary-level expenditures.

Administrati

The t.act that half of the proieo: director intervie ed did not

believe that the stu-Jeot enrolled in Part B set-aside and Section 102(b)

Pr

Tech idu

ams for the disadvantaged wer disadvantaged raised serious questions

about the administration of the entire program. With resp ct to the admin-

istration of projects at the school.level, there was a lack of criteria for

identifying disadvantaged 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

t her is no definition of "disadvantaged," no c iteria through which disadvan-

taged individuals can be ident f 'Ed, and no assessment procedures through

which it can be determined whether students meet established crit_ ia, the

t- "disadvantaged" becomes neaningless. Part of the probl a 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 popul- ion is ir ome

17



way identi

165

the program itself becomes meaningless a program without

The Ins ructional Pro-ram

Prosran Types and Occupational Offerings
_

The findings regarding types of programs in which disadvantaged

students were enrolled are a% follows:

1) Students in the sample projects were enrolled in more nonskills

training than skills training programs. Nearly half of the

secondary enrollment (47 percent) were in world-of-w rk project

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

Section 102(b) funds. In such cases, disadvantaaed funds were

being used to supprt 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

place disadvantaged 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 quest f n the quality of work experience projects

funded for the dis dvantaged (see "work education")

At both the secondary and post-secondary levels, the majority

of students enrolled in skill training programs was not

(3)

receiving instruct ..n in specific occupational areas ,

fonalofferints. As was discovered at the community level,

training for the disadvantaged seems to be concentrated in one occupational
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area: busine s and office occupations. More than half øf the high school

en Ilment (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 extreniely nar

Cur iculum 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 edu ation agencies and

other sources. Individual zed instruction, based primarily on the development

of program modules and the use of workbooks, was common nd excellent use

was frequently made of audiovisual equipment in remedial programs. There

were a few unique programs which featured the use of hends-on training, out

the majority or high school students was enr lied in world-Fwork programs;

and most post-secondary level students were enrolled in remedial programs.

Thus the development of curriculums was primarily in those two areas.

Facilities and E ui m nt

More than half of the project direct (57 perc nt) rated the equip-

ment "excellent"; 29 perc nt said that it was "adequate"; and 11 percent

rated It "inadequate." It should be emphasized, however, that world-of-

instructors, whose equipment needs were minimal, were included among those

who rated equipment. Most of the adequate and inadeqo te ratings came from

the project directors of sLills training programs. The most frequently

mentioned need (by those who rated equip ent as less than excellent) was

material for individualized instruction. Other reasons for less than exce lent

IA, 7 2



167

ratings were: equipment out of da e equipment in poor repair, lack of visual

aids lack of tools, and materials too sophisticated for disadva taged 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:

) Agreements between schools and employers generally were not

written, or signed, by the t o 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.

(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.

Acrordin9 to the 442 work experience students interviewed, the

rasks they were performing on-th -job were in low-skill, low-

pay, and high-turnover occupations. For example, 78 percent

of the tasks listed in the food services category we e waitress,

food handlers, busboys, and dishwashers- 44 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, 1 1 ng, running errands,

and so forth; 80 percent of the jobs listed under child and

hospital care were to take care of p tients (give baths, and so

on), and child care (baby sitting); and one-third of the jobs

listed under const uction were general construction work (laboring

load trucks, and run errands.
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h spital care were to take care of patients (give ba hs, and so

on), and child care (baby sittina); 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

we employed in ear maintenance and repair; and of. ha 136

jobs listed under the construction category, only 25 were

listed by women -- sixteen of which were light maintenance work

and five "run errands."

There can be no doubt that work experience programs were being funded

or the disadvantaged there was salle question as to their quality. Most

the students were be ng placed in low-skill, low-paying jobs, which they

could probably apply for and obtain without first receiving vocati-nal training

and which provided little bona fide on-the-job train ng. The serious question

that arises is: are Part B set-aside and Section IO2(b) funds being used to

create a new lower track for disadvantaged students, just the oppos

what the act intended?

Project

e of

Whatever the deficiencies of program administration, there can be no

doubt that the available outcomes data indica', 4 that the Part B set-aside

and Section 102(b) program for the disadvantaged was operating on a success ul

basis. For example:

Program costs at $ 95 per enrollee (federal costs) an $401 per

enrollee (combined f deral, state, and local) were low.

17.1
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The average completion rate (83 percent) was high.

Student ratings of the programs were overwhe mingly favorable.

(4) Employer ratings of the programs and their student employees

were also overwhelmingly favo able.

These data would be a good deal more significant, however, if it

could be ascertained that the intended target population was well defined, let

alone well served, and that the progr.:, :;ere designed to overcome conditions

-- determined by means of individual assessment that cause school failu e.

With regard to the employer interviews, if it was true that the schools --

through work education progrmms -- were acting as referral agencies for

ployers in the secondary labor market (employers of low-wage, low-skill

workers in high-turnover jobs), employer enthusiasm for the pro. gram would

be expected.

RECOMMEMDATI ONS

Summmry and Conclusions

The conclusions of the study can be best summarized by commenting on

x congressional assumptions upon which the disadvantaged provisions of the

1965 amendments were based. The assu ptions will be stated first, and the

comments will follow.

(1) Need for disadvantased Part ide: Prior to 1968, many

disadvantaged students either were not enrolled in vocational

education 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 assumption, they contended that vocational education has

always been considered a referral grounds for academic rejects,



and th prior to 1968,the program was underfunded, underequipped,

and reeeived little consideration f om 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 priori y, the major burden for solving the educational

problems of the disadvantaged was delegated to vocational educe-

tion., This factor, more than any other, may account for the less

than enthusiastic adminrstratiori of the progra

Meani f "disadvanta e There is a common understanding of

the eharacteri5tics of disadvantaed students (for identification

purpos or a common understanding of the meaning of disadvan-

taged Comments- The term "disadvantaged" was interpre ed in----____

br adest sense and varied widely from state to state,

commun ty to community, and school to school. There was no

common meaning of the term and no common under tending of the

characteristics of disadvantaged students. As a result, the

Pert B set-aside provision for the disadv6ntaged appeared to

be a program in search of a target group.

(3) A Assessment t- hniques exist or can be developed

whereby the conditions which result in school failure can be

ident fied on an indiv dual basis, Comments. Assessment

techriiqes may exist or may have been developed, but, if so,

they were not being used to identify disadvantaged student

to discover individual conditions which cause school failu e.

The informal assessment process was directed toward justIfying

or

the disadvantaged tatu La:lents enrolled in Part B set-aside

and Section 102(b) program rather than toward the identifi

tion of conditions which result in school failure.

11 6
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(4 ) Educ- ion treatments. Educational treatments exist or an he

developed which can be applied to student_ suffering from

conditions which cause school failure. Comments: With u

individualized assessments of students screened into tha

program, it was not surprising that "educational treatman

if they can be called that, were so broad that they were

virtually unidentifiable. The one individual treatment that

prevailed was "individual attention."

fienning.: A body of data exists or can be developed which

facilitates state and local planning for the disadvantaged,

the _-stabtishment of priorities, and the allocation of-fund% to

local education jurisdictions on a rational basis

Comments: Without clear definitions of the term "disadVrit

and the application of individual assessment techniques,

planning except in a general sense -- was all but impossible,

-Ares generally done on an ad hoc basis; that is, the

muley there to be spent, and projects had to be designed .

to justify the expenditures.

(6) Progrervirl: There is a commo n. enderstanding of the kinds of

programs that should be funded for the disadvantaged (e.g.,

solely skills training, or a variety of services, including

remedial educati-n counseling, prevocational training, worlde

of-w-rk instruction work education, and so forth).

