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HEARINGS ON REAUTHORIZATION OF THE
VOCATIONAL EBUCATION ACT OF 1963
[ <

Part 5: National Institute of Education Study

(
WEDNESDAY. OCTOBER 21, 1981

i -House oF REFRESENTATIVES,

. SuscoMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,*
.. * AND VOCATIONAL.EDUCATION,
T CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

Washington, D. oy

°

[

o~

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:30 a.m., in room -’

v 2175 Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Carl D. Perkll?fs {chair-

an of the subcommittee) presiding,

7/ ‘Members present, Representatives Perkms Miller, Kildee,
Erdahl,~and Craig. . -

Staff present John F. Jenmngs counsel; and Nancy Kober, légis-
lative specialist.

Chairman PER\(INS The commlttee will come to order. A quorufn

\ is present,

The Subcorhmittee on Elementary, Seconddry, and-Vocational
Education is continuing hearings today on the reauthorization of
the Vocational Educatlon Act. This morning we will be focusing on
the National Institute of Education’s study of vocational education.

The Education 'Amendments-of 1976 mandated the NIE to under-
take a thorough evaluation and study of vocational education
programs. The legislation required the study to examine such areas

. as funds/dqs\tlrlb’utloﬁ compliance with Federal laws, the quality

. and effectivéwess of vocationa] education programs, and the effec-
tiveness of the consumer ahd homemaking programs. In addition,
the law instructs the institute to make findings and recemmenda-
tions, 1ncluding recommendations for changes in existing legisla-
tion or for new legislation. .
... The subcommittee is: looking forward to hearmg about the find-
.ings of the study. We hope that the infogmation from this report
will provide us with a comprehensivé foundation for considering
reauthorization of the Vocational Education Act. We anticipate
using the report throughout oyr delibegations ag a4 valuable soutce
of information. 5

This morning, we will hear frorh Dr. Hénry-David, who has ably
direeted this study. Dr. David wxll be introduced by Mr.: Edward
Curran, the Directar of the National Institute of Education.

’ After yod have introduced Dr. David, Mr: Curran, I think I will.
ask him axow questions, 1n view of the fact that I will have to
leave this morning. A bill is pending on the floor today that con-
)cerns my district very much, the a,’g&lcultural bill. '

1
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You gQ{ahgzld. Mr C@n ~ ) ‘
§TATE.1E.\'T OF EDW.ARD A, CURRAN, DIRECTOR, ;\'ATI().\'AL
. INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION | .
Mr CurraN Mr. Chairman, members ©of the committee, I am
¥ Edward Curran, director of the National Institute. of Education,
and I am pleasé® that my first appearance before this subcommit-
tee 1s relatedlio an important policy inquiry, the study of vocation-
at education-which the Congress directed the institute to conduct
some years ago | .
- As you know, the ‘Education Amendments of 1976, Public Law
94-452, directed 'NIE to conduct a major study of vocational
. edutation and to provide interim and final reports on that study to
. the President and the Congress. The final repors, which is the
subject of today's hearing, fulfills the institute’s statutory responsi-
bility for completing and reporting on’ the study, and actually
represents the eighth publication, of the study.

The study was ‘completed by a staff assembled specifically for’

that, purpose at NIE under the capable direction of the distin-
guished, internationally know,p expert on education and“training,
Dr. Hehry Daxid. < ) ) ) . .

The,repott which is before .you today represents a synthesis of
that .staff’s analyses, numerous commission papers, and six major
contracts. I beli@ve that the study fully respand to the directiens-

contamed 1n Public Law 94-482; namely, that NIE investigate the

.drstribution of vocational education funds, compliance with applica-

ble legis[ation,” the assessment of program 4ualify ‘and effective-
ness, and consumer and homemaking education programs .

I should add, Mr. Chairman, that the legislation establishing the’
‘Department of Education, Public Itaw 96-88, created a statutory
base ffor the Federal Interagericy Committee on Education, known.
as FICE, and directed it to conduct a 2-year study of vocational

¢

o stud - - .

Iﬁyorder to avoid duplication of effort, the Secretary of Education
directed that the FICE study be conducted throygh delegation to
the Natienal Institute of Education. FICE will be provided the
opportunity to review and to comment upon the_institute’s study

Mr Chairman, I am pleased to be able to introduce Dr. David to
this committee, so that he can present the major findings of the
study He and hy staff have carried out a difficult-task with skill,
-dedicatdon, and @bjectivity. This institute is in their debt

Chairman PErkiNs. Before Dr David commences with his. testi
mony. I would like to ask him’a-few questigns, inasnfuch as Fwill
have to leave, . v = o

Dr David, from your miltiyear study of vocational education,
could you tell us your concligion’ about whetheb therevis a Federal

" “education to be completed at about the same time as the NIE

-

that Federal role ought to be? - .
Dr.,Iﬁvm. Mr Chairman, the study argues, I think, in several
, .ways the appropriateness of the assumption of responsibilities in

the field of education by the Federal Government, and specifically
points out that in the absence of the assumption of these responsi-
bilities, certan things which are regarded as nationally desirable

role 1h vocational education, and-Could you tell us what you believe
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would probably not be tuking place in the same measure and as
rapidly as they have.

The Federal Government'’s concern w1th broadening the équality
of opportunities in ‘education, particularly in the vocationgl.
ducation field s, I believ€, demonstrated by our findings, and s
certainly one appropriate role.

A+second appropriate role was fhat established, I belle\e, with
the adoption of the Vocational Education Act of 19637 that is, to
provide assistance to the States for the purpcse of reforming, red-
recting, and improving the ‘capacities of the States to provide
programs of vocational education both at the secondary and post
secondary levels . ’

There is evidence that that Federal role has made a dlfterem,e
over time, and specifically has made a difference with respect to
the broadening of equality of oppor(umt]es since the adoption gof
the 1976 legislation.

Chairman Perkins.<Thank you very much.

Now another question. Frofs your study, could you tell us what
the two greatest accomplishmEnts have been of the 1976 vocational
education amendments, and could you tell us also what have been
the two greatest failures?,

Dr Davip My Chalrman, that is an invitation to hang m)selt

s but I will try, sir.

The 1976 legislation, I believe, placed very heavy bets on what

* cuuld Be accomplished by systematic and cbmprehensive planmng
ofan informed and open nature at the State level.

I would have to, on the basis of the evidence we' have found,
make the obsersation that those hopes were not fully realized,
although the legislation {lid have a positive effect on planning
activities [ would have 'tofcount thateon the partial favorable side,

» and on the partlal fardure side. '

° I would also have to observe, as our evidence. shows, that the
ho?e that the two criteria established in law for e\aluatmg the
outcorhes of 'vocational education, namely, placement in the field
related to training, and second, judgments of employers on the
* preparation for employment and the character of the tmnrrmg re-
cened, while useful, did.not.play out to have the consequences 11
was thought they would have for two purposes. one, improving

programs directly, and two, assurlng greater correspondence with
labor market conditions

“That does not mean that the stlmulatlon gnen to evaluation by
the 1976 amendments did not produce positive results. ~

.. On the positive side, I would say that to the extent that there
as targeting of funds toward people who otherwise would not
huve a decent apportunity to secure vocational education, the prin-
ciple of the set-aside is a sound and workable one, as it is d mon-
strated to be by the evidence. I cannot say the same thing f
rovisiony governing the procedures for the distribution of
lntra%tate

The mgst impartant consequenpe it seems to me, and it is of a
positive nature, of the 1976 amendments is that they reaffirmed

- the agenda for change which had been established in 1963, and
that they have jnstitutionalized some of the elements of this
change within this very large, decentralized, plu@llstlu, diversified

]

[}

.4\¢5 . \ ¢
Q . -
EMC . N s ( N | ' n

,
b L] .
.

-

.




, J . Cod
system, wl%ch 1s systematic only indeach of the States and not for
- the country as a whaole ‘
The consequences of, the legislation, I think, are results which
are®f a positive natur{- nationally and appear in making national
purposes in part also, purposes of States and localities
I would prefer to settle for those responses, Mr Chairman, other-
wise We g0 into a great deal of detail abyut each major piece of the
legislation. R .
Chairman PErkIns. If you had to make one reqpmmendation on
where you think, vocativnal education ought to be going in the next
20 years, what would that recommendation be” | ‘.
s . Dr Davip. My response.would have to be a persoial oné’, you
understand,” Mr. Chairman, because you are now talking about
what would be my preference with respect to policy,-dnd.that is not.
soumething ‘which emerges from studies, ho matter how soundly
conducted they are. They represented the preferences for values
. and for outcomes for the country as a whole. ) .
It I had” my druthers, Mr Chaiyman, I wbul'd(;have vocational
education, together with other parts of our huge educational enter-
prise, concern itself with the provision of opportunities for those

) Who lack them. So I would place the emphasis pon the broadening

the notion of equality of epportunity, which I'regard’as a central
tReme’ for the development of American edu,cati{m almost from the

. founding of the Republic ‘
N Chairman PERKINS THank you very much. Go ahead with your’

- testimony , |
- Mr Kiupee. You may proceed now with your Eormal testimony,
either in toto. or gn summary. It will be included in toto in the

record . : “

° L}

|
i - . . \ .
STATEMENT OF HENRY DAVID, PH. D. PR()J&:]('T l)lRE.("T()R.
\'()(".\Tl().\.}l, EDUCATION STUDY,, .\'.»\Tl().\',\l,\l.\STlTl"I‘E OF
EDUCATION # ) . \
»~ Dr Davip. Thank you very much.- : ‘\
., I would like to begin by saying that my colleagles artd I share
the chairman’s hope that the final report of 'the vocational -
education study being submitted to you today will do exactly what
the chairman hoped it would do, provide a body of information,
’ ' insights .and analyses which will prove.useful to those concerned
with the reauthorization of the legislation |
What I have done in my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. is to
pull out from the section of the report called findings and conclu-
sions a set of * findings. These findings bear on what we regard
as the six principal provisions of the 1976 amendments, and they
deal, therefore, with- One, distributing funds to areas lacking the,
resources to ineet vocational education” needs, ‘two, providing
programs and services to students who are handicapped, disadvan-
taged, or whose English proficiency ability is limited:Xhree, over-
{ummg sex bias or sex stereotyping in vocational education four,
improving .planning for use of all resources; ﬁw{e,\ encouraging
changeyin and improvement of the Nation's vocatiofal education
enterprise, and six, strengthening evaluations of programs ;
- The first three of these items essentially -revelve around ques-
tions of equality ‘of opportunity. The, last three reyolve around
’ ’ . \l\ N
v :’ |
o . ' : x‘
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sometimes indirectly, the localities

for 1improving the vogational education enterprise as a
whole, through assistunce provided to the States. The two sets, of
\.O}L:I‘SE, an, intert\nned they are reuprocall\ influence uvne an-
other

What we have laid out in the findings and'wm.hlswns are some
25 different findings*which bear upon these 6 themes We close by
saygng that, if une wants broad, general conulusions®which emerge
fro&\ the study as a whole, the\ .are three Those three hroad
conClusions are: ,

*One, the Vocational Edumtfbn Act of 19633, as amended, dttempta
to accomplish too much with too few resources

Two, there are sometimes mismatches between the ends of
Federal policy and the means relied upon to realize them. -+ |

Three, realizing the ends of Federal policy depends hedvily upon
State and local policies, practices, and resources.

Let' me touch on each of these 1n reverse order The Federal
Government doesn’t control*the governance or the operation of
vocational education programs,,nor do the Stutes, although they
control them 1n small degrees One has to understand that Federal
legislation 1s using the States to influencg, sometimes directly and

To say there are sometimes mismatches between the “ends of
Federal pullu and the means relied upon to realize ‘therm 1s not to
speak to the fallure of the legislation at all, but to the kind of
corrective steps that might be taken as they had been taken in
196» and in 1976 o

It 1s another way of saying, Mr Chairman, that all legislation of
this kind 1s essentially experimental. ‘One hopes that incentives or
sanctions will work as intended Ore hopes that policy aspirations
will be mutually shared When one discovers that things don't
work, one tries another tact The 1976 amendments did exactly
that; and the report points to certain fallures which can be readily
corrected.,

To go back to the very first pomt that is the ambitious goals
established by the legislation of 1963, as subsequently amended
They represent very 1&rge aspirations, indeed, that is, to contribdte
not only to realizing an econamic goal, enhancing the skills and
knowledge of the work force of the.country, but also to realize a
suclal goal. to contribute significantly to greatér equality of oppor-
tunities To achieve these, certain programmatic instruments are
necessary, and also a resource base. The Federal resource base, |
think we have demonstrated, 1s inadequate, being deployed as it 15 _
among the Stdtt‘b to accomplish all of the objectives of the leglsla—
tion

Since you have befoxe you my brief statement, | think it prob-
ably would be less than profitable if I recited all of the 25 key
findings | would prefer, unfess you urge me to do 0, to respond to
questiuns ‘on any of those findings. | ask the pn\llege of calling
upon m\ colleagues should [ not have the answer present in my
., head. I would mislead you if I suggested that 1 have memorized
“every page of the r¥port we produced g

[Prepared statemdent of Henry David follows.] !