Comments: The types of occupational training programs in whiell

disadvantaged students were being enrolled were few in number

and of questionable value. Half of all high school student%

were enrolled in world-of-work or low-quality work experience

1 7
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programs; Few were enrolled in skills training programs

innovative or n 1-1 novative. At he post-secondary level,

most students were enro'lled in remeial education programs-

presumably, they were also enrolled in skills training programs

not support d by Part B setaside or Section 102(b) funds.

Recommendations

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 disadvantaged from 15 to 20

percent. The new act, however, requires 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 la al

communities must now not only match total Part B grants, but also the portion

f those grants which ar used to fund pr g ams for the disadvantaged.

Finally, the 1976 amendments requi e that the states perform more comprehensive

monitoring and evaluation of vocational education programs. ldtql these

factors in mind, we believe that consider tion must be given t;-. :he fo1lowin g

recommendations

1. Definiti n of disad 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 is unclear.

Whether or not ae term is discontinued, program priority must 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.



udent assessment. At the same time, the identification of

students run 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, z-ald

guidelines for Ale p Jormance of individual assessments must be made more

3. Organization. Each state must have at least one person whose

501:: responsibility is to plan and carry out programming for the disadvantaged.

Where two or more persons have these state responsibilities, one should be

a.yned as coordinator.

4. EllrmLni. The person with responsibilities for planning programs

for the disadvantaged must be given adequate su:)port to set up these state-

wide programs. To accomplish this, the "problem officer" must work with people

who represent special education, migrant workers, the Ameri an Indian, com-

pensatory education, adult basic education, and dropout preyention divisions

(-r programs), And research and statistics, and with community program

officers in order to determine needs and establish priorities.

5. Fundjng. It should he required that projects be funded on the

basis o- written proposals. Clear and specific guidelines based on the

federal g idelines, but adapted to state needs, must be provided to local

educational jurisdictions. It is strongly suggested that alloca ion of funds

be based on proposals whie:h are within priorities established at the state

level (1'4" above).

6. Proposals. P Oposals from schools or local education jurisdictions

must be reviewed carefully to see that thic guidelines have been followed, that

every student involved can be identified, that there is a description.of the,

special services required to help the student succeed, and that evaluation is

built -Ito the proposed programs.
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7 EVJ uation. An on-site evaluat -n of at least 33 percent of the

programs funded in whole or in pirt with Part B -aside or Section 102(b)

funds for the disadvantaged must be made annually. Personnel from other state

vocational education divisions should be involved as often as possible.

8. Review of vqposals. The followlng should be involved in the

review -f proposals submitted by local educati- al jurisdictions or schools:

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

educa ion, ESEA Title 1, bilingual, miqrant, and CETA.

9. Establishmetfp 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 comprehensi..- program for the disadvantaged,

and procedures should be developed to ensure that:

(a) The state plan is folio ed.

(b) Areas of economic depression, high youth unemployment and high

school dropouts are given priority attention.

10. Pre- and -service training. States must provide for in-serviceu
training of staff, either directly or by contract. Teacher craining inst tu-

tions must b_ involved in this effort. Curriculum changes in pre-service

teacher education programs enabling potential vocational e_ucation staff to

be better prepared for -orking with the disadvantaged should be instituted.

11. Lyzivisoin- s. State advisory council members representing

the disadvantaged must be continuously consulted and advised by Esclram

officers in charge ofproaramming for the disadvantd through a formal

mechanism.

180
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12. Sect' n 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 juri dictions 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 prog ams funded

for the disadvantaged to determine whether adequate skills training is available

for disadvantaged students, and the appropriateness of world-of-work and

remedial education programs funded for the disadvantaged.

14. Work education. States must develop policies and standards with

regaO to work experience programs for the disadvantaged. Great care sh,Ald

be .taken to make ce tain that disadvantaged students are not be ng referred

into the secondary labor market (low-pay, low-skill, high-turnover jobs), and

1-iat the tra ning they receive the job is legit mate vocational trainirw.

T istrators at all levels ist be aware of the d nger of creating inferior

iower ack) programs the disadvantaged students.

15. Coordination wi_th othe ncies. Adminisrators at the community

level should be requi -,e1 to coordlnatL their programs for Lhe disadvant ged

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. h1D2297emen_t .irl_forTIlsaystem_. 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 proces es.

A 8 i
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THE SAMPLING PLAN
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APPENDIX A

THE SAMPLING PLAN

The overall purpose of the study was to assess federally finiAced

vocational education projects for the disadvantaged in relationship u policy

and administration at the community and state levels. The term "community"

was defined as the local educat on jurisdiction in which a Part B or Section

102(b) project was located. Thus the major focus of the sampling design was

select a sample of v eational educati projects for ..,Avantaged

whi h were financed either partially or wholly with Part 8 5,_.t-aside and/or

Section 102(b) funds ("Project Sample"). Once the project was identified,

the comounities and states in which they were located would also be identi ied.

However, because information regarding individual Part 8 set-asige and

Section 102(b) projects did not exist at the federal level, the search for

projects had to take pla e at the sta e level, where project records were

kept. Thus ,before a sample of projects could be selected, a sample of states

first had to be drawn and information regarding projects existing in each

state had to be obtained, by means of visits to the sample states and

recorded Project Identification Forms.

184
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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

eisadvantaged 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 education projects for the disadvantaged. The figure "90" was

chosen because It call-d for the maximum expenditures ava lable for on-site

research and was sufficient to capture the influence of all pertinent vari-

abl-- between projects and mmunities.
1

Thus to the extent that the number

of projects to be vIted was sec, the sampling plan was purp_sive. However,

within the ninety-project limitation, the design called for the selection

f statec, communitieD, an ects with probability proportionate to enroll-

ment in federallr fi anced vocational education programs for the disadvan-

taged throughout the nation.

In addition, the r 'purees available to perform the study precluded

the collection of information on projects in operation in all areas of the

sample states. It was necessary, therefore to select a sample of "locali-

ties" within the sa ple states (SMSAs, counties and bo forth) in which the

search for projects would take place.

1 In an additional effort to conserve resources, the sampling plan

was resrricted to the continental United States, thus eliminating the

possibility of costly trips to Hawaii and Alaska where enrollments in

vocational education programs are low.

183
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Limitations in De-

An haustive search of ell federal data sources was made to deter-

mine if disadvantaged enrollment or expenditures data were available for

any Political, geographic, or administrative unit smaller than "state" (e.g.,

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

siz -f disadvantaged programs w e:

(1) Enr,rAlment oi disadvantaged persons in vocational

education programs for individual states

(2) Vocational education expenditures for disadvantaged

persons (broken out by federal expenditures and an

aggregate of state and local expenditures) for indi du 1

stat

(3) Enrollment in ail vocational education pr,. coilaLt

Thus the first step in the sampling proced'r i draw a sample

of states wjth probability proportionate to enrollment 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 declded that the

most direct way of obtaining a sample of sta es and localities within stes

would be to divide the continental states into SMSA and non-SMSA counties

(or "localities") and, using a "best e_timate" of enrollment federally

financed voCational educat on prograMS fgr the disadvantaged by county as a

186
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measure of size select sa p-e, of localities (SMSA and non-SMSA_counties

and states in tandem.

ment

Estimating Disadvantag,

Two sources of data were availeYe r _ imating enroll

Ity: State disadvantaged erollmerit and expenditures data,

and .Z enrollment in all_ vocational educ!:ttion programs by county.

Ad'usting -tate enroMment data. State enrollment data include both

students enrolled in vocational education programs for the disadvantaged,

financ d by state and local funds, and those financed by federal funds. Since

the stUdy was concerned prima ily with how fed ral funds were being used,

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 .tithin states where the majority of disadvantaged

financing is state and local would be overrepresented. The adjustment was

accomplished as follows:

(1) Each state's federal expenditures were identified.

(2) Each state's total disadvanaged enrollment was multiplied by

the percent of federal funds expended for vocational educe ion

-grams for the disadvantaged.

The resulting figures (Table A- constituted the adjus ed 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 tot 1 enrollment,

All 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 statt. 5 adjusted disadvantaged enrollment would be half its total,

actual disadvan aged enrollment.

Considerauon was given to using Part B set-aside and Section 02(b)

expenditures as the direct measure of size, but the plan was abandoned

because expenditwes alone would not have taken into account variances in

per pupil expenditures among the states. Using both disadvantaged enroll-

ment and Federal disadvantaged expenditures allowed for a more meaningful

measure in defining the target group being studied.

Estimating disadvartaged en ollmen count Since the only data

available by county were enrollment in all vocati nal education programs, in

order to estimate disadvantaged enrollment, it was necessary to assume that

disadvantaged enrollment by county was proportionate to total enrolinient by

county. Although this may have lead to e rors in some counties, it was

generally a safe assumption. Most students enrolled in vocational educaLion

are nonfour-year college-bound suents from lower socio-economic groups --

groups which include the largest numbers of disadvantaged individuals_ The

chances were, therefore, thpt in coeritis wbrrr vocational education enroll-

ments %fere large, the populations oF disad-:antaged p rsons, as well as the

number of disadvantaged students enrolled in vocat onal education programs,

tre larger than in counties where vocational education enrollments 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 per enrolled in suburban Wes chester Counly pr:)gram. If errors

did occur, ,ver, the sampling plan adopted contained a self-co ecting

mechonim
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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 coun ies

-were adjusted, using the relative ratio that exists county by county within

states, to tie in with adjusted state disadvantaged enrollments

In order to identify a universe oF projects from which a sample of

ninety projects could be selected as First necessary to elect samples

of states and localities within !n which the search for projects

at the state level would take place. Using the adjusted state enrollment

and estimated county enrollment figures described above, we se ected the

states and localities within states. What remained to be ac omplished was

to identify all projects in operation for two years or more3 in the sample

localities and select the projects for locality. When the ninety projects

had been selected, the communities in which they were 1 cated could be

identified.

Selecting the se.- states_and localities. The step-by-step process

in selecting the samples of states and localities --ithin sttes is described

below:

(1) Stra fication

-) In order to assure adequate geographic distribution, the

48 states were stratified by the nine census regions.

The i_;qo years or more criterion is to make certain that only projee s

for which follow-up information (completions, dropouts, placements, and so

forth) s available will be included in the Project Sample;

1 8 9



185

(b) SMSA and non-SMSA counties 1tlin states were stratified

as follows:

1. SMSA areas (all counties Included in SMSAs) were

stratified by level of need from hign

the following da a obtained from the census, as a

measure of level need:

Minority status.

Dependency rates.

c. Median household income.

2 Non-:MSA counties were tr-, ted as single population

uni, if their populations were 50,000 or more.

measure o

CounCes with populati les$ than 50,000 were cam-

bined in groups and treatA as sing e population

units. Single counties or groups of counties were

then sl:ratifIed within states by leverof need (as in

"1" above) from high to low .

re of_disadvan_taged enrollment

State level: After adjusting state enrollment in vocational

education programs for the dis77riv ntaged by federal expendi-

tures used to finance such programs, the total adjusted

disadvantaged enro lment for all 48 states was 462,733 ee

Table A-i).

(b) SMSA and non-SM5A coun i Wi hin SMSA areas, the stratifi-

cation criteria and enro. ments in vocational education

programs were gathered fo- indi,idual count es and then

combined to obtain totals for SMSAs and i.-,!roups of counties.

SMSAs and groups of non-SMSA counties were treated as

190
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single population units. Enrollments for each unit were

then adjusted to bring them in line with adjus -d disadvan-

taged enrollments.

(3) SelectIon states and 1 ii-ies: 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.

States and localities (SMSAs, single non-SMSA counties and

groups of non-SMSA counties) were selected in tandem.

(b) The sample universe (462,733) divided into fifty

intervals (i.e., fifty primari sampling units defining

statps and localities). The iterval size was 9,255. The

intervals were cumulative:

0,000

2. 9,255

3. 18,510

30. 453,495

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.

The SMSAs, non-SMSA single counties, and groups of non-

SMSA counties were put in the order described by the

varying levels of stratification. A tape accumulating

ail estimat d enrollment was made.
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Sel-:tions of states and localities were then made wIth

pri -lity proportionate to size of the estimated dis-

advan aued enrollment (i.e states and localities with

large'r enrollments had a greater chance of being selected

than smaller states and localities). For example:

1. Sourh Carolina, with a disadvantaged enrollment

5,246, falls in o one interval (1/50).

2. Georgia, with a disadvantaged enrollment of 49,271,

falls int,7 five or five locali

Table A-2 shows the nu.- F states ar.J localities selected by

region. The localities selected were situated in 23 of the 48 states. The

adjusted disadvantaged enrollment in the fifty localities was 21 percent of

the total adjusted disadvantaged enrollment in the 48 states.

Selectin he iro ect and commtlanatE. To select the project

and community samples, the following steps were taken:

(1) At the state level, all Part B set-aside and Section 102(b)

projects in operation for two years or more in the sample

1
calities were identi.ad and recorded on Project Identifi-

cation Forms.

(2 ) Within each of the localities, the projects were stratified

as folio s

Level of education (seconda.y aro 'dary)

Type of education work experfenLc k experience)

Since 90 pert: -- of the projects were located in :ASA localities,

it was decided to select two projects from each SMSA localiLy

and one project from each non-SMSA locality.

192
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Because en I I me nt Inforniat ion was not avai 1 abl for prjec

in sixteen tates, It wa n-ot possi hie to se lec t pro _leo

pr p ona te to total erro 11rnent n each local ity. For t he

sake of con sisteincy, -the reFre1 the on ly recourse was to select

projects with etical prolyabi 1 ity in all local iti

Two proj ect s viere then 1 cted readomly for each of the forty

SMSA 1oal i ties; orte pro jec t Nas selected randomly for eali of

the ten non SfriSIX lona lit les ,

(6 ) Po s Af ter- the sample has been selected, the

projects were po st-st rat Ifi ed 1n-to six ce Hs: secondary 5k1 115

train hig (monvor k experl en ; secondary ski lls trai ning (work

ex per ience) ; sec ondar y o thr; post-secondary ski I s tra In i ng

(non rk eycpe fie nce); po st-seconclary s ki 1 Is training (work

exper ience) ; and post -seconcla ry other. The cal Is were then

checked against the actual di str ibution i n the un i verse of

1;046 projects ( see rabi e J.

(7) Overpsa_i ro-gects: Fl gure A-1 show

nurnber of prujets thQt would be selected in each cell if

exact ratios +were rilal itained. 0 nly el even of the ninety pro jec ts

would be post nda ry an i rad equate number for assessment of

the programs to be se leatecl, the refire , was Increased as fol lows:

(a) _SkU1sIntn oworkpence: From three t

(b) Skills t ra ni rk exi en n From five to ten.

Seconda ry programs in these tvo cells 'were decr-eased by n Ina

and f lye respectively. , Thus the_ owera il ratios of work exp

rienoe and nonwark experlence projects to the total un iverse

would rena in the same, but po st-secondary programs within these

he
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two cells would be oversampled and secondary programs would be

undersampled_ Figure A.2 shows the actual number of projects

to be selected within each cell.