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Mi, Kiroer We will certaunly ppoceed in that fashion, and 1
apprecidate your candor '

You entire 4eport will be included in our record along with oral
-tatqmients We will then proceed with questions; to whicly you may
respond 1n any tasHfon vou wish |

Dr Davin  May I ask my associates to join me at the table,
please” ¢ oY . ) .

Mr Rpee Yes, pl,ease

[ hnow that the repurt that you have prepared will be used, ‘as

the cRanman indicated. very hequentl) by this committee. It will
becunie o duvument that wil] be read and reredd by those in the

Lald ol vocational education as they interface with this committee

duting the process of reauthorization The “committee certainl)
wishes to thank vou for the report

Your ~tudy puints out the relative decline of Federal .support of

sational education as measured against increasing State and
.wal suppurt Do you believe that the present Federal law 1s trying
5 acliieve too much with too hittle support, and if so what should
the Federal Law try toachieve”

Dr Davio 1 think [ have already indicated that all of the objec-
‘tivess with the scale of Eederal support available to assist the
State- to achieve them. cannot be realized. There are obviously two
ruutes to take in dealing with that situation. One is to increase the
~wale of resources and, obviously, others will talk to that rather
than myself The second 15 to reduce the number of objectives

v One of the objectives of the legislation, as-you know, is to.in- | -

cridse the capacity of local districts to prdxide adequate pregrams,
it not programs of hgh quality as the law seeks, Equalizing capac-
ity. 1f that were the sule objective of the law, could not be attained
thirough the present scale of Federal appropriation, which 1n dollar
value terms have been fairly stable if not declining, and in acu®tly
spurchasing power terms have sngﬁ"ﬁcantly declined over the last 10
vears ’

Tu wdd to that the additional pur poses of, assurir gﬁﬁhose who
mttUa bad shake, becatse they are dlsad\antaged or handlcapped or

less than proficient in thé use of the English language, is to call for,

additional expenditures of Federal fundg to assist the States Only

a relatively small number of, States .are allocatmg their own re-

sources for these ends o L4

Let nie aillustiate very, briefly. Nationally speakmg, if you aggre-
sate_all expenditures that are reported, as you know, the States
and the lucalities outspend the Federal Government by something
in the ratw ot 10 to 1. For particular aspects of the vocational
vducation enterprise, the ratio 15 much higher. On the other hand,
i you tuok at those 'to which I have féferred, the ratio is much
-maller We are talking about a match of 2to 1, on3 to 1.

That is another way of signaling the fact that the Statesand the
localities du not, out of their own resourceg, operate as strongly
writh respect to these Federal 0bJ(.Ltl\(.§ as they do for other objec-
tives

One wuld go down the line to other aspects of the legislation and
find the same thing Thus, the scale of local and State expenditures
un program mprovement is relattvely small. One has the impres-
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- swon from our findings that the withdrawal of Federal funds would
leave these efforts to improve programs setiously iiplired

So, the general conclusion I would offer you is that the States
and the localities have behaved as.if they believe that vocational -
education, confers positive benefits, by increasing their expendi-
tures on it until recently. It does nut necessarily mean that those
expenditures are tdirected at the same ends which distinguish -

_ Federal. policy purposes. . )

[ don't know whether, my culleague Stuart Rosenfeld would tke
to%ke to add to that. We-have detailed information on all these
counts, and you might want to say a word ot two on where Federal
funds go vis-a-vis State and local * -

. Mr. Kipge. Would anyone else who does care to contribute,
please give your name first for the reporter .
. Mr. Rosexvrerp My“name is Stuart Rosenfeld

[ think the problem is that it is trying to do the same thing with
the same dollars. Right now out of a single dollar 20 percent goes
to the.State ‘for\lmprovement, and 80 Yercent fur the basic grant
Of that same dollar, there are set-asides,of 20 percent fur the
disadvanTaged, 10 percent for the handicapped, the limited English

.+ proficient, and 15 percent for adult and postsecondary. ., .

That same dollar is expected’'to be used for improvement .and,
extension of programs, ‘as opposed to mainterfance and that sunie
dollar 1s supposed to be distributed to equalize the capucity of
districts, and to stimulate hew ‘programs for .new and emeiging

. industries. Obwiously, 1t cannot.do all of that. .
" There is not enough money in the law right How to fund the set-
aside, to -provide vexcess seryices for these special populations
There 15 not enough to equalize, but there may be enough to
improve to a certain extént. . .07

« (At the present level of funding, yoy cany§ expect the sume dollars
to accomplish all these different purpuses, muny of which are

> interrtally inconsistent. ’ ..
Dr. Davip May-I add to that. Thete is a table.in chapter 1 of the,
report which disaggregates the match of State and local dollarg to
Federal dollars,™and if you merely glance at that, you will see that

it shows that for the subpart 2 funds, the basic grant funds. for

* every ‘Federal dollar-there are almost 13 State and local dollags

If you look at the subpart 3 funds, thpse devqted to prugram
improvement and pupportiye services, the match is not quite 2!
State and local doljars for Jvery Federal dollar. '

If you look at subpart 4 funds, the special programs for the

. +“disadvantaged;, the match is less than 1 to 1 of State and locyl

N . dollars to Federal dollars. ' bl

" What we find, on balance, Is that the States are doing essentially
what they think is necessary to maintain programs, and to main-
tainthem in more traditional ways. The Federal dollars are used, -
Tsseixéial,]y, to bring.about the changes announced in’Federal legis-
ation. . ~ ° . ) P

Mr. KiLpgg. In this chart, it appears that the amount of Federal

-« dollars has .not grown significantly since the beginning at all -
Dr. DAVID&{Tﬁat is right.

Mr KiLpee.®omewhat after the 1963 act it grew some, but then
declined agajn. - * CT
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Dr Daviy There is also in that same chapter a figure- which
shows what happens to the Fedetal dollar in terms of the way. its -
uses are mandated. which gives you another perspective on the
question that vou have raised ' .

1 don't know if others n the room are aware of the chart to
which sou hate referred. which provides a view over time of what
has happened to Federal dollars. and per pupil expenditure of
Féderal and State dollars. It shows exactly what you have men-
tioned - -

Mr Lok I will ask another quqstio?h and then I will turn to
the minority. if you don't mind

Dr David, your report points out the difficulties with the present
taw s provisions requiring States to distribute the Federal funds in
w1 ceftain manner among the eligible institutions -

Do you believe that the Federal law odght to contain any such
provisions at all. and if so. what should those provisions be”

Dr, Davip My reply has'to be contingent If the Federal purpose
1g,explicit and .directive, then it 1s necessary to be prescriptive in
speahing to the mode In whi¢h funds are -distributed within the
States So. if ghere 1s a target, the most familiar. the most cliche, of
all uB¥ervations to make is that you hall better use a rifle than a
blundérbuss If you use the latter, you may hit some innocent
parties * : . . LT )

It follows from that. that if the directions. the prescriptions, are.
ambiguous and not clear, the ambiguities ought to be removed, and
that 15 not difficult to do. It seems to me that the Federal law
could. on the assumption that there is a target to be reached,
actually prescribe the way 1n which the States would distribute the
Federal funds to eligible applicants. and which factors are to be
used premarily in that distribution The factors to be used will be a-
‘function of the ends to be accomplished. The measures%&be used
for those factors could also be prescribed

Mr. KiLpeg. There is a certain ambivalence on the question of
presqriptivness. Sume of your findings regarding the distribution of
vocational education funds suggest that the Federal law could
benefit from more prescription or at least greatér clarity.” D3 you
feel that this is an accurate conclusion?” N {

“Dr. DASgD. Yes. y : T

Mr KiLpee. How do you reconcile this with your conclusion that
the Eederal law is already prescriptive, and may attempt to do too
much” . o . . . .

Dr Davip. The answer to the first question is that you have read
correctly. The answer to the second is that it je-not prescriptive in
undertaking to do too much. because what it does is to exhort and
encourage n a very large number of cases, rather than prescribe

For example, there are some 15 authorizegi uses of Federal funds
undey subpart 2, not a*single one is prescribed. What is prescribed
15 the use of the setsaside money out of that, but th¢ States have
complete discretion of the objects on which they wish to spend .
Federal dollars We are only talking about Federal dollars.

The same thing 1s true for subpart 3. There are six authorized
uses. only one of which is mandated, that is the equivalent of a set-
aside for guidance and counseling, the rest are a matter of discre-
tion . . N
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What the 1 Wi amendments dld Wils, In et»feut to produce consoli-

dations in the piidu: of categorical dpproadle: to programs, and ,

thut was desirable from the \1ew§omt of gmng the States much
greater flexibility

. The key question s the wlectu)n of those targeted elements and

an undc:lstandlm3 that discretign leaved the States in wmklmme
even whin they want to do exactly as they please The two might

_have the surface appearumce of belng inconsistent, but they are

not. and actually they reflect a policy choice. -

That s, if you provide Federal dollars, do you also want to say
how they may be used. do you want to CllCunTbCI‘lb(‘ the uses, or do -
yqy want to preacnbe the uses These. it, seem> to me, turn on the
welight one assIgns to the objectives, they are not issues of princi-
ple.

There 1s nothing 1n itself that makes dlsaretlon good, and there
1s nothing 1n itself that makes prescription bad, or the reverse

Mr KiLpeg, If you will indulge me, Mr Erdahl, with one more
question as o corrolary to what we have been talking about here.

Do you believe that the Federal law, then, ought to retain set-
dbld(.'b for programs for th&dlsadVantaged and the handicapped?

If'you believe that those set-asides should be retained, how could
the provisions for the set-asides be improved? -

Dr Davip We are now distinguishing between what the study
says, and what [.am saying personally The study dgesn’t speak to
the advisabjlity of retaining the set-asides, except o 2? the assump-
tion that there is a Federal objective to be attained and that is one
way of attaining it.

So. if the principle of targeting_the use ‘of funds holds, then the
set-aside makes sense. There are technical ways for providing for.
the uses of the set-asides which could be improvements over the

present measures when it comes to the intrastate distribution of
funds~Bhose are detailed, I think, at length in the report.

[ will'ask Stuart, my colleague, to comment on part of that. The
most mistaken use of the set-aside provisions has to do with those
that dezzl’wnh the' question af excess costs, and [ will ask Bella
Rosenberg to Speak to that one.

Mr RosenreLD. There are a number of different ways that_serv-
ices for the disadvantaged.and handicapped could be prov 1ded in
addition to the set-aside. That is only ong possibility

Ifl was determined that the primary objective of the act was to "
incregfe the capacity of poor school districts, one thing you could
do to stimulate or encourage enrollment is to have some kind of a
weighted formula that gave a higher weight to students with var-
ious disadvantages, which would not prescribe the use of the funds,
but which would be a method of distributing the money.

You could also distribute the money directly to districts in terms

of -number of disadvantaged, handicapped, and LEP who are en- _

rolled.

If the objective of the act was primarily to improve programs,
you can give priority to proposals submitted by districts that dealf
with the special needs of the special populations.

So there are a number of ways; We have stated that we feel that
it is important to provide services fg{specml populations but not

-

Q ROl QK1 — -2

-1

N

w

T,




|+

'

1
-

.

W

.\)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4 -
necessarily thyough o set-aside that prescribed exactly how those
dollars are spekm\

Di Davip The closing section of the findings and conclusions
portion of the report tries to illustrate what happens if you make
certain assumptions about what is the key aspect of Federal pur-
pose. It lays vut three of these assumptions, and there could be
others, with regard to the primacy of Federal purpose, and indi-
cates what kind of steps would be taken to realize them more
effectively than is presently the case. /

Each one of these steps carries with it not only/a new and
ditterent approach to thie distribution of funds but also a different
.approach to planning, to evaluation, and the like What we have
tried to suggest there, Mr. Chmrma’n, is that it is the convergence
of the differedt mftruments which produce intended effects, not ¢
the reliance upon & single programmatic instrument There should
be, we are argumg\:ume correspondence between what M is evalu-
ated and the intenti A 1 distribute funds in a certain fashion for a
certain purpose. ’ . )
~ Almost the easiest way to illustrate.a weakness in the existing
law, and the manner in which it has been interpreted, is to speak
to the yuestion of excess casts where the purpose of mainstreaming
15 defeated and the reporting by the States on what they actually
do cannot be fulfilled

If I may, I would like, to ask Bella Rosenberg to speak to that

Ms RosexBerG. My name is Bella Rosenberg .

The excess cost rule is not a function of the statute per se, but
the impleménting regulations. To, make it simple, there are essen-
tially two intepretations One pertains to excess costs in a main-
stream program, that is, a program in which handicapped. disad-
vantaged, or Limited English-speaking students participate in voca-
tional education along with their nonhandicapped peers; a different
interpretation of excesy costs is made for separate program$ and
distinct settings.: ' S

For the mainstream program, excess costs are interpreted exact-
ly as excess costs would suggest. Those costs that are over and
above the cost of providing vocational education services to non-
handicapped students. .

In a distinct setting, excess costs are interpreted as the full costs
of that program. The, States, however, must make sure that the

. average statewide expenditure per handicapped or djsadvantaged
student equals or exceeds the average statewide exfenditure per
nor\Lmndicapped or disadvantaged student. '
‘" Theotetically, then, the regulations ‘provide an incentive not to
mainstream students because you can claim the full cost of the

. separate program as excess costs. The evidence on whether or not
this 15 discouraging mainstreaming in practice is-rather mixed

The evidence 1s quite clear thatexcess costs claimed for separatg
programs are significantly higher than those claimed for the main-
stream programs. It is alco far easier, or so States and localities
claim, to keep track of excess costs in a Separate program than in a
mainstream one. There is, nonetheless, some evidence that States
are now beginning to move in the direction of mainstreaming
Whether that is a,function of the Vocational Education Act, or
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other taws, such as Public Law 91-142, 15 something that we cannot
address at this point .
“Mr Kupee There are various incentives, let's say, for main-
streaming, so it is hard to determine what might Jead a certain
program to have been mainstreamed 1 agree with that it is diffi-
cult to ascertain . ,

In my own State of Michigan, in many programs in education,
the trend has been toward mainstreaming for a variety of reasons,
50 it would be,hard to ascertain, but it 15 something ook nto, I
think f .

* Ms RosenBerG. The currlnt interpretation is, at least in theory,
a disincentive to one of the purposes of this set-aside, which is to
encourage mainstreaming.’ ’

Dr Davip The additional point is that schools and districts don't

maintain books which enable one to ascertain what the excess cost
15 that 15 to be factored The busingss of producing records some-
times strikes the localities as so4Burdensome that they woyld
rather not put in for excess costs

The implementation of the legislation takes a form which s at

least in part self-defeating.

Mr. Kipeg Thank you

[ appreciate the patience of the gentleman from Mignesota, Mr.
Erdahl.

Mr ErpauL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Dr David, and your colleaggues and associates for
providing this NIE study for us. :

[ have a question, even though you have already touched on this,
but I will ask it again, Maybe you could use the mike because |

~

noticed that some of the people in the back of the room were .

having a little difficulty hearing.

You mention that maybe we have too many goals and too few °

resources | suppose one could say that we could reduce the goals,
or try to increase the resources. But specifically, what appears to
be the most effective use of the Federal dollars in coordinating
vocational education in the United States? .

Dr Davip I would, if you permit me, sir, change the character of
your question slightly, and say, I could indicate on whét kind of
purposes Federal dollars, when spent, make a significant diffey-
ence

Mr ErpaHL That'is a better way to phrase my questjon, and you
may angwer it accordingly. ' -

Dr Davip I would then point to a small mgmber of things where
they do make a difference. Federal dollars Available for research
and development and for exemplary programs and the like seem

over time to hove made a difference, Because they provide some of )

the bases upon which improvements can be made. ,

Federal dollars for the purpose of overcoming sex bias and sex
stereotyping, an effort which will probably go on for the next 40 or
70 decades, seem to have made a measurable difference together
with other develapments because these things don’t stand _alone.
We argue the point thit civil, rights legislation, the ggperal change
in attitudes may be even more determining. .

Federal dollgrs, it seems to me, have made a difference in such
programs as specially designed programs for disad__vantaged. The

' 0
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general Tihe of my approach would be to say that Federal dollars
_are effective where the goals sought do not stand ver's high on the
hist of priorities of States and localities : .

Mr Erpadr.Thank yau very much

Anuther guestion, and I welcume other menibers un the panel to
respond if they wish as well .

What have you studied ‘about the role of the gumidance counselor,
the persornel that ties a vocational student to a job, student satis-
faction, and so forth. Do you touch on that aspect of it? X,

Dr. Davin. "No. we report very brieflygon differential findings
with respect to job satisfaction betseen students.who are classified
as having been 1n secundary schouls, vocativnal education students,
and géneral education students :

We have not looked at the work and the accomplishments of

+guidance and counselor personnel, We did commission a study on
guidance and counseling from a policy point of view, and I do
propose to make that available to the subcommittee

Mr. Erpanr I think that would be helpful because the end result
would seem to be very important. .

. Another thing you mention in youg report, and it 1s a thing that
still has to be Wrestled with, 1s the idea of sex stereotypes in
vocational education—the " girls ‘are supposed to learn to make
bread, and the guys are*supposed to learn how to fix automobiles

.What du you see down the road for that, what improvements in

that area”?
You can rephrase my question and answer it, if you will
Dr. Davip No, 1t is all right, 5.
If you will permit a personal note, Mr Erdahl. I served on

President Kennedy's Commission on the Status of Women, which

made its report tu\hin a month before he was assdssindted, and we
pointed wut in thal\report that the correspondence between the
distribution by sex in the world of work and the distribution by sex

Al v . 1 -
in the world of vocational education pragrams was almost a perfect

fit. That 15, where the women were absent in the world of .work
from certain occupations, they were also ‘absent from the training
programs.

That picture no longer holds to the same degree Therce has Been
an increased measure of participation in so-catled nontraditiongl
vocation®) education programs by both sexes, which is borne out,
for example, by the figures for the enrollment of males not only in
occupational hume economic; but also in consumer and homemak-
ing. education programs. ct .

So, thede things are cha‘nging They are changing more rapidly
within the same time period at the level of professional education
and participation in professional occupations. i

Mr. Egpanr. If you would yield for just a minute. y

This question came to mind because I spoke at a private college
in Minnesota vver the weekend, and it happened to be a Catholic
girl school. One of the young ladies -mentioned that she had been
accepted or had applied to law school, I believe, to the University
of Minnesota. She said she thought that approximately 50 percent
of the student body there at the law school was female, and that is
a dramatic improvement, I would say, from just a decade ago We
see the same thing,.I think, in medicine, and a lot of professions.
g 2
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Dr Davip 1 would <y the rates of change are higher for the
professonal occupations than they are for the vocational programgs
of less than baccalaureate level. but changes in the latter also are
taking place , : ' ’

What we ‘discerned decades' ago. and still holds today. 1s that
these are mutters of persongl-choice They reflect funils “gttitudes.
They depend to a great extent upon role models that are available.

The bias s exactly in the direction.that you have suggested, that

s15. there are certain things that are just right for boys to do. and
certarn_things that are just right for girls to.do, and something 1s
offbeat 1f they get reversed But that has eroded as a guiding®
principle. and how long it will take for it to disappear entirely. 1

« haven't the fogeriest notion. because that 1s embodied in the culture .
in which we hve . .

. We do know that cultural changes occur. and they occun some-
times with glacial speed. und sometimes more rapidly: People who
are concerned with notions of eyuality and open access. and so on.
have reason to hope, but also to complain that the glass 1s only half «
filled .

Mr Erpani Thank you \:‘ery much -

Jhank yvou. Mt Chairman ) T

Mr Kupee The bell indicates that there is a vote in the House
1t will take us about 10 mirutes to run over for that purpose. We
will just take a break. and we will be right back

[Recess | . - . .

Mr Kipee If the witnesses would take their place at the table
again, we will resume -~ ’ .

The term block granting is rather current right now in OMB,-in
the White House, and various departments of the executive branch.,
Do you think that block granting vocationat education with ‘other
educational programs, or alone without restrictions, would make
any sense® - .

Could you comment on either one of those modalities? Lo

Dr. Davip Mr Kildee. if I appear to be careful in my reply it 1s
because I am being reflective, and I would like to begin, if I may,
by observing that unfess orie knows what the specifications of a
block grant approach are, it is difficult to know whether you are
for or against block grants, " ' )

I suggested before in answer to a question that very few of these -
issues can be dealt with in terms of some universal principle which
applies, ynless you see how it applies to a particular case. I think
the nature of the block grant here would be the critical thing.

Second, insofar as the study itself deals with what happens when

* there is wide permissiveness, that is.discretion on the part of the
recipient of the Federal funds, or the use\of the Federal funds, the
study suggests that Federal purposes or national pyposes are not

-necessarily attained if 'you alow people very broad discretion in
the use of the Federal funds. '

We have characterized the two paits of the legislation, subpaft 2
and subpart 3 as being in a sépse miniblock grants because, putting
aside the set-asides,”“they authorizeé activities for which Federal -
funds may be appropriately used without directing that any 6f the
activities be, in fact, put in place.

-

»

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




v - - .

gnve’ wide discretions you have no geason to be disappomted if
people don’'t behgve”in the way you would like them to behive In
short, the§ behave quite legally #f they behave according to therr
“owp stincts and desires , >
My own persondl ¢ies. and [ sant to emphasize that because
this I» not a study view or a wiew of the institute, my own personal
view 1s that unless block grants take the form of providing monéy
A to the States fhich 15 more easily and readily cqblected through
Federal mechanisms. as in the case of revenue sharing, broadly?
speaking, ot special relenue sharing programs. such as those repre-
~ented by ETA. o1 in the commuuty development field. the attamni-
ment of specific purposes 4s better assured by not offermg very wise
discretion over o large number of uses to the recipient ()('J“L;dcl:gl
tunds ;

/ CThis 1= a way of saving that the approach in block grant terms § .

means that spedific objectives may be lost, and Understandably lost,

hecause the recipients of the funds may not share to the same

degree these objectives and give them the same briorities ®
I huve to make a contingent response. If Federal purposes. let us

- So'the studs produses, [ think! mloruition suggdsting that if you

N

-

a4

say. such as the economic purposes of the tegislation, or the social‘
1

" purpdses of the legislation. are centrally important in Federa
policy, [ would be inchimed to conclude that they would not bes
necessdrily attainable through the block grant approach. with

+  again the additional gquahfication that 1 would have to know what
the block grant mechanism looked like ST e

grants in aid, and different approaches, indicate such wide varjety
that the, mere labeling of” somefhing as. block grant or notsblock
grant doesn't tell you a great deal “about how things work “out.
Mr. Kiupet. What you are saying, then, 1s that you would have
seriols, misgivings about whether a totally unrestrictive vocational
. .- education block grant would be in the national good
’ . Am [-puttin words in your mouth, or you have such misgiv-
ings” - . .
. Dr Davip You ar€ rajsing a different question It might be in
the™national interest-or the national good defined in some other
way. But 1f ¥ou are asking me whether a declared national purpose
would thereby be assured, I have to say, [ doubt it. .
. Mr: Kiper. Would vocational education be served well #y an
unrestricted vocational edugcation block grant? Lt
Dr Davip I will answer that in a way that might appear to be
in conflict with that which [ have just said, but is not.
2~ Ty the extent that any State recipient can benefit from addition-
al Federal resourees, which then become available to the State and
Yocal levels, the vocatioral education enterprise would benefit I
like to think that resdurces make a difference in the way an
enterprise delivers services, and the like, but it doesn’t necessarily
. follows that the benefit accruing tb thg enterprise would redound
also torthe attainment of the national pYyrpose. .
Mr. Kipee. Two areas where we have'\tried o achiete a national
purpose would be in the areas of sex st eotyping and the handi-

capped. * ’ .

*

Q . T t‘n
ERIC* <L N
s - =

The recent publication on the question of diffevent forms of -

at




1Y

03

- PP ' —

“ L
.. . 19 SN
N . 1 . .
’ - < . .
Do you feel that vidational education and the national mterest
would best be served if we.kept some restrictions for tht sex
stereotyping and for the handrcapped, or would you trust the
States to carry on without that Federal restriction? .
Drt Davin I am now*responding to your question on the basis of
the pusition dne would tahe on the evidence the study produced
Ve would conclude that a gain has been derived from earmark-
ing Federal funds for the appointment of a sex equity person at the

Stafe“level  We would not copelude that the amount, of- money

which that post cagries with it for the performance of the 10
enumerat@d functions is in all cases adequate———

It we were fo make a suggestion there, we would say that the
F205000 or such sumeswould be the mimimum agount, and that 1t
could be scaled’in terms of size of the State and the State's popula-
tion. the number of school distiicts, et cetera -

You could presumably travel a fair distance in a State with a

= populatwn under a millwn with $50.000 in sex_equity activities It

X

= i~» difficult tp behieve that vou can do that in a State with g .