(8) Once the final sample of projects had been selected, the local

ed'icatidn j risdictions within which they were located were

identified. These constituted the "community sample."

ne final samples of states, comnunities, and projects selected are

slic,wn in Appendix B.



TARE A-1

Enrollments by Census Region and State, in Vocational Education Regions

for the Disadvantaged, Adjusted by Federal Expenditures for Such Programs

State and Region

New England

Connecticut

Massachusetts

Rhode Island

Vermont

New Hampshire

Maine

econdary and Post- Percent of Adjusted

Secondary Disadvantaged
rederal Disadvantaged

Enrol lment
E, -ndltures Enrol iment

7M25

7099

3133

100

2431

21137

15

7

70

20

32

60

11,194

110957

2,613

650

1,923

Middle Atlantic

New York
18,115 13 23,938

Pennsylvania 35,01 30
10,707

New Jersey ?839
40 7,160

East North Central

Illinois
12O22 9

10,874

Michigan 1,953
100 1,953

Ohio
63,313 26 11,396

Indiana 11,293
60 2,576

Wisconsin 13,880 51 10079

*R1

West North Central

ssouri
11,638 611

11,128

Kansas
8,231 88 102113

Nebraska
8380 61 5,112

loWa
41)1(A1 49 19,620

'Minnesota
6,563 60 3,918

PS North Dakota
8,055 88 70088

South Dakota 1,725 60 1)035 196



South Atlantic

South Carolina

Georgia

North Carolina

Florida

Maryland

Virginia

Delaware

West Virginia

TABLE A-1 (continued)

Secondary and Post- Percent of Adjusted

Secondary Disadvanzaged
Federal Disadvantaged

Enrollmen_t E% enditures_ Enrollnient_

5,765

50,795

24,457

58)951

11,585

27,753

11,084

2,050

)1 5,246

)7 h9,271

76 18,587

26
15,327

29
3,360

45 l'4.,489

53 5,875

94 1,927

East South Central

Mississippi
6,381

47 2,999
Alabana

1,409 65 12,616
Tennessee

25,482
51 12,996

Kentucky
25,359 79 20,031i

West South Central

Louisiana
70,447

51 35,928Arkamas
20,394 45 9,177

Texas
58,283

3) 22,730
Oidahore

10,651
19 2,024

Mountain

New Mexico 24,096
25 6,024

Ari2ona 11,285
87 9,818

Colorado
1,890 87 1;644

Nevada 2,805
27 757

iilyorni ng
2,353

54 1 271
Utah 10,557

45
11,751

Idaho
1,120 100 1,320

Montana
1,09 84 1,377

198



State and Re ion

Pacific

California

Washington

Oregon

Total U,S. (continental

48 states)

199

TABLE A-1 (continued)

Secondary and Post.

Secondary Disadvantaced

Enrollment

14,92

12,308

1,237 216

Percent of

Federal

Ex enditures

37

32

36

Adjusted

Disadvantaged

Enrollment

37,633

,197

131

31
162,133



TABLE A-2

Number of States and Localities Selected by Census Region

ensus

graphic

ns

Adjusted

Disadvantaged

n ollment

Numbe

Number

of Sample Adjusted Disadvan- Percent of
States and taged Enrollment in Coverage
Localities Sam-le Localities of Sample

St3ii----77ocilltW Number Percent Universe

England 21,477 5 2 2 6,306 6 29

le Atlantic 41,805 9 2 4 11,975 12 29

North Central 39,878 9 3 6 7,648 8 19

North Central 55,164 12 2 5 5,669 6 10

Atlantic 112,082 24 5 I 1 26,336 27 23

South Central 48,645 10 3 6 6,784 7 14

South Central 69,859 15 2 7 11,857 12 17

Ii 26,962 6 2 3 10,957 11 Al

46,861 10 5 10,431 11 22

TOTAL 462,733 100 23 97,963 100 21

2 2
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TABLE A-3

Distri bu Projects by Selected Strata

Strata

Number o
Projects

Percent
Total

Total Individual Total dividual

All projects 1,o46 100

Seondary, 921 88

Post-Secondary 125 1 2

Skills training 939 90
Work 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

her 107 10

Secondary 75 0.07
Post-secondary 32 0.03

203
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EducatiQfl

Level

Skills Trainin
TotalsNonwork Experience Work Experience

Other

Seconder 48 projects, or
53 percent of
the sample

25 projects, or
24% of the
sample

6 projects,
or 7% of
the sample

79 (87%)

Post-

seCon-
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.1. Distribution of Strata of the Project Sample
if Ratios are Maintained

Education
Level

Skills Trainin
Other Totals

Nonwork Experience Work Experience

Secorry 39 projects 20 projects 6 projects 65

Post-
secon-
dary

12 projects 10 projects 3 projects 25

Totals 51 30 9 90

FIGURE A.2. Exact Number of Projects to Be
Selected, by Cell

204
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SAMPLE OF PROJECTS
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B-1 SQrn le of Projects .

LI ST OF_ TPOLS

V VI

t,06

198

110 I It i.f I 195



1ABLE 8-1

Samph of Pro jec s

Local Ed uca t i onProject Cornmuni Di 1 geS tate
Mency (LE) istri ct

Nurse's 4ss i_sta Pt*

Foal marogerneot

Kodachrome*

4 WIlsP

Cconicticut
Bristol Board of Eclocatkn

Enfield School D istrict

Rhodt 1 slari $ Ki ngstown Schta 1

District

hiaragansett School

District

5, Student deve loprnent Oo Caphcga Valley Jo ht

beat onal. School

6. Adult skills

upg rad

7. 1.an9ae tra ining

to st CI evehnd C ity

School s

Pe nto Jo int Vocational

&hool Di str ict

8. Adult sk i lls train iog 11

To ledo School ills tr ict

9. Velcilno

10! Work expe r len ce

prograrrO

Iowa

I 1

ilarnburg Commun ity Sohocl

Dist rict

I 1 , Opport urii ties uri lirriltsd Des Mo Ines independent

School, District

Indicates programs wlIere 5 tthn*s were per 5onal 1 nterv ewed.

Iowa Western Corimun ty

College Di str ict



Project

12. Pre-career*

13, Special assstanwl'

14. Upholstery

154 Masonr1

lb, Automotive

174 Clerical*

18, Meatcutting*

19, Tutorial*

20. Tutorial*

214 Developmental

typing 11

22. Cooperative rural

occupation

23! Self-paced

instruction

IALE B-1 ontinued)

Local Education

A pc (LEA)

Community Coll ge

District

lowa Newton Community School

District

Tennessee Knoxville City School

District

Knoxville City School

District

Johnson City Vocational-

Technical School

Utah

Oregon

California Morgan Hill School

District

Hawkeye-Institute

Utah Technical College,

Skill Center, South

Weber State College

Clackamus Community

College District

Mt. Hood Community

College District

Gavilan Joint Community

College

Compton Community

College

0
0



pro ct

TABLE B-I continued)

tate

24, Programs for iiandi-
California

capped and Disad-

vantaged Persons

25. Remedial

26 Remedial

27, Recruitment and

retention

tocal Education
Community College

ken (aA)
Distric

Grossot School District

San Diego Community

College

Pedtoods Community

College

El Camino Community

College

28, Business division -- Wisconsin

hillwaukee Area Techni-
open lab

29; Multivocational

career*

Project jobs
Michigan

Saginaw Scho l District

I I

31. Project for disadvan-

taged and handicapped

Tactics

NeW Horizons

Carrolton School District

Mt, Clemens School District

34, Co-o-k
Morth Carolina Sreensboro City Schools

35,
Agriculture project7,',

Pender County Schools

36, Agriculture and distrib-
Wilkes County Schoolutive education*

cal College

Moraine Vocational

Technical School

4ayile County Community

College District



TABLE B-1 continued)