» population of over 12 mullion. with more than 1.200 school districts.
as in Texas, for example . : . .

.
soN

So, that is one answer . . .
The guestion on the handicapped, I think 4akes a somewhat
different fot m, namely, that the way of using Federal funds for the
handicapped through the ®ecess costs provisions alone, has #fiFned
out to be undesirable It mught well be useful torearmark a larger
amuuntf mopey and reduge the equivalent State and local mateh
What I_htxe in mind 1s an approach that has shown some

' positive Tesults with respett to consumer and homemaking

edugation programs. where when the match was on 10 cents State

and local and, 90 cents Federal, ther®*was an increase in the
ndmber of outreach programs f'%r adults which weré lu@ud n

. the Stgtes. That operated as an ing#ntiye.

« Therefore, my reply to your second”question would have to be
.contingent on the scdle of the incentive that would be required to
induge States! which are not out of* their own resdurces providing

+ significant amounts of mgney fur educatiun of the handicapped. et

. cetera, that woulfl produce the intended results. -

* A number of States are, and that js an area of policy in which a
few States preceded adoption of legislation at the Federal-level,
Just as there are a few States"which Have made an effort through
Igislation to deal with isstes of sex bias or sex stereotyping. as in
the case of Massachusetts ' .

So tHese things turn on yuestions of fhe scale and intensity of
~ the ipcgnlive° that would be-uffered to bring other States up to
scratch, as it were T . T
Mr Kiopge We have been talking for the last few minutes about
your redction to a voeational education block grant, without the
restrictions An idea which I, incidentally, do not advocate.

% Let me ask you another' question. What would you think of
Jincluding vocat:onal education in a general education-block grant”
~ Dr Davip I have given no serious previous thought to that, and
[ would have to think through the kind of legislative approach that
would be taken in detail to feel equipped even to venture an
opinion on that.'l would plefer at thig point not to

) 5 o *
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~It you will ask me to think about it.’and come back at some later
datg. I will be happy to undertake that task
. Mr Kioee [ want tor makeat clear that I am only asking the
question. and not advocating. e
It would seem to me that with your background. you tould
ventyre an educated guess about the fate or future of vocational
education were 1t to fall into an educational block grant
Dr Davir Let me tell vou why [ appear to hedge, without
actually domg that. [ have to know what assumptions would be
made about the availability of State and local resources for
educatign in general [ would have to kndw what is happening at
the local communits level in terms of bond 1ssues. In othet words. I
would have to be able to get a handle on what the preferential uses
of Federal tund$ would be under alternative situations ’
If it 1> trued.for example, that there are no, more surpluses
available to the State in California, I can see the demands for any

Federal dollars that come prwould be o sustain the general fabric |

«and the structuke of education broadly speaking Under those cir-
“ umstances, cun%ehabl), vpcational education might come at the
tailend of the pr{cession .
So I would hate to be much
things which are tontingent.. . -
Mr. KiLpge Yot have an advantage over Members .of Congress
because we can never watt until the final bit of information comes
_tn when we final@ have to cast our vote. We try to get some help
in decisionmaking process, but wé have never had that final bif of
information. = - . . ‘
Dr. Davip That i& casy, sir, if you ask me how I would vote, 1
.. would vote against, it. %, : .t

Mr KiLpee. You would vote-against placing vocational education
Into a general educational block grants y

Dr Davip. It doegs not mean that it would be any more an
informed vote, forgive me, than anyone else would cast. -

Mr KiLpee. I am™not ssaying that all our votes are,that well
anformed., We dun'ph%ve a “maybe’ button ‘&lown there, we just
ha’ﬁl yes and no. | ' .

e Federal Government approachetg‘! programs both phi10§2phi-
cally and fiscally. They feel there is‘a hational goal to be achieved,
and that would be she philasophical approach. The fiscal approach
includes the consideration of how much, we are willing to spend to
achieve that national goal, - = . v .

Do you feel that the prese Rral figcal commitmentt to voca-

. tional education 1s adequate? ™, - )

Dr Davip In a sense, we ady\replied to that If all of
the purposes of Federal, poli a Herve ,Rthe scale of that com-
mitment 1s inadequate. If some{@#€ to be sérved, and others elimi-
nated, the answer would be,'sindPthe purpose of the Federal policy

* to assist Statgs, if adjustments were made in {nflationary terms,

{ the thing might be workable. . ’
I might illlustrate the nature of my response by sayih that if
_ you don't fund parts of the legislation at all, you should not“xpect
things tp happen. There 1s" a beautiful illustration in the 1976
amendments.~in section’ 191, which provides for emergency &ssist-
ance to urban areas and to rural areas*/ip order to provide needed

K .
better inforgied about a number of
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new facilities, equipment. programs, and the like The appropri—
ation for that 1s zero dollars So that is an objective that has not
been fulfilled.

So the general rule éne would make, not with respect to educa- .

= tional legislation alone but to all legislation, is not the announce-
< .n%ent of purposes hus to be acfumpanied by resources’of suitable
SLale The more ambitious the purpose, the larger the scale of
“ resources, as a general guide.

If one takes seriously the declaration of purpose of Federal legls-
lation.sand I am one who believey that rhetorical statements should
be taken seriously. that is to help the States to provide ready
acgess for everybody to programs of high quality, and assuming
that that is attainable over 30 to 4 years, then one has to think
about the scale of resources required to provide the assistance

Mr. Kubek. You have provided us with an adequate amount ‘of
rhetorical statements this morning, which we will speLulate on I
would like. to see you appear before Mr Natcher's subommittee
sometime to respend to some of these questions. o

The Congress does have hearings so that we eventually can make
* informed and intelligent judgments and choices [ ‘recognize that

-

you don't have that same resp0n51blllty. nor role. But we try to |,

extract from people like yourself enough information so that we
. can make those choices
[ appreciate the patience ot Mr. Crblg Mr Craig, 1 wxll recogmze
¢ you now
. Mr. Craic. [ don't have many questxons. I am fascinated by your
observation and some of your conclusions from the study. I guess
, the one question that I would have would be regarding—and I
think you have alldded to it pretty well—when we.talk about the
role of the Federal Government as it relatés to the act, and our
participatory level with funding in declining period of funding.
I guess, what I am trying to say is, when a conclusion statement
is made by Dr. David that the ‘act of 1963 attempts to accomplish
too much with too, few resources, I don’t know that I see those
- resources increasing. 2
In light of that, then, are you saying that targeting for specific
goals is going to result in a better accomplishment ol Federal
policy versus basic grants to States, and supplementgng those voca-
tional education programs within the States?
Dr ’Davin. Mr: Craig; that is ongé.possible approach The alterna-
* tive to that, I think I have already mentioned, is to redefine the
objectives. )
. For example, if equahzatxon of district capacity no ldnger was
&central to the-legislation, the funds gow available would be aple to
go a fairly long distance 1in the direction of } program improvement,
development of programs for new and emergmg occupations and
industries, and the like.
Mr. CralG. So you dre saying, narrew the scope.
“ Dr. Davip. That is rightt My crystal-ball doesn’t indicate that
there are’good chances for an increase in the Federal ‘resource
available in the near future.
Mr. Craic. Yours is a pretty clear crystal ball.
Dr. Davip. A way of making better do with those resources is, so
. to speak, to change one’s consumption pattérns. We do that within’
. N - -
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the houschold, and we do at elsew here We say, we will not buy
thete things, we will buy gther things We will reallocate our
tesources. we will redeploy thent, and redeploying themzon a small
.- number of things would make «them, go further It also means
< sacrificing an obgective, which 1 true, even the Department of
Defense recognizes that | oo
~ Thank vou very much T have not had a chance to read the final
L report In that report, do you suggest obgectives in light of limited
Federal dollars, ot increasingly hinuted Federal dollars”
v hd .

Dr Davip. No The teport is designed to provide essentially an
assessment of the way the legislagon works presently 1 has im-
>hidit in 1t changes, and in some cases directly states explicitly that
cettamn changes would be destrable (n the strumentalities used
tor attaning certain ends There is no question about that But 1t
did not muve tu the level of saving, we announce our preferences of

< policy in these.forms, that we think policy should do such apd
~uih That 1s much more approppriate, if I may say so, for the
woth of « comnugsion which is given an open brief to suggest what
* wuld ge done withit the policy field, rather than an inquiry dg-
signed ) help a legislative body make future pol*y choices We
thought we were serving the needs of th® Congress, rather than
.arrogating to vurselves essentially the functions of the Congress by

. saving, this 1s what we think policy should be about
Whag we think we have done is to say, if you put together the
- ) putposes of the legislation, and the instrumentalities used, and

understand how the resources are deployed, you can think diffe2w? s |

ently about the way you would formulate policy purposes in the
tuture We think there are analyses which support the alternative
approachies to thinking of policy. : : T4

We did not arrogate to the study staff the task of"saying, this we

® figmly believe to be the high purposés in the national interest, and
that legislatfon should take the following form in order to attain
- them

Mr Crai, There are some of us who would argue that vocation-
al education from the Federal level, the overview that €ongress has
. had and the role that they-have played was to really stimulate
State and local governmenty to get into the act. I think that with
that thought in aund, we can nmake the claim that, 1iRas happened
overthe last 10 or 15 years in a very successful way
, If that 1s a reasonable conclusion, then can we still’ continue. to
allocate himited resources in such a way to cause them to stimulate
State and local funding to accomplish national goals without® us
needing to becume increasingly more narrow in our intent, aAd
more selective in our direction as to where those moneys might go”
In other words, if we can seed the field a little bit in 3 gq@ctive

-ty

" v A
way, which I think'we have done, and thus createa larfer Harvest ,

at the State and local level. .- -

Dr. Davin. My respohse to that, in the light of the historical
experiences with the legislation, ahd the findings of the study,
would take the following form. Federal policy has played a critical
role in capacity building .with the entérprise from the very begin-
nmg/x}/lore strikingly so after the 1963 legislation.
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The creation of a whole network, for example, of area vocational
centers was, in part, largely 4 function of Federal dollars. and in
large part a funttion of VEA dollars So there are elements. it
seems to me. which one can now take pretty much for granted-as
being in place; and to which States and localities will presumably
be attentive in their own iterest. . .

That does not follow to the same degree with other objectives of
Federal legislation which have been given primacy in the require-

ments Here again 1 would mentidn specifically the question of

wpportunities of a'more equal nature for those Wi get the short
end of the stick by and large. ) ‘ ,

I might correct a mysimpression I gave earlier when I spoke of
the Federal and State expenditures for the disadvantaged under
subpart | &8 being less than 1 percent. No match is required there,
but the relationship of Federal dollars to State and lccal dollars
tells you what the States Qnd localities are not atfending to primat-
tly . " v ' .

The same thing would be true, I think, for the objective of
overcoming sex bias and sex stereotyping. It has not been high on
the agenda of all 50 States priorcto 1976 .

So there are sgi®cted purposes which I think do continue to be as
stated in the national interest, and for which the targeting of funds
could make a difference. .

Mr CraiG. Thank you. N

Thank you, Mr Chairman. -

Mr KiLpeg. Thank you. Mr. Crajg. '

Dr * David, how do you believe state planning for vocational
education ean be improved, and is there a Federal role in encourag-
ing that improvement? ¢ « .

Dr Davip I will make an initial response, and ask my colleague
" Gerry Hendrickson who was the assistant director on the project to
follow up, because she has been particularly attentive over the
yedrs tu the planning requirements and what has happened with
them -

Our findings are that the 1976 legislation did stimulate planning
activities at the State level and to a .much smaller degree at the
local level, and that the capacities for planning became more so-
phisticated There is a diffe%ce between the paper document that
15 produced to secure’Federal funds and the actual operational and
"systematic planning that goes on in the States, which is not uni-
formly of the” same quality, by any stretch of the imagination.

‘We havegbeen told by some State directors that they don't actual-
ly share vfith the Federal Government their operational plans be-
cause whfit they produce are documents that will get them Federal

~mone}y, hecause that is what is required from them. So the require-
ments press in the directon of compliance, rather than of oper-
ational planning.

I thinK we would conclude from what we have learned that the
cultivation of understanding of planning, and what it can produce
and the benefits derived from it comes not instantly, but slowly,
and that planning requirements,. if continued in the law, would
continue to produce benefits at thé State and local level.

‘My own personal view is that an annual plan is pretty much
nonsense, that one ought to plan for roughly a 3-year cycle. That
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would make better sense The nature of the plan should specify not

sets of goals as 1s ‘now done in quantitative terms—so many more

- students enrolled and so many more courses—but essentially direc-

. tion and purposes. the related deployment of State resources, and

< the encouragement by the State of the deployment’ of local re-

sources i)o attain those purpeses.

The long and short of the story is that in some States there is no
control exercised over the localities at the level of State govern-
ment What one has to.do is to invest a fair amount in the cultiva-

. tion of interest in the achievement of certain objectives.

I would also, 1f it were up to me, place a greater, emphasis on the
assistance given to the development of local planning capabilities,
because the critical decisions are made at the local level: How
many Jobs do we see 1n the immediate future” What new programs
would help fill them” What will we need in the way of teachers”

Those are the things on which improvements in local planning, I
think. could make a difference in the operation of the enterprise

I should take this occasion to emphasize that we talk about two
different things at the same time. We are talking about a vocation-

> al education enterprise, which is national in scope, involving 17
million enrolled students, with different systems of governance,
and s0 on, and we are talking about the structure of Federal policy
which tries to bring about changes in that whole enterprise.

. » _So we have to think of where the leverage points are within that
Federal policy.to achieve the change elements that are desired My
own sepse is that we are now at a point in the development of
planning capability where the assistance to be delivered should™
probably be given at the local level. ~
v Gerry, did you want to add? .

Ms. HenpricksonN To answer that question, we should begin by
asking, planning to what end? One purpose of planning is to enable
an administrator, on the basis of the needs and interests of the
students, and the needs of the labor market conditions in the area
and beyond, to enable that administrator to decide what programs
to offer, what one to continue, and what ones to discontinue

You Have to recognize that those decisions are made ‘locally.
Planning could be improved by putting those decisions locally, and
having the $tate responsibility be to oversee and to assure that

- that responsibility is discharged. That is one kind of planning.

’ Another kind of planning is planning for the use of Federal
funds, planning for the deployment of Federal funds, or for the
deployment and use of State-level funds, and that is a State-level
function. » ’

[ think that it is noteworthy to observe that in the current’
legislation the planning requirements and’ the funding require-
ments are not connected. That is the funds are to be deployed
according to characteristies of the district. Planning, on the other
hand, 1s to be attentive to the labor market conditions, and the two
are not connected.

The way State-level planning would be conducted, and the way it
could be improved is connected to the purposes and goals of
Federal funding. If the purpose, for example, were to equalize
capacity so that money would go out again by characteristics of.the
district, there is not a heavy role for State planning in that kind of
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a qltudtmn Planning could have a life of its own. The State respon-
sibility coukd be to uvérsee focal planrifpg with respect to the labor
market. but the State-kevel planning again would not be connected
to funding.

If, on the pother "hand, the Federal objective were to install new
prugrams, to improve and expand existing programs so that they
better match the labor muarket, and so that they address‘the needs
of new and emerging industries, then State leve] planning would be
for the deployment of Federal funds to that end. and there would

. be a heavy role for State planning. ' ‘

Mr KiLbEe Are there not at least twp elemera;/to planning?
You .pentioned that you have to know what is needed. But, also, is
there tot an element of how” The relatlonshlp, for example, of an
educational agency to industry. to the union How is a very impor-
tant element 1n planning. is it not also?

. Dr.’Davip. That 1s a critical aspect of the information base. The
direction 1s to plan in the light of all resources. By and large the

.information about the. most critical aspects of training are not
~available to the State.

For example. we know virtually nothing for practical purposes
.about the ipsestment of employers in education and, training, par-
ticularly. the latter. There ought to be a fairly high correspondence
between whut 1s provided by the public vocational education enter-
prise and what is done outside of it, '

There are other important elements of Federal policy that make
a drfference in what one plans for with what resources, which are
also not always available. As Gerry Hendrickson has pointed out,
the tendency is to plan for one known item, which is VEA funding
with some knowledge of State funds, but those are not highly
predictable, as you know, where )ou have State legislatures which
meet for the most part once every 2 years, and where what may
happen the next time around is a puzzle, and what may happen in
terms of the availability of funds at the local level is frequently not
known, '

The State plans take the form of saying, this is what we “will
have by 'numbers the next fime around, or these are thej new
programs that will be ‘offered, et cetera. They are not in a position
to show how one travels from here to there because the determin-
ing means of travel do not lie in the hands of a State education
agency, and are certainly not amenable to that division of it Ton-
cerned with vocétional education.

The critical point that m¢ colleague has emphasized Is that the
plans aré’ divorced, from the funding requirements. That is, States
are compelled to drlve Federal dollars in certain dlrectlons in
terms of thé economic characteristics and other demographic char-
acteristics of local districts. The plans are not necessarily tied to
that betause they represent a picture of future offerings, future
enrollments, Mid the like, as a set of goals. So that is a central
problem. ) '

Mr. Kiupge. Dr. David, how would you characterize the
Department of Education’s-overall administration of the act? )

. Davip I have taken the liberty.once before to rephrase the
questlon Mr. Kildee, and I hope you will permit me to do it in this

* case. ) .
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May | say that the study characterizes the oversight and moni-
toring of the legislation a certain way, and this is not my own
characterization, and this is detailed in several chapters of the
report.

In general, we observe that whereas in 1976 both House and

. Senate reports characterized the implementation of the legislation
. and the consequent monitoring as inept and sfovenly, to use strong
words of that kind. that 1s no longer the case. % -

Mr KiLpee. That is no longer the case? - .

Dr Davip. It 1s no longer the case. We have also obsérved that in
the implementation of the legislation that there has been great
uncertainties, variant interpretations, inconsistencies, ‘and in some
places the absence of technical knowledge which would have
helped the States greatly .

There are still, in, policy terms, certain issues which remain
unresvlved by the Department. For example, up to the time we
wrote the report, there was still no final policy manual on funds
distribution available. : .

We were fortunate in having the Department open its files to us
in tetms of the assessment of the State plans and the exchange
with the State departments, and the directors of vocationz’i%
‘education They show industry, persistence, and the tike, with an
emphasis upon what we have described in the report as the minuti-
ae and the mechanical aspects of compliance, rather than a con-
cern with the attainment of the larger intentions of Federal legisla-
tion.

We would have to conclude that over time the earlier criticisms
made no longer can be made. In monitoring and other respects
there have been improvements in the Department. There is greater
rigor 1in looking at the State plans, but it doesn’t necessarily follow
-that there 15 sufficient attention te a difficult problem; namely, will
the effects produced by a State plan come about in.the light of
what is down on paber .

We said these things in part before in the interim report we
submitted, and I believe the evidence supports, roughly speéaking,
what I have just said. )

-1 should add, incidentally, that we have had the fullest codpera-
tion from both BOAE and the following OVAE on “the score of
information, interviews, and sharing of policy of documents, and
the like. .

Mr. Kipke. Thank you very much, Dr. David. I want also to
thank Mr. Curran and your other colleagues. Your report will
certainly generate a great deal of discussion and study both in this
committee and throughout the educational community, in the coun-
try. It will be helpful to us in reauthorizing vocational education -

Thank you very much. .

Dr Davip. Thank you, sir, for permitting us to be here. .

Mr. KiLpEE: The committee stands adjourned. : :

[Whereupon, at 11.20 a.m., the subcommittee adjourped, to recon-
vene at the call of the Chair.]

[The Natjonal Institute’of Education report follows:]~
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FORENORD

Th_}s document reports on findings of the studies on vocatiortal
educatidn that the Education Amendments of 1976, Public Law 94-482
directed the National Institute of Education-to conduct. It 1s The
Final Report required by the statute to be transmitted to the President
and the Congress. With 1t the ’ Institute fulfills 1ts statutory
reporting obligations, for The Interim Report was transmitted to the
President and the Congress on September 30, 1980, '

I am satisfied that the Institute's Vocatioral Education Study has
been responsive to the directions for inquiry set forth 'n the statu-
tory charge 1n focusing primarily upon the four studies specified. the
aistribution of vocational educational funds, 1ssues of complrance with
the applicable laws, the means for assessing program quality and ef-
fectiveness, and Consumer ‘and Homemaking Education programs. It has,
moreover, “sought to provide information, analyses, judgments, and
perceptions that would not only contribute to a balanced understanding
of Federal vocational education policy but would also be useful in
formulating future legislation.

The legislation establishing the Department of &€ducation, Public
Law 96-88, created the Federal Interagency Committee on Education
(FICE) and directed 1t to conduct a 2-year study of vocational educa-
tion, which was to have been completed coincidentally with the trans-
mittal date weThe Final Report. To avord duplication of effort, fthe
Secretary of Education, lerrel {i. Bell, has held that the FICE study be*
conducted through delegation to the Natignal Institute of Education.
FICE 15 to review and comment upon the Institute study at an early
aate.

The Introduction to The Final Report recounts briefly how the
study was carried out. On behalf of the Institute, I commend the staff
of the Vocational Educational Study, which, under the able direction of
Henry David, carried out a difficult task with ski11, objectivity, and
dedication. ° e . ,

. 3
.

4

Edward A. Curran
Director

September 1981
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A ~  INTRODUCTION . . o

. . .

e N -

The themes Created 1n ths Final Report on the Vocational Educa-, . .
tion Study reflect ‘the charge given to the National Instxtute of Educa-
tion by the Education Amendments of 1976 (P.L. 94- 482), approved
October 12, 1976, which was then amended by P.L. 95-40, approved June,
3, 1977, Title V, Section 523(b) of the statute directed the Institute
to 'undertake "a thorough evaluatiod and study of "vocational education
p'rogra':ps éonducted und8r the Vocational Education Act of 1963, and N
other renated programs conducted under the Compr‘ehenswe Employment and J

Training Act of 1973 and by the State Post- Secondary Commissions .
authorized by the Education " Amendments of 1972." ™ The legislation )
r_equ1red the 1aquiry to 1nclude: . R .

. ' ‘

(A) a study of the distribution of vocational educathon funds
1n terms of services, occupatiofs, target populations, enroll-
ments, and educational and governmental levels and what such diSr N
tribution should be n order to meet the greatest human resource
needs for the nextyl0_years;s °
(B) an examination-of-now to achieve compliance with, and en-
forcement of, the provxsxons"‘“gf applicable laws ,of the Umted
States; ‘
(C) an analysis of the means of assessmg program quality and
effectiveness, . . . and .
* s (F) a review and evaluation of the effectlveness of ~programs
funded Ynder subpart 5 of part A of the Vocational Education Act
of 1963 [whieh contains.the Consumer and Homémaking Education pro-
visions of the law] and to make recommendations for the redirecs
tion and 1mprovement of programs at all 1eve1s funded under such

subpart. ! $
> ) ’ <
' : 1 e . .
In addition, the-mandate callgd upon the Institute to make, f1nd-
1ngs and recommendations, 1ncluding recommendations for changes " tne
existing legislation "or for new leglslat“on. o o 2" The Instituté was
algo authorized to attempt to secure funds from the United States i
Commi ssioner of Education and the Secretagy of Labor to conduct 3§ many
. ! . "
i o w
. ¢ s : .
- . X1 . . . °
. e . °
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as three ‘'experimental programs" that would contribute to the first
three required studies. Such funds could not Pe secu?ed.
ot . .

The legislation provided for up to $1 million a year, "for each of
thé fiscal years. ending prior to October 1, 1981," to support the
study.' The funds were madé avaulablle' to the I'nstm:te through trans-
fers from the Basic Grant anq\k\oiram Improvement and Supportive Ser-
vices monies appropriated for the Yocational Education Aét. The legis-
lation also allocated 10 percent of,those funds to the Study of Con-
sumer and Homemaking Education grograms. This resource base has been
amplafied through funds provided by the Institute 1tself, the Bureau of
Occupational and Adult Education of the U.S. Office of Education, the
National Adv1sory'Counc1l on Vocational Education, and the National
Center for Research on Vocational Education at The'Omo State Univer-
sity, Governmental agencies and officials at all three levels of gov-
ernment, as well as private orgamzatfons, have ass1st‘ed the Study by

_contributing data, 1nformation, and services, 1ncluding the admnistra-

Q
ERI

»

tion of surveys. '

v

The legislation called for three products: a plan for the Study,
to be submitted to the Congress for review and approval by the close of
1977; an interim report, which the Institute transmitted to the Presi-

dent and ‘ghe Congress on September 30, 1980; and’ a final réport, to be

transmitted a year later to the President and the Congress.
lating t
side of the In
law sought to ass

and neutrality in reportinglts results.