Project

37. Trade and industry

38. BusIness and office

39. Auto mechanics

40. Co-op*

41. eneral mechanics'

42. General metals*

43. General construction*

44. U)-op*

45. Co-op*

46, Career development

47. Project 70,001

48. Diversified*

49. Cooperative work

training*

50h Special educatn

i 1 0
4 r k

State

Alabama

Texas

Local Education

Mobile County School District

Mobile County School District

Dallas County Area Vocational

District

Houston Independent School

District

Wichitafells Area Vocational

School District

Iowa Park School District

El Paso County School District

Houston Independent School

District

El Paso County School rstrict

Delaware Wilmington Public Soho 1

Wilmington Public Schools

Illinois E. Peoria School District

Chicago School Districts

W. Aurora School District

Community College

District



Project

51. CIEPO

52. CYEA*

State

Georgia

TABLE B-1 (continued)

Locai Education

A ency (LEA)

Atlanta City School District

Decateur County School

District

53, :VEV
Burke County School District

54, CEP
Walton County School District

55, C\JEA 1

Walker County School District

56, Work sample evaluation I

Walker County School District

57, Business and office Louisiana Orleans Parish Sch ols

58. Child care
I Orleans Parish Schools

59, Clerical and office
Caddo Parish Schools

60, New Iberia Campos Project
Iberia Parish Schools

61, Nurse's aide LI

Caddo Parish School

62, Automated office* New York City of Yonkers

City of Yonkers

City of Rochester

City of Rochester

City of Buffalo

63, Sewing* 1

64. Sports and recreation

vehicles*

11

65. Customer travel* LI

66. Health service*

215

Community College

District



roect

67 Alt occupational

010cation*

68, Special vocation

69, Career opportunity

70, WECEP

71, rroject SUCCESS

72, Agriculture*

73, Hecrico trade center*

74, O'ffice service

75, Office service

TABLE B.1 (continued)

Local Education

State A enc (4A)

New York City of Buffalo

Kansas Harmon Unified School District

Turner Unified School District

Wichita, Area Vocational

Technical School

Virginia Hanover County School

-District

76. Nchanical drafting Kentucky

77 Business and office

78, Interlocking cooperative

vocational education

79 Automotive

II

Henrico Trade Training

Center

Hampton City Schools

Norfolk City Schools

Jefferson County School

District

Jefferson County School

District

Richmond Independent School

Arizona Dysart School District

Community College

District

El Dorado Community

College District



TABLE B-I (continued)

Project
State

Business and office
Arizona

81, In-Mate Program

82, Remedial I

Local Education

A .enc- (LEA

Tucson District '1°

Amph 1 theater choo 1

District

83, Distributive education
Pennsylvania Philadelphia City Schools

84, Business education t

Penn-Delco School District

Community College

District

Maricopa Skills Center

2 0
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LIST OF TABLES

C-1 Education Level, by Sex and Age of Students
Interviewed 211

C-2 Educational Level, by Ethnic/Race of Students
Interviewed . , . get ...... Of 212

C-3 Educational Level, by Type of Training of
Students Interviewed 212

C-4 Type of Program, by Race (Ethnic Background) of

C-5

Students Interviewed . . . . . , ,

Type of Training, by Characteristics of Students

. .
213

Interviewed . . egeltifeet efitee 214

C-6 Type of Class, by Race (Ethnic Background) of

C-7

Students Interviewed . . . . . , . .

Type of Class, by Type of Programming of Students

. 215

Interviewed... elefee eetee .... . ... 215

C-8 Rating of Program Aspects, by Type of Class of
Students Interviewed 216

C-9 Rating of Program Aspects, by Type of Training
of Students Interviewed . . .. . . . . . I V

217

C-10 Rating of Program Aspects by Geographical Area
of Students Interviewed 1

218

C-11 Rating of Program Aspects by Type of Area of
Students Interviewed . . . . ... . . . .

219

C-12 Mean Rating of Program Aspects by Characteristics 220

C-13 School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program, by,
Type of Area of Students Interviewed . . .

221

C-14 School:Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program by

Geographical Area of Students interviewed . . .
221

C-15 School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program, by
Type of Program of Students Interviewed , . . V I I

222

" 2

208



C-16 School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program, by

Type of Class of Students interviewed 222

Characteristics of Students Interviewed 223

Training of Students Interviewed 224

C-19 Relation of Classwork to Job Training by Type of

Class of Students Interviewed

C-20 Relation of Classwork to Job Training by Type of

Area of Students Interviewed

C-21 Relation of Classwork to Job Tra ning, by Characteristics

of Students Interviewed

C-22 Earnings of Students Paid for Work in Cooperative

0n-the-job Training or in Work Study Job Training .

C-23 Student Views on the Effect of Their Training in

Helping them Find Jobs, by Type of Program .. . 44.44
C-24 Student Views on the Effect of their Training in

Helping Them Find Jobs, by Type of Class 228

C-25 Student Views on the Effect of Their Training in

Helping Them Find Jobs, by Type of Area

C-26 Student Views on the Effect of Their Training in

Helping Them Find Jobs, by Geographical Area , ,

C-27 Student Views on the Effect of Their Training in

Helping Them Find Jobs, by Characteristics

C-28 Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Areas as Training,

by Type of Program .

C-29 Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area as Training,

by Type of Class @ @
4.

C-17

C-18

School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program, by

Relation of Classwork to Job Training, by Type of

224

, 225

226

, 227

228

If 1

C-30

C-31

C-32

C-33

Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area

by Type of-Area

Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area

by Geographic Area

as Training,

as Training,

Student,Attitudes Toward Training by Type of

Training

Student At-i -udes Toward Training by Geoaraphical

Area

C-34 Student Attitude Toward Training, by Type of Class

C-35 Student Attitude Toward Training, by Type of Area .

C-36 Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area as School

Training, by Characteristics

441

C-37 Student Attitudes Toward Training, by Characteristics

209

4,9 3

229

229

230

231

231

. 232

232

233

233

234

234

235

236
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TABLE C-I

Education Level, by Sex and Age of Students Interv e ed

Variable
Total Secondary PpsL-sesondary

Number Percent Number Percen Number Percent

Total 1 024 100 784 76.6 240 23.4

Sex:

Male 572 100 453 79.2 119 20.8
Female 452 loo 331 73.2 121 26.8

Age:
Under 16 149 100 149 100.0
16-17 465 100 463 99.6 2 0.4
18-19 173 No 156 90.2 17 9.8
20-24 71 100 8 11.3 63 88.7
Over 24 166 100 8 4.8 158 95.2