In stipu-

He two '"reports shall not be submtted to ﬁny review out-
itute before their transmittal to the Congress," the
e independence and objectYvity in the conduct of the

The Study sought to contribute to the field ‘of vocational “educa-

tion by reporting on selected aspects of its fnvestigations.

end, the Institute has already published, in addition to A Plan for the

To this

Study, of Vocational Education (1977) and The Interim Report {1980), the

A

following:
L

Xiv

.

Fe s




. The P]anmng Papers: for the Vocational Education Study {1979)

The Planning Papers on Consumer and Homemakmg Education Proyrams
{1979)

Basic Skill Proficiencies of Secondary Vocational Education
Students (1980) ’

Evaluating Vocational Education: The Federal Stimulus (1981)

A Portrait of Rural America:  Conditions Affecting Vocational
Education Policy (1981)

-
-Another monograph, the Coordination of Federal Programs: Vocatwnal/
Eduzation and CETA, 15 1n press. g

It 7s also tne Institute's 1ntention to publish subsequently on
,se&gral subjects investigated during the course of the Studx, i1ncluding
the\:f_uture of tne vocational education enterprise, vocational education )
n ur‘ﬁgn areas, the Hasm skills of vocational educ‘:atwn students, and

vocatiohal education for students w1:th. special needs.

3

The/}fqu Plan outlined the research strategies not only.for in-

vestfgating *the four topics specified in the mandate tut also for con-

.ducting a pohcy\ inquiry ;s centering on the'purposes, structure, wmple-

mentation, and consequences of Federal vocatronal edication policy.

Such an inquiry would seek to ascertain 1n which respects, 1f any, the

1976 amendments tc the 1963 Vocational Education Act nfluenced changes*

W the Nation's ‘decentralized and highly diversified public school ’
yocational educati:on enterprise, ‘ ' : '

[
.

In Federal law, that enterprise is formal 1y* defined as “organized
educational bi‘ograms which are directly related to the preparation’ of
1nd1v1dua1s for paid or unpaid employment, or-for additiond] prepara-
tion for a career requiring other than a baccalaureate or advanced
degree. . (P.L, 94-482, Sec. 195(1))." The scale,and characteristics
of the .enterprise are shaped by pohcies made /gbt each level of

..
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government--local, State, and Federal. Locahtles and States are
responsible for operating educational programs and providipg related
services, as well as for, the governance of the larger public
educatlonal system of which vocational education 'ls a part. Even
though ot s national 1n,scale and reflects natjonal purposes, the
vocational educatlon enterprise 15 not a s:ngle system._ It s Ré
collection of different State systems and 1S character1zed by'

diversity. : .

. .

Salient features of that pluralistic enterprise were delineated Tn
Chapter VL of The Interim Report, and are described a\nd analyzed 1n
tnis Final ‘Report, particularly n Chapter III. The Study's "Occupa-

tional Education 4nd Training: A Data Book," schegu?ed for dater pub-
Tication, will provide inforfnation on the national 1nvestmert made 1A

the acquisition of occupational knowledge and skills, of _which the,

1nvestment 1n public school vocational education .s a part. .

<
- ° .
v - "

The Institute's condyct of the Study has been sbéetche& o ostatus
reports, Chapter I of The Interim Report, and elsewhere. TheFe 1s good
reason, however, to relate briefly here how, the Congressxona] mandate
has been carried out. More than three-fifths of the resourcgs for the
Study were allocated to “extramural research and support activities.
The titles of. thé Study's extramural research projects aad tfte_technx-

cal papers 1t tommssioned are listed in Appendix A. The r:ena1m29/re-
osts.

Sources were used to megt 1ntramural admnaistrative and reskarch
Intramural research efforts were devoted to such topics as_#ocatjonal
education 1 rural gnd spafiialy settledtareas the effectiveness of
consumer and homemakmg education programs; vocational educatxon pro-

grams for the 1ncarcerated, coord1nat1on between vocatxonal educatxon,

and Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) programs, basic
skills of vocatianal education studentspy evaluation issues and prac-
’tices in vocational edutation; and vocational education in urban

areas. -

-
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Six major contracts for research were awarded through the competi-
tive procurement process. One, awarded to the School of Education of
the Unwe'rsmy of California at Berkeley, wasfor a study of the "Dis-
trjbution of Federal, State, and Local Vocational Educatlon Funds." It
had three objectives. to examine and evaluate gx1st1ng national data
bases on vocational education; to analyze the funding policies and
practices of the States and the actual flow of funds to local education
agencies 10 15 States; and to examine the distribution and utilization
of FederSI, State, and local vocational education funds 1n terms of
seryges, occupations, enrolinments, and taréet pi)pulatrons.

J A seeond contract was awarded to Abt Associates, Inc., for a study
of “State and Local Compliagce and Evaluation Practices)* The study
:was to 1nquire 1nto‘S,tate and local behavior 1n 15 States with respect
to the spirit and fetter of Federal legislation and to . assess 1ts
effects sitn respect to planming, evaluation, funds distribution,

I

equity objectives, dand coordination between TETA and vocational educa-
tion programs. A third study, on the "Responsiveness of the” Consumer
and Homemaki1ng Education System at State and Local Levels,” conducted
through a con’tract’ awarded to CRC fducation and Human Development,
Inc., examined .the extent to wmch<c0nsumer and homemaking educatwn‘
(C&HE) programs, activities, and Serv1ce; in 10 States correspond tO
the intentions of Federal legislation and also the mplementation ofy
those 1ntentions on Federal, State, and local Iwevels.

A four;h contract, awarded to A, L. Nellum and Associates, Inc.,
provided for- a siudy on "Meeting the Special Needs of Special Groups.”
This 1ngquired 1nto how and to what extent the neéds for vocational edu-
cation on the part of special groups identified 1in Federal lefislation
\ were being met g 15 communities. Award of a contract to The Huroa

Institute provided for a Fifth study, "The Effects of Participating 1n

Vocational Education.". lt_ sought to determine the shorter-‘and longer-

term economic and .nONeECoOnOmiIcC outcomes for the ‘participants of
12

e +
.

“~ ]
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secondary and posts condary vocational education programs. This study
also sought to determme levels of proficiency in basic ski1lls attamed
by secondary vocational education students.

.~

“ The sixth and final major contract, awarded to the Lawyers' Com-
mittee for Civil Rights Under Law, was for a study called "The Analysis
of Federal Legal and Requlatory Framework for Implementation of Voca-
tlonal Education Legislatwn. Keyq..topms 1n this study were/jthe con-
s1stency clarity, and comprehensweness of that framework Federal and
State legislation; 1ncéntives and

Federal Federal

1nterpretat1ons of the sanctions

bearing op compliance with laws; and ‘agency

" 1mplementtion of the legislation.. ’

.
The extra- and intramural rdsearch efforts are 1interrelated and

complementary. The results of both have informed the preparation of
the Final Report, as have other sources 1ncluding research and sur\iéy
reports, official documents, and agency correspondence files. The ex-
tramyral research rel1ed heavily upon figld work conducted 1n States
and localities, 1involving 1n most 1nqu1%1es five common, SO- called
"core" States: California, Flgrida, Illinors, New York, and Texas.
For the Study as a whole,"he‘ld work has been cOnducted 1n the 27
States shown in -Appendix B. . )

A1l present members of the Vocatwnal Educatwn Study staff have

contributed to the conception and preparation of the 1nal Report. It
is the frun: of an integrated, collective effort. The names and per-
10ds of serv1ce of presgnt and past staff members appear in Append1x C
However, 1t is a,;propr1ate to record the distinctive cgntributions made
by the p;resent staff members to the body of thi RepOrt. Gerry

Hendrickson and Henry Dav1d were primarjly responsible for preparlng

Chapters [, "IV, and IX, Stuart Rosenfeld for Chapters II and II;
Rodney Riffel for Chapter V; Louise Corman- for Chapters VI and VII; ‘and
. Bella Rosenberg for Chapter VIII. . 4
. . t
’ ~
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The work of the Vocational Educatlon Study has been facilitated 1n
nﬁmerous_ways by Marc S. Tucker, Associate Director of the Program on
Educationa]l Policy and Organization, and his colleagues. Other units
withfn the Institute provided technical assistance from the 1inception
of the Study. Special mention must to made of tne‘}ndispensable con-
tributions 1n Taunching the Study made by Corinne Rieder and Lois-ellin
Datta, then in the Institute's program on Education and Work. The
Study benefited greatly from the wise coundel and generous support
provided by Michael Timpane, former Director of the Ins£1tute, and from
| thewelcome advice and assistance proffered by his successor, Acting

DIr;:;Br\Mllton Goldberg., :
™~ ' . ’

The Vocat1;hq] Education Stigdy 75 1n debt tc the members of 1ts
Consultant Group, whose names are listed n Appendix DO. *Tney have
11luminated the 1ssues on which their advice was solicited not only by
brlng1ng to bear upon them varied viewpoints and experiences but also

- by be:ng tough- m1nded and frank critics. The Study also owes a-.debt of
. grauﬁg to a host of scholars, vocational education administrators
and teachers, officers of pnofessional socreties, and loca} State, and
Federal off1c1als. They have eased and enriched thé Study's work by
generously provudIng information, analyses, and adv1ce.‘ Tne Study's
staff is grateful to all who have helped and hastens to absolve t:?n of

any errors of commission or omission 1n this Final Report.

p - v

. Henry David
¢ Director
Vocational Education Study

-~
B

Gerry Hendrickson
. Assistant Director
A ' ' Yocational Education Study

"
: 0

xix .

ERIC - .o 47

:
- -




2% :

\ ° FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The Nation's public «school vocituonal education enterprise 1S
governed and operated by States and localities but shaped by purposes
and policies that are federal, as well as State and local. It is
pluralistic and diversified 1n structure and governance and constitutes

. a multlphcny‘ of different sya,tens which have key characteristics 1n
common. In Federal law, this ®nterprise 1s formally defined as “organ-
1zed educational programs . . . directly related to the preparation of
1ndividuals for paid or unpaw/ employmerfr., or for additional prepar:a-
tion for a career requiring other than a baccalaureagte or advanced
degree.” These programs, Which number more than 400, fall 1nto seven
major occupational fields and one nonoccupational field, consumer and
homemak1ng education, The occupational f1e1~ds are agriculture, dis-

trtbﬁwe health occupational home economics, business and office,

* Y techmical, and trade and lndustry ..
. 2‘ --‘&’;) & R

It is a large national enterprise on which State and local govern-
ments report hthey' spent almost $6 billion annually 7n recent years.
federal efpenditures under the pr0v1510ns of the YVocational Educatwn.

* Act of 1963 as amended come to some S700 mi1lion now. More than 17
B milhon students are enrolled in federally funded courses and programs
of study. of these ~about 7 mllion rare enrolled 1n ‘occupational 1y

specific vocatwpal programs. ¢ B o

About threesfifths of all enrolldd students -are 1n high school
programs and the rqnilnder are in poétsecondary*and adult programs.
The programs are offered 1n a vamiety of settings, <including canprehen-
sive high schools, 2- and 4-year postsecondary institutions, area
yocauonal centers, and spécmhzed secondary and postsecondary
vocatlonal schools and technlcal lnstltutes. All the Nation's pubhic
educatlonal 1nstitutions offerlng vocational prbgrans prdba})!y f\umber

t ° e . e ~ ) \ N
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close to 20,000 and employ more than 370,000 fu11-
teachers. e ‘ . g
° ‘ . \
’ - LY
Federal purposes, together with Federal funds, have been embedded
in the vocational education enterprise since the adoption of the
Smith-Hughes Act in 1917. The Vocational Education Act of 1963 marked
a departure from past Federal policy. Seeking 1ts reform and redirec-

tiwon, the Act established an agenda for change in the vocational educa-
tion enterprise. Two major revisions of the Vocational Education Act,
the first effected witn the Amendments of 1968 and the second witn the

> .

Educatign Amendments of 1976, P.Le+ 94-482, reaffirmed the purposes of .
Federal vocataonak- educatmn policy and so?bt to realize them more
fully. .

-

The 1976 legislation also directed the National Institute of
Educa;um to undertake a study of /vocatlonal education programs and
Federal education policy. -The resulting Vocational Education Study has .
centered on the purposes, structure, wmplementation, and Congequences
of Federal policy, especially on the?1976 amendments to the Vocational
Educatidn of 1963. JThrough this document, the Final Report, and the
precedmg Interm Regort the ‘latmnal Institute of Education fulfills
‘its mandated respon51b1hty to report on the study to the President and -
the Congress. i ‘

. }

4 .

11 ’ Y
.. |

i
° ¢

\ o, . ¢
/’ Federal policy establishes ambitious goals to be achl_eved by the
*/. States with the assistance of, grants. In the wQrds of the Declaration
of Purpose of the Vocatlomﬂ Education Act of 1963, as amended, Federal

policy seeks to assure
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that persons of all ages, in all communities of the State, those

n high school, those who have completed zr discontinued their
formal education and are preparing to entér the labor market,

those who have already entered the lakor market, but need to up-
grade their sk11ls or learn new ones, those with special educa-

tion I‘anndfcaps, and those n postsecondary schools, will have
re&d%écess to vocational training or rétraining which 1s of high
quality, which 15 realistic n the light of actual or anticipated .
opportunities for gainful employment, and which 15 suited to their -
needs, interests, and ability to benefit from such training {Sec.
101). . ¢

>
-

RealNzation of the interrelated social and economic #oals of
Federal policy depends heavily upon decisions made at State and local
levgls.  The grant of Federal funds, awarded on the basis of an
approved State plan,” carries with 14 a commitment, by the recipient
State that 1t will mplement certain procésses, procedures, and pro-
grams shich are a means for achieviag the long-term goals of Federal
policy. These means, which affect critically the uses to which Federal
funds ’arg pup, are also the 1ntermediate goals of Federal policy.”
Thus, distributing Federal funds to poor areas 15 a goal in its own
rignt as well as a means by which Federel legislation seeks to as's1st
the States 1n prov1d1ng ready access to vocatwnal education programs
of nignh quahty to all persons. To understand how the Vocational Edu-
cation Act «orks 1t J9 essential, tnerefore to understand the inter-
play among (l) the Federal as§1stance promded taf’ the States tp help’
them attain the long- -term goa’ls of Federal péhcy, 2) “he Jegisiated

neans for reaUZ\ ‘%\those ea?isa' n themse‘lvé’s const1tutmg ntérmedrate

goals; +and - the scale of ‘{he Federal rgSOurpes for ass1st1ng the
»‘ v €, s ' A d
tates. - .- o - s\ g% CEDe L

4 . ; ,’4- ;
The 1976 Ieg1slzat1on made 1mp?rtant/changes 1n #ne means for%régl-a 'i
121ng the ends of Federal policy. That Ieg1slat1on 15 cample;s/‘and
detatled. It may be chagacterized as prescriptive mn the process s and
procedyres 1t requlres but permissive 1n the discretion it “alTows thé
States in deciding upon the uses to which they may put thg Fede}ral‘_

‘

*
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grants-if-aid 1t authorizes.

y

Because 1t 1S ambiguous 1n some respects,
uncertainty has marked 1ts implementation. )

The prrnc1pa3 provisions of the 1976 legislation have to do with

- .

*

o distributing funds to areas lacking the resources to meet voca-

tional education needs;

o providing programs and gervices to students who are handi-
capped, disadvantaged, or whose English proficiency 1s

"1im1 ted;
\,,.—r -~

.

overcoming sex bi1as and sex stereotyping 1n vocat10na1-

education;

»

o mproving planning for the use of all resources, !

\

o encouraging change 1n and mprovement of tne Nation's vocation-

al educatigp enterpr{’se; and

o strengthenind evaluations of programs.

.

" :

. q

AY

The Act's Declaration of Purpose speaks oﬁ—“fg:g;xsécesé to voca-

,—~¢1onal training or retraining which 15 of high qual1ty i

_The first

three of the ObJ%tl‘S just listed may be hnk?ﬁ pr1mar11y to the
aspiration for quality ef opportunity 1n vocational education--"ready
access"--and the related last three primarily to assuring that the

"high qualaity.”

1nstitutions and programs for vocational education and t¥aining are of

. e . ) ' :
m :
LR » r] L <
. Distribu;jng Funds to Areas

N

3

The ways by wh1cﬁ Federal funds are drstr1buted to areas and are

earmarked to benefit certa1n ‘groups of

lndlvldua]s are crucial to

_realizing Feteral pol1cy objectives.

The 1976 legislation

subsequent regulations prescr%be in greater Eetail than did earlier

.
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~
laws how Sgates and territories are to distribute Federal‘dollars to
elrgible recipirents \wlthin their Jurisdictions *with the use ~of
formulas. Examination of the prescrlbed'procedures for distributing
funds to areas lacking resources, the lnterpretatlsns of the procedures
by Federal offictals, first of the U.S. Office of Education and ]atér
of the U.S. Department of Education,, their Implementation by the
States, and tn;’qssu]ts of therr use ldads to S1iX findings.

(1) VEA funds are distributed to States and territories with
IIftle regard to differences among them 1in fiscal capacity and no

regard to the retative costs of education.

L)
Tne formula for distributing Federal funds amQng the States and,
territories does not take into account drfferences among.them 1n
tne relative costs of education and Only tn small part recognizes
differences 1A fiscal capacity. The-size of various age cohorts
in the States, adjusted for the relative median per capita 1ncomg
of the States, determines the State allotments. Per capita -
1ncome, however, affects the costs of education n each State, and
tnus the need for VEA funds. The present allotment procedure
favors SEates with low average 1ndome, but without regard for the
States' wealth, relative costs of program§, or the scale of
programs. Consequently, some States that have high per cabita
1ncomes but relatively limited fiscal resources and high costs of
educatien receive less than, States with low per capita income but
with ample fiscal resources and low costs of, education.

’

<
4
(2) . Aspects of the 1ntrastate distributron. pfocedures are

- .
The procedures are ambiguous n two mportant respects: they do
not stipulate, first, how the distribution and priority factors
are to bee combined 'to produce allocations and, second, how much
weight 1n the_ formulas 1s to be given to factors designated as
most Important, in the statute. The differences between distribu-
tion factors and application approval priorities resdin to be
clarifred, with the result -that application approval priorities
are usually treated as diftribution factors. There 1s also
ambiguirty about how to take account of enrollments. Some States
have been -directed to devetop a formula in which factors are

' *

amtiguous, lack clarity, and are faulty. ‘}

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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-multiplied by the number of students enrolled. Others merely add
enrollment as another factor to the formula. Since the IN6

~;

legislatioh went 1nto effect, 1nconsistent signals have been given

teythe States on the intrastate distribution of Federal funds

bZéﬁgig—e4—ﬂmt1gulfles in the legal framework and i1nconsistencies

1n iterpretation.
The procedurés lack clarity with respect to the number and kind of -
additional factors that States may use 1n their formulas. As a

: result, States may add factors that reduce and even counteract the -

effects of the mandated factors. The procedures are also not' -

clear with respect to the mannerin whic;:factors may be used.

>

States may group measures 1nto such 100s¢ categories as "high,"
"medfum," or “low." This serves to elimtnate significant differ-
ences between some reciplents.,

The measures that the States are I1nstructed to use to represent
the distribution factors and the application approval prigrities
~ are sometimes faulty. Federal officials describe some measures
that are«not available 1n all States by recipient. For example, . ,
assessed property wealth per capita has been selected to represent
relative flnanCIaf ab1lity, even though such data are not
available at the school district level in most States, The-
alternative measure of assessed property value per student, which
1s readily available 1n all States, could have been approved.

f‘ A . Y
‘
(3) The intrastate distribution procedures permit States to
allocate Federal funds In 1ine with goals.and priorities which may or

. ———
may not be congruent with those of* Federal policy.

a States may use 1p their formulas as many social, economic, or
demographic factors relating to the need for vocational education .
as they wish. They may assign such weights to each factor as they
wish, as long as the two prescribed distribution factocs are given
the greatest weiahts. Under the requirements, States can devise
procedures resulting 1n almost any distribution patterns they may
desire. Consequently, the procedures adopted vary greatly among
States, and the way Federal funds are in fact distrjbuted may not
advance the national objectives of Federal policy.

-

> (4) The many factors driving the iptrastate distribution of
4 Federal ' funds are not always mutually reinforcing. -
*
L}
xxvi v -
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Federal funds are required to be distributed intrastate with
respect to relative financial ability and concentrations of low
t income people, and with priority to areas that are depressed and
¥ have high rates of unemployment and lack resources to provide_high
quality programs, and introduce new programs for new and emerging’
occupations. All these conditions are ngt necessarily found to
the same extent in the same eligible recipients, A district with
nigh unemployment may alSo have high relative financial ability
measured by property wealth. A district with high financial
ability measured by property wealth may have a high concentration -
of, low 1ncome people. Districts able to fhitiate new programs for
new and emerging occupations, are likely to have adequate resour-
ces, with the resylt that this priority favors wealthier, and not
Boorer, districts. Sincé the different factors are not necessar- .
11y mutually reinforcing and may even offset one another, actual ~
* d1stributions of funds appear more random than systematic.

~ .
(53 The effects of the required procédures on the distribution of
[2Y

Federal funds were weak and inconsistent 1n fiscal year 1979,

.

' : The pracedures produced different results among the States. There
were occasional examples of a particular factor being responsible
M for a signmificant effect n a State, but no patterns of signifi-
cant effects for all States could be dlsg?rned. Distracts with
. Timited fiscal capacity did not receive & large enough share of .
- . the States' allotments of Federal funds to mprove significantly
their ability to provide programs of high quality. Nor did areas
with high unefiployment recerve large enough shares of the allot- .
ments to provide needed vocational education programs. Areas with
high concentrations of low income families did not recelye large
znougn shares of the allotments to make an appreciable difference
e In the resources available to them. In fiscal year 1979, 1n
short; the effects of the distribution requirements designed to
Jdrive federal funds to areas lacking resources were marginal.

{ .

(6) Ffederal grants, the Mistrument for assisting Stgtes, - have———

/

been too limited wn scale to help the States with the task of realizing

all the objectives of Federal policy.

£

Federal funds are expectad to help States in prowiding districts
* #1th needed fiscal resources, stimulating the extension angd
N improvement of programs, providing programs and services for
populations with special needs, and achieving Other objectives!

. A
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Yet the Federal funds avarlable td’ the Sta'tes 1n recent years, -for
example, would.not have -been.sufficient to nelp cdrréct 1nequali-
ties among districts 1n the resource base for vocational education
alohe or to assure programs and 1nstitutions of high quality ;
‘nattonwide. To bring the level of resources of all districts up
“to uhe' average distrilt would require .ot only more Federal funds
than are now alfotted to the StatéSTbut also assurance that States
< “ woujd not change their present commi tments to the px‘mc1ple'vf,
o equdlizing local educational resources. - c 'f
. . .

v

Programs and'Services’ for Special Needs Students N A

.
. ~
- ‘

One of the key objegtives of the Vocational Education Act, as

- .

f\dqd, 1S to assist the States to Improve their capacity to provide
" v Y T -
Vocational education programs and services to students who are nandi-

capped, or disadvantaged, or_whose English-speeking proficrency 1s
Mmited. The chief provisions for reali'zing this goal are the special,

'n_eeds sét asides and the fully federally funded 'Specml Programs for
the Disadvantaged. Examination of these provisions and theirr regula-
t‘wns, as well as Ehen 1mplementation by States and Jocalities,
reveals that: : »

-

. , s
(1) The successive amendments to wffe Vocational Education®ict of

1963, 1n combination with civil r1ghts laws and other legisiation, have
stimulated the Statés to make a greater éffort to¥%erve students with

special needs., : .

‘

- .

. The'wea of reserving federal fundf fdr tne plrpose of assisting

- and stiMulating the Statks to prgfide programs and services to
studeats with special needs|1s afsound approach to attaining
greater equality of opportuany n vocational education. In the
absence of such a provision, Stftes and localities would very
probably not be devoting even the relatively modest resources they
now do %b serving handicapped, disadvantaged, and limited, English-

¢ proficient students. Nevertheless, Federal Bbjectives with
reéspect to students with specql‘ needs are imperfectly advanced by .

the present requiremeats of the Vocational Education Act. -

.
. ° ’ ty N

N

.

XXVitt

v . . "

L

-




ERIC"

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.
?

(2) The manner 1n which .the excess costs and matching reguire-
ments are interpreted and 1mplemented may 1nnibit_localities From

spenaing Federil funds to provide programs and services for students

with speclal needs and creates a disincentive to mainstreaming these

students in reguldr classes.

IS

The excess cOsts requirements 1mpose recorakeeping burdens that
many localities find arfficult to shoulder. Smaller and rural
dvstricts are espectally hard-pressed to account for excess COsts
and are therefore l1kely to be deterred from applying for and
racelving federal funas to serve students with special needs.