2, 2 4
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TABLE C-2

Educational Level, by Ethnic/Race
of Students Interviewed

Racial and
Ethnic

Back9Tound_

To al Secondary Post-secondary

Number Percen Number Percen Number Percent

Total 1,024 100 784 76.6 240 .4

White 629 100 442 70.3 187 29.7

Black 300 100 275 91.7 29 8.3

Hispanic 74 100 62 83,8 12 16.2

All minori ies 395 100 342 86.6 53 13.4

TABLE C-3

Educational Level, by Type of Training

of Students Interviewed

Variable

To al Seconda; Post-secondary

Number Percent Number _e rcunt Number Percent

Total 1,024 100 784 76.6 240 29.4

Specific skills
training

526 100 400 76.0 126 24.0

General
orientation

401 100 349 87.0 52

Other 97 100 35 36.1 62 63.9



Variable

Total

TABLE

Type of Program, by Race (Ethnic Background)

of Students Interviewed

Total

Number Percent

Work_Eqerience

Number Percent
linalLEIE!
Number Percent

1,024 100 479 48.5 400
39.1

White
629 100

251 35,9 268, 42.6

Black
300 100 191 63.7

105 35.0

Hispanic
14 100 48 64,9 22 29,7

All minorities 395 100 246 62 3 132 33,4 17 4,3

Other

Number Percent

127 12,4

110 17.5

4 1.3

4 5.4

2 2 7



TABLE C-5

Type of Training, by Characteristics of 5tudents Interviewed

Total

Characteristics Number Percent

17024 10010

572 55.9

Female 452 44.1

Total

Male

Spetific 51(111s

Number Percent

General

_Orientation

Number Percent

rOthe
_

Number Percent

526 100.0 401 100.0 97

278 52.9 231 57,6 63 611.9

248 47.1 170 42,4 34 35-1

White, not

Hispanic 629 61.4 354 67.3 192 47.9 83 85,6

origin

Black, not

Hispanic 300 79.3 133

origin

Hispanic 74 7,2

Other

2513 163 40 6 4 4;1

28 5,3 44 11:0 2 2,1

21 2,1 11 2.1 2 015 8 8,2

2 2 9



Variab
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TABLE C-6

Type of Class, by Race (Ethnic Background)
of Students Interviewed

To a Regular Special

umber Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Total 1,024 100 490 47.9 534 52.1

White 629 100 333 52.9 296 47.1

Black 300 100 130 43.3 170 56.7

Hispanic 74 100 12 16.2 62 83.8

All minori les 395 100 157 39.7 238 60.3

Variable

TABLE C-7

Type of Class, by Type of Programming
of Students Interviewed

To
Number Pe cen

Regular
Number Percent

-
S ecial

Number Percent

Total 100 490 47.9 534 52.1

Specific skill
training

526 100 356 67.7 170 32.3

General
orientaion

401 100 52 13.0 349 87.0

Other 97 100 82 84.5 15 15.5

3 0
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TABLE C-8

Rating of Program Aspects, by Type of
Class of Students Interviewed

Pro ram As ec

Modern up-to-date
equipment

Getting special help
when needed

Counseling of the

7.89

8.90

8.07

8.85

7.72

8.95

students 8.31 8.16 8.45

Attitudes of the
teacher 8.81 8.86 8.77

Enough equipment to
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,
using your training 8.58 8.61 8.56

Average of nine factors 8.28 8.31 8.26

2 3 1
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TABLE C-9

Rating of Program Aspects, by Type of Training
of Students Interviewed

Program
Aspects Total

Skills
Trainin- General Other

Modern up-to-date
equipment 7.89 7.96 7.64 8.51

Gett ng special help
when needed 8.90 8.85 8.96 8.93

Counseling of the
studentS 8.31 8.09 8.54 8.56

The attitudes of the
teacher 8.81 8.86 8.91

Enough eq,Apment to
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
building 7.78 7.41 8.- 8.64

Quality of the
instr ction 8.72 8.69 8. 4 8.79

Preparing you. for
,a job, using your
training 8.58 8.61 8.63 8.25

Average of nine
factors 8.28 8.20 8 9



Program
As ects

218

TABLE C-10

Ra 'n- of Program Aspects by Geographical Area

of Students interviewed

To al Northea

Mean
id-West South Wes

Modern up-to-date
equipment 7.89 7.38 7.67 8.01 8.65

Getting special help
when needed 8.90 9.02 8.78 8.83 9.20

Counseling of the
students 8.31 8.18 8.27 8.36 8.40

The attitudes o- the
teacher 8.81 9.18 8.56 8.65 9.25

Enough equipment to
work with 7.76 7.15 7.36 7.99 8.56

Well equipped class-
rooms; pleasant to
work in 7.80 7.58 7.40 7.90 8.49

Being in a modern,

well°maintained
building 7.78 6.69 8.07 7.91 8.70

Quality of the
instruction 8.72 9.02 8.60 8.57 8 99

Preparing you for
a job, using your
training- 8.96 7.96 8.67 8.55

Average of nine
factors 8.28 8.13 8.07 8 32 8.75



Program
Asiects

219

TABLE C-11

Rating of Program Aspects by Type of Area
of Students Interviewed

Modern up-to-date
equipment 7.89 7 83 7.99 7.69

Getting special help
when needed 8.90 9.00 8.95 8 4

Counseling of the
students 8.31 8.25 8.52 7.70

The attitudes of the
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 8.01 7.76 7.26

Being in a modern,
well-maintained
building 7-78 7.64 7-71 8.50

Quality of the
instruction 8.72 8.87 8.81 7.83

Preparing you for
e job,_using your
training 8.58 6.65 8.74 7.74

... ...

Average of nine
factors 8.28 8-33 8.35 7.87

4



Program Aspec s

Modern up.to.date

equipment

Getting special help

when needed

TABLE C.12

Mean Rating of Program Aspects by Characteristics

jducational Level

Post-

Total Male Female Under 16 16-17 18-19 20.24 Over A Secondary secondary White Black Hispanic Minorities

Race

1.89 1:15 8:06 8.11 /A 7.60 8.16 8,30 1,83 8,51 7,71 8,24 803 8,11

8.90 8.15 3,03

Counseling of the

students 8.31 8.11 8.56

Attitudes of the

teacher 8.81 8.16 8,88

Edbugh equipment to

workith 1.76 7.11 1,82

Well-equipped classrooms;

'Pleasant to work in 1,80 159 8,01

king in a modern, well=

laintained building 1.18 7,90 7,62

Quality of the

instruction

Preparing you for a job,

8.12 8.58 8,90

using your training 8,58 8,25 9.00

Average of nine factors 8,28 8:16 8.44

401

8,89 8.74 8.79

7:99 8.28 833

8,10 865 3,65

7,99 1.51 7.46

8,12 7.57 1.54

7:77 7.95 8.96

8,68 8,56 8.54

831 6:57 8.39

8,94 8,10 8,18

8.93 9,46 8.11 9.24
8.77 9,14

09 9.11

7.96 8.81 8.29 8,34 8.01 8;73 8.61 8,68

8.99 9,117 8,63 9.24 8,21
8.911 9.12 8.98

8,11 8,22 1.18 8.13 1.53 8,29 1.62 8i2

8,14 8 30 7:98 8:31 1.46

8.42 8,10 1.9 8,27 7.65

8.54 3,45 8.11 9.02 8:60

8,27 8.75 8,69 8.63 8.29

8.46 8.76 8.28 8.69 8.09

6,53 7:76 8,35

7.78 8,81 7:97

8,96 8,72 8.91

1,11 8.61 9.06

8,64 8,49 8,59



Variabi

TABLE C-13

School Satisfaction
Since Enrolling in Program, by Type of

Area of Stueents
,Interviewed

Total
More

Number Percent Number Percent

Less Sam

Number Percent Number Percent

Overall 1 024 100 646 63.1 35

Urban
424 100 265 63.5 15

Suburban 479 100 311 65 0
17

Non-urban 121 100 66 54.5 3

Variable

TABLE C-14

3,4

3.5

3.5

2.5 52

343

140 33.0

151 31.5

43.0

School Satisfaction
Since Enrolling in Program, by Geographical

Area of Students Interviewed

Total
More

Less SameNumber Percent Number Percent Number Perc nt Number Percent

Overall 1,024

Northeast 213

Mid-West 195

South
501

West
115

237

100 646 63,1 35

100
155 72,8 6

In i15 59.0
il

100 293 58.5 14

100 83 72,2 4

3.4
343 33.5

2.8 52 24.4

5,6 69 35.4

2.8 194 38,7

3.5 28 24.3



TABLE C-I5

School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program, by Type of

Program of Students Interviewed

able

Total ore Less Same

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percen

all 1,024 100 646 63.1 35 3,4 343 33.5

training 526 100 321 61.0 13 2.5 192 36.5

d of

)rk 401 100 263 65.6 17 4,2 121 30.2

97 100 62 63.9 5 5,2 30 30.9

TABLE C-I6

School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program, by Type of

Class of Students Interviewed

Total

able Number Percen Number ercent Number

Less

Percent.

Same

Number Percent

All 1,024 100 646 63.1 35 3.-4 343 33.5

jai 534 100 342 64.1 20 3.7 172 32.2

Jar 490 100 304 62.0 15 :- 3.1 171 34.9

4



TABLE C-17

School Satisfaction Since Enrolling in Program,

by Characteristics of Students
Interviewed

Total

Variable Number Percent

Overall

Sex:

Male

Female

Age:

Under 16

1617

18-19

20-24

Over 24

Number Percent

1,024 100 646 63.1

Less

Number Percent Number Percent

35 3.4 343 33.5

572 100 358 62.6 18 3.1 196 34.3452 100 288 63.7 17 3 8 147 32.5

149 100
95 63 8 2 1,3 52465 100 278 59,8 19 4,1 168 36,1173 100 102 59.0 5 5 2 62 35.871 100 47 66,2 4 5.6 20 28.2166 100 124 74.7

1 ,6 41 24,7

Educational level:

Secondary 784 100 476 60.7 29 3,7 279 35.6
Post-secondary 240 100 170 70,8 6 2.5 64 26.7

Race:

White

Black

Hispanic

Minoriti s

629 100 403 64.1 24 3.8 202 32.1300 100 181 60.3 8 2,7
111. 37,074 100 48 64.8 3 4,1 23 31,1395 100 243 61.5 11 2.8 ihi 35,7

4I

241

242



TABLE C-18

Relation of Glasswork to Job Training, by Type of Training

of Students Interviewed

Variable

Total

Very closely

Somewhat

Not at all

Don't know

verall Skills Training World of Work

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

442 100.0

138 31,2

181 41,0

120 27.1

3 0.7

Other

Number Percia

159 100,0 259 100.0 24 100.0

61 38.3 63 24.3 14 58.4

54 34.0 122 47.1 5 2E8

44 27.7 71 27,4 5 20,8

3 1.7

TABLE C-19

Relation of Classwork to Job Training, by Type of Class

of Students Interviewed

Variable

Total

Very closely

Somewhat

Not at all

Don't know

243

Overall

Number Percent

442 100

138 31,Z

181 41.0

120 27.1

3 0.7

pecial

Number Percent

kgar
NuMier Percent

274 100.0 168 100.0

61 24.5 71 42.2

130 47.4 51 30.4

74 27.0 46 27.4

3 I 1

(L,(11



TABLE C20

Relation of Classwork
to Job Training, by Type of Area

of Students Interviewed

Overall
Urban

Suburban
Non-urbanVariable Number. Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Total 492 100.0

Very closely 138 31.2

Somewhat ISI 41.0

Not at all 120 21.1

Don't know 3 0,7

245

228 100.0 170 100.0

61 ,4.8 69 14E!

109 47.8 49 28;

57 25.0 51 30,0,

1 0.4 1 0.6

44 100,0

8 18,2

23 52.2
1,,)

12 27.3

1 2.3

'46



TABLE C-2I

Relation of Classwork to Job Training, by Characteristics

of Students Interviewed

Variable_

Overall

Sex:

Male

Female

Age:

Under 16

16.17

18-19

20-24

Over 24

Very

Total

Not at Don't

50mewhat all know

#

442 100.0 138 31,2 181 41.0 120 27,1 3 0.7

254 100.0 17 30.3 95 37.4 82 32.1

188 100.0 61 32.4 86 45.8 38 20 1 3 1.6

33 100.0 4 12.1 16 48.5 13 39.4

270 100,0 93 34.4 102 37,5 73 27,0

114 100.0 14 29.8 49 43.0 31 27.2

14 100.0 1 7.1 10 71.5 2 14.3

11 100.0 6 54,5 4 36.4 1 9,1

Educational level;

Aecondery -418 100.0 -130 -31.1-- 404 116-- -17,i-8--

Post-secondary 24 100.0 8 33,3 11 45.8 4 16.1 1 4.2

251 100.0 80 31,1 92 35.8 83 12,1 2 0,8

112 100,0 48 36.4 60 45.4 24 18.2

48 100.0 9 18.8 29 60.4 10 20.8 .

185 100.0 58 31.4 89 48.1 37 20.0
1

Race/Ethnic:

White

Black

Hispanic

Minorities

21(6
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TABLE C- 2

Earnings of Students Paid for Work in Cooperative On-
the-Job Training or in Work Study Job Training

Average
Hourly

Waie RateVariable
Number

Interviewed

edian

Hourly
Wase Rate

'Total 371 $2.31 $2.36

Sex:
Male 223 2.311 2.46
Female 1A3 2.25 2.20

Race:
White 197 2.33 2.41
Black 127 2.28 2.32
Hispanic /13 2.32 2.33

Age:

17 years or less 247 2.29 2.28
2-.52

Educational level:
Secondary 390 2.20 2.30
Post-secondary 21 2.35 3.07

Type of cies':
Regular 110 2.31 2.45
Special 261 2.31 2.32

Type of area:
Urban 214 2.34 2.43
Suburban 114 2.22 2.18
Non-urban 43 2.38

Type of training:
Specific skills

training 100 2.28 2,42
General orientation 248 2.30 2.33
Other 23 2.30 2.32



TABLE C-23

Student Views on the Effect of their Training in

Helping Them Find Jobs, by Type of Program

Variable

Total

Yes

Overall

Number Percent

Skills

Trainin

Number Percent.

1-024 100,0 526 100.0 401 100.0 91 100,0

World of

Ark
_-_-_-_-_

Number Percent Number Percent

Other

963 94,0 488 92.8 384 95.8 91 93.8

, No 56 55 38 6,8 16 4.0 4 4,1

Don't know 5 0,5 1 0,4 1 0,2 2 2.1

TABLE C-24

Student Views on the Effect of their Training in

Helping Them Find Jobs, by Type of Class

Ov ra

Variable Number_ Perceht

Total 1,024 100.0

Yes 363 944D

No

Don't know

56 5.5

5 0,5

Specia:

Number Percent

534 100.0

504 94,4

28 5,2

2 0,4

Number Percent

490 100.0

459 93.7

28 5.7

3 0.6



Vari abl e

Total

Yes

No

Don t know

TABLE C-25

Student Views on the Effect of Their
Training

in Helping Them Find Jobs, by Type of Area

Overall

Number P rcent

Urban
uburban

Number Percent Number Percent

1 ;024 100.0 424 100 0
479

963 94.0 405 95.6 451 9i.Z

56 5.5 18 4,2 25 5.2

100.0

5 0.5 1 0,2
3

TABLE C-26

Student flOs OR the Effect of Their Training in
Helping Then Find Jobs, by

Geographical Area

Overa
iorthaast

Variable Number Percent Number Percent Number Percen

0.6

to

Number Percent

n-urban

121 100,0

107 88.5

13 10,7

0,8

HI - est
outi

nest

NumberPercent-- -NumberPercen
Total 1,024

Yes 563

No
56

Don't know 5

100.0 213

94,0 199

5,5 13

0,5
1

100 0 195 100.0 501 100.0 115 100.0

91,4 119 91.B 417 95.2 108 93.9

6.1 14 1.2 23 4.6 6 5,2

0.5 2 1 0
1 0.2

1 0.9



o r
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TABLE C-27

Student Views on the Effect of Their Training in

Helping Them Find jobs, hy Characteristics

Variable

Total

Number Perc nt

Yes

Number Percent

Overal 1

No

Number Percent

Don't Know

Number Percent

1,024 who 93 94.0 56 5.5 5 0.5

Sex:

Male 572 100.0 524 91.6 43 7,5 5 0.9

Female 452 100,0 419 97,1 13 2*9

Age:

Under 16

16-11

18-1

20-24

Over 24

149 looto 144 96,6 5 3,4

465 100.0 431 92.7 32 6,9 2 0.4

173 100.0 164 94,8 8 4,6 1 o.6

71 100,0 67 94,4 3 4.2 l 1,4

166 100.0 157 94,6 8 4,8

Educational level:

-Secondary 184 100.0 735 938 46 5.9 0.4

Post-secondary 240 100,0 228 95.0 10 4.2 2 0.8

Race (ethnic

background):

White 629 100.0 582 92,5 45 7,2 2 0.3

Black 300 100.0 290 96,7 9 3,0 1 0.3

Hispanic 74 100.0 12 97.3 2 2.7

All minorities 395 1010 381 96.4 11 2.8 0.8

255



Variable

Total

Yes

Not decided

Variabl

Total

Yes

No

Not decided

r
kva

TABLE C-26

Student Plans to Seek job in Same Areas as Training,

b) Type of Program

Overa 1 1

Number Percent

1,024 100.0

751 13.3

264 25,8

9 0.9

Skills

Training

tneral

Orientation

Number Percent Number Percent

526 100.0 401 100.0

59 68,2 318 73.3 74 76.3

164 31,2 78
9.5 2 22.7

0.6 5 12 1 1.0

Other

Number Percent

97 100.0

TABLE C-29

Student Plans to Seek Job in Same
Area as Training,

by Type of Class

Overall

Number Percent
Number Percent

1-0214 100.0
534 100,0

751 73.3 403 75,5

264 25.8 124 23,2

9 0,9
7 1.3

Number P rcent

490 100.0

348 71.0

140 28.6

2 0.4

.1

'57
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, C-30

Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area as

Training, by Type of Area

Number Percent

arall 1,024 100.0 7511 73.3 264 25.8 9 0.9

Jan 424 100.0 532 78,3 88 20.8 4 0.9

5urb n 479 100.0 331 69.) 146 2. 0.11

1-urban 121 100.0 88 72.7 30 24.8 3 2.5

riable

tABLE C-31

Student Plans to Seek Job in Same Area as

Training, by Geographic Area

Percen

Not Decided

Number Percent

!ran 1,024 100.0 751 7 3 .264 25.8 0.9

rtheast 213 100.0 143 67.1 70 32.9

I-West 195 100.0 155 69.2 56 28.7 2.1

ith 501 100.0 395 78.4 104 20,8 0.8

5t 115 100.0 801 69.5 311 29.6 0.9



TABLE C-32

Student Attitudes Toward Training by Type of Training

Varigle

Total

Number Percen

kills
General

Orientation
Number Percent Number Percent

Other

Number Percent

Total
4,096 100,0 2,104 100:0 1,604 100.0 388 100.0

Attitude:

Positive
3,115 76.0

1)559 14.1 1,246 71.7 310 80.5Negative 34k 8.4 210 10.0
105 6.5 29 7,5

Indifferent 631 15.6 335 15.9 253 15.8 49 12,6

TABLE C-33

Student Attitudes
Toward Training by Geographical Area

Total
Northeast

Mid-West
West

outh
--,.......

Varia e
Number 'Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Total 4,096 100.0 852 100,0 780 100.0 2,004 100.0 460 100,0

Attitude:

Positive
31115 76,0 657 77*1

Negative 344 8,4 87 133

Indifferent 637 15,6 108 12.7

260

550 70.5 1)549 77,3 359 78,0

80 10.3. 134 6.1 k3

150 19.2 321 16,0 58 12.6



Variable

Total

Attitude:

Positive

Negative

Indifferent

,TABLE C-34

Student Attitude toward Training, by Type.of Class

Total ecia1 Regular

Eumber Percent
Number Percent Number Perc nt

,06 100,0 1,960 100,0

3,115 76,0

344 8,4

637 15.6

2,136 100.0

1,491 76.1 1,624 76,0

176 9.0 168 7.5

293 14,9 344 16.1

C-35

Student Attitude Toward Traininq, by Type of Area

Variable

Total

7otal

Number Percent

4,096 1010

Urban Suburbian

Number Percent Number Percent

1,696 100,0 1,916 100.0

Nonqrban

Number Percent

484 100,0

Attitude

Positive 3,115 76.0 333 78.6 1,435 74.9 347 71.7

Negative 3114 BA 116 7.0 239 12.5

Indifferent 637 15.6 246 14.5 302 15.8 89 18A

_

LAJ



Variable

Overall

TABLE C-36

Student Plans tO Seek Job in Same Area as School

Training, by Characteristics

Total

Number Percent

1 Oak 100.0

1111,.EIMIF,JSMIIHIS3r

No
Not Decided

Number Percent Nueur Percent Number P rcent

751 713 264 25,8
9 0.9

Sex:

572 100.0 402 70.3 162 2313 8 1.4Female
452 100,0 349 77.2 102 22.6 1 0.2

Age:

Under 16
149 100.0 120 80.6 21 18,1 2 1,3

16-17
465 100,0 328 70.6 134 28.8

3 0,6
18-19

173 100.0 132 76,3
4-) 21.1 1 0,6

20-24
71 100.0 58 81.7 12 16.9 I 1,4

19

Over 24
166 100.0 113 68.1 51 317 2 1,2

0
Educational level:

Secomdari
784 100,0 516 73.5 203 15.9 5 0,6Post-secorklary 240 10.0 175 72.9 61 25.k 4 1.7

Race (ethnic

Imkground):

White
62

100.1 5
1.137 65.5

Black
, 300 100.5 231 77.0

Hispanic 74 100.0 65 S7.8'
All minorities 395 100.0 314 15.5

264

183

69

9

81

29.1 9

23.0

12,2

20.5



TABLE -37

Student Attitudes toward Training, by Characteristics

Attitudes

o 1 ive ndi _ent

iriable Nwther Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

,tal

!x:

Male

Female

le:

Under 16

16-17

18-19

20-24

Over 24

tce (ethnic

background):

White

Black

Hispanic

All minorities

iucational 1 vel:

Secondary

Post-secondary

kO96 100.0 3,115 76.0 344 8,4 637 15.6

2 258 100.0 1,698 74.2 222 9.7 368 16.1

1,808 100.0 1,417 78.4 109 6.0 269 14.9

596 100.0 468 78.5 29 4.9 110 18.5

1,824 100.0 1,375 75.4 145 7.9 308 16.9

692 100.0 525 75.9 45 6.5 114 16.5

284 100.0 239 84.2 14 4.9 28 9.9

664 100.0 424 63.9 55 8.3 77 11.6

2,516 100.0 1,873 74.4 241 9.6 402 16.0

1,200 100.0 921 76.8 85 7.1 194 16.2

296 100.0 249 84.1 13 4.4 34 11.5

1,580 100.0 1,242 78.6 103 6.5 235 14.9

3,136 100.0 2,347 74.8 266 8.5 523 16.7

960 100.0 768 80.0 78 8.1 114 11.9

*Combination of :our questions