Some States or LEAs are unadble or reluctant to find matching funds
far these set asides, a problem which the 1979 Tectnical Amend-
negls tortne Vocational Egucation Act sougnt to alleviate by per-
m1tting the use of Federal funds for match purposes. Regulations
for tnis legisiation had not Seen 1ssued by Septemper 1981, and
S-ates nave*not yet been dble to take advantage of the p0sSibITILY.,
for a reduced match. States are having far less difficulty spend-
1ng’ montes on the Special Programs for the Disadvantaged wnich are
ful'y feaerally funded, and which are smmilar 1n design Or target-
%ng %o those Supporgea oy tne set aside for the disadvantaged.

The 1nterpretat1dn of tne excess cCOsts requirements creates @ ais-
1acentive to mainstream handicapped or disadvantaged students in
regular classes. £xcess costs for handicapped or disadvant aged
‘students 1n regulas programs are held to be expenditures for extra
or suppiemental sérvices, whereas the entife COSts of separate
programs for such students are considered extess costs, pr0v1de8
that the average statewide expenditure per student for handicapped
or disadvantaged stugents equals or exceeds the average per stu-
dent 2xpenditure for all other students, Since excess costs in
separate programs are much easier to account for and the levels of
reimbursement &re much higher than those for mainstreamed pro-
grams, she regulations are an 1ncentive L0 use Vocational £duca-
tion Act funds for sepgrdte programs. -

A 4

«

-
en
-

Overcoming Sex *Bias and Sex Stereotyping

ot

* Overcoming sex b1as and stereotyping 1n vocational education 1S @

new objective of Federal policy Introduced with the 1376 legislation.

A number of Provisrons encourage the States to achieve this objective,
but only two.of them are‘mﬁndatory. ,States are by and large-fawiing to,
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take advantage of the availability of Federal funds for this pu‘,rp'ose.‘
Three major findings emerge from investigdting the consequences of this

. aspect of the legisiation: - s
. ) o .

LN -

’ -
(1) A1l States have appointed & sex equity coordinator, but the
States show Eonsiderable’ var!atmn 1n_the’ Us n which the mandated

functions of th1§1p051t1on are carried out.

[l

9 . 8 ] - ’ *
Coordinators ane, for the st part, performing the mandatedjun'c-

tions. vYet, “consciousnBss-raising” activities for State an

local adm1n1stratoc§ and teachers are the most prevalent. In some

States, the mandasory 550 000 expenditure to support these

< 8 Functions allows for cons1derable program develcppent, but 1n -
States with relatively large populations or many school districts,

1t is sorely imadequate. - L n ) 1

oM + 3 . . ) A .

o N ', N
{2) Few States spend a significant prbportion of kheir Fegeral or
State and local funds on_sex equity-related act1v1t1e‘§z

. >

Most States met the requirement to spend an unspecified amount of
- «~ federal funds on progra?; Sor displaced ‘hememakers, but almost,
. three-fifths of all YocBtiondl E£ducation-Act outlays for this”
accwaty were accounted for by enly five States. The other two
- Provisions authomzmg. the use of Basic Grant, Federal funds for v
< sex equity-related activitigs--day care’ and support services for
women seeking to ehter nontrad1t1ona1 programs--are permissive,
and expendisures for these purposes are also very Tow. Together,
the three provisions account for less than 1l pércent of Federal
’ Subpart 2 funds and aboug 0.2 percent of ‘State and local matctyq-
funds, ‘witn the majority these expend1tures concentratad
only”a few States. Expendjtures of Lrogram Improvement and .
Supportive Services funds to promote sex equity were similarly .
“accounted_for by a_few States. Only six'wene’ fesponsible for
four - fiféﬁs of rotal expenmtureS’ *which came to 2.0 percent of

Federal Subpart 3 fund$ and 0/l percent of State and local funds.
Half of the States didsnot spend any Subpart 3 funds for this .
purpose® . D o
3 Y T e : )
- - {3) _Sex/ stereotyping is #ti111 pérvasive 1n vocational edu}:ati%
) bug 15 1e% severe than in_the”darly 1670s. - g
s * L ¢
y o ' . s .
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.
Female-participation rates 1ﬁselected\ occupationally specific
programs 1ndicate that women are somewhat less heavily concen-
trated jn programs traditional to their sex. For example, the
proportion of females enrolled 1a technical programs, which have
been predomifantly male, rose from 9.7 percent 1n 1972.t0 .5, .
percent 1n 1979, _The proportions of men enrolled 1n consymer and .
homemaking education and occupational home economics programs,
where women have tradetionally predominated, have increased,
1ndicating that these programs have became slightly less séx o
stereotyped. Although some progress has been made toward sex
'eqmty 1n vocational education, women's particrpation 1n pragrams
that aré nontraditional for their sex resains markedly Tow.
L4 -

Improving Planning .

. ¢

.

The_plapning provisions of the 1976 legislation require States to
1nstall a process designed to result i1n comprehensive and cogrdinated
" planning attuned to changing labor market condifions and resulting 1n

streamlined planning documents. Ingreased emphasis.on planning was a
key feature of the 1976.1egislation. , The 1intention of Congress was to’

" use plannmg' b’gth to facilitate the attainment E)f national objectives .
and to provide a rationale for the distribution of funds. Although the
planping provisfons have had some posftme effects, the major findings
of the NIE 1nvestigations indicate that the‘n- full 1ntentions remdin to

be realized. * ! )

.y
s

(1) A State planming body, generally called the State Rlan
Commttee, 1S a necessary, but not 3 sufficient, condition for more

coordinated and comprehensive planning for the use of alll resources.

(%4 - N

v

The State Plap Committee, consistings of representatives from 10 . :
- specified fi&lds, agencies, and institutions, provides a setting ™
1n which the major providers‘of and interests 1n public vocational
education and training can present information, points of view,
and claims to féderal fumds. The required process establishes a
*  yehicle for broad pdrticipation in planning decisions. Neverthe-
less, 1t appears that 1n most States the development of the plans
is still carried out’ by the divisfon of the State departmehtsof

"
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education responsible for vocational, technical, or occupational
education., ) ' .
.The State Plan Committee was also intgnded to provide a setting 1n
which the vocational education and “training needs’of the State
could be considered 1n the light_of all pertinent resources. The
amm wa$ to plan for cdordnated Sfforts to meet such needs that
would also reduce program overlap and duplication. This intention
has not been achieved. For the most part, State Plan Committees
general ly consider only the uses of Federal Yocational tducation
Act funds, and there 1s little coordinated planning for the -use of
al resources. ’ ‘
*w

Occupational demand data are being orqduced and displayed 1n

(2)

plans, but are of questionable utility for local program decisions.

Occupatidnal demand and supply dpta presented in the State plans
are mprovements over what had been avarlable earlier. Contmibut-
1ng to tnis has#been the work of the Natidnal 0ccupa%oqal Inform-
ation Coordinaging Committee and the accompanying StatesOccupa-
tional information Coordinating Committees established by the 1976
legislation. These data, nowever, have Timted value, 1f any,

for local program decisionmaking. The priojected State level
demand data are not sufficiently reltrable at the-loca® school dis-
trict level, wnere othet local source§ of information would be’
needed for annual programmatic decwsions.w ’

(3) Although State planning has smproved, States st1l]l prepare
plans that ‘are primarily compliance documents and do not reflect the

operational planning that many of them in fact do, -

L

.

tion officials believe that the primary |
pBrpose of the State plans 1s to demonstrate compliarice with ¥ ~
Federal legislation. They are prepared wikth that objective -1n
mind, “since théir Federal grants depend upon approvals of their ,
plans, The plans contain the required elements--labor market
demand and supply data, information on goals, programs, enroll-
ments, and the hike. In many plans‘, statistical tables satisfying
information requirements appear separately, unconnécted to other
components. The State plans, however, generally are not documents
that attegpt to integrate the short- and longer-tem goafs they
set forth and to chart the routes by which they are to be at-
taindd. Many observers\\report that the planning capability at

State vocational educa

. .
° .

\
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the State level 15 greater than the documents jndicate. The - &
States recognize the value of good planning and do a substantial
amount pf 1t. However, for most States, systematrc planming and -
the production of acceptable plans are two different processes.

. (4) State plans apparehtly do not significantly influence  local
rogram decisions. . :

Programmng is largely & local prer

to_exert T1ttle 1nfluence upon eligibl
Federal funds. Most Federal and
the bas1s of local program planning ap
anich programs to of fer or discontinue

tive, and the States appear
e recipients applying fo

r,
State funds are not allocated ‘k

plicatibns. Decisions on
’(ana nformation on §he -

availapriity of programs at ne1gnborfing 1nstitutions which would

11fluence such decisions) are made at

the local level, where there

n

. 1s xnowiedge about the availabilaty of résources and about the

local school board. For the most part local planning tends to be
weak, and the enforceable planning requirements are aimed at ‘the
States, which 1n most 1nstances generally cannot even pretend to .
contfol‘1ocal decisions on programs,

-
~ : {3} Coordination 1n planmng 1s taking place at the State level,
1nvolving regﬁesentat1ves of Vocational Education A%t and Comorehensive

=
upon

Employment and Training Act programs, but 1t has Tittle effect

Dro@ram decisi1onmaking at the local 1eve1.’
-~

) - * -
~ 5 -

The participation of repre$enta£40es from the State, Employment and

Training Council and from the State Advisory

Councal on Vocational

Zducation 1n the State planning process increases interaction a

tv

the State level among CETA and vocational education personnel.

does not, however, lead to significantly mproved local
for the coordination of resources to develop programs.

4t
planning
CETA and

Jocational £ducation Act programs have arf

erent funding spurces

and cycles and d1fferent monitoring procedures and 1nformation
systems, State and local administrators do not always know fully .
about the resources avaitable to them at the time they are .
developing their plans, nor do State education agencies’always

N “now about how much CETA money flows from prime spansors to local

. vocational educdtion 1nstitutions and programs. Consequently, - — — —

’ otanning for the coordinated use of all resources for occupational

education and training 1s constrained. ' . N : d

o

o . R
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Extending and Improving Programs

Encouraqing change and improvement 1n the Nation's vocational

education enterprise 1is a8 _key purpose of Federal policy, but the
Vocational Education Acy’ lacks effectwé provisions fdr achieving this

objective., The Iaw([y\{te'nds Basic Grant funds to be used preferentially
to extend and wmprove-programs rather than tor maintain khem. States

are explicitly requlFed to give priority in approving apph;at!ons for
Federal funds to eligible recipients that propose new programs for new
an¢ emerging occupambns. But no other funds distribution rand  few
application requirements serve to advance the objective of improvement
and extension. ‘There' are also unresolved pc.oblems, «ib?t frustrate any
accounting of expenditures according to these catégories. It 1s not
always clear what constitutes wmprovement and what! 1s pure]y’mamten-
ance, and }t 1S usuall}-not known -whether a g!veh expepditure draws on
Federal or non-federal funds. Therefore 1t 1s d ff1sult to det}émme
exactly what States and locafities are doing to fulfill the Federal
purpose of promotiag change 1n the vocatvoﬁal education enferprlse.
Nevertheless, major findings on tms score which emerge from the
National antftut*e of Education investigations.

« e . .. N - N . he
)

L
(1) Only a small proportion of all funds spent at the local level

go for program improvement purpéses.
I

. .

Most funds are reported primarily as expenditures for maintaining
vocational education programs.” Even though the Declaration of ¢
Purpose clearly prefers that Federal funds be used for improvement
or expansion at the local level, expenditures of Federal fuqd{\)
cannot be distinguished from expenditures of State and local

funds. Judging from the uses of all funds reported by administra-
tors, however, 1t appears unljkely that Vocational Education Act
funds are being ysed as desired.

. »
. . . ~
(2) More than 90 percent of Basic Grant Federal funds are spent
on vocational education programs or administration. -
+
° ' N

W . XXX 1V
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Some of the Federal funds spent on/program support may be used for
imprvement, but it ts impossible to know how much.- States.do
keep account and are asked to report how much is_spent on the
vari1ous services and activities authorized under "Subpart 2, some
of which were specifically introduced to stimulate change, e.g.,
those concerned with sex equity. Expenditures [for 1ndividual
activities are low and tend to bp highly concentrated 1n a small
number of States, Flexibility/An the legislation has allowed
States to fund activities t reflect their own priorities. Only
1n a few States and for a few activities do these_ accord with

Federal priorities. R
. Y

I8 i
(3) Less than one-half of all reported Program Improvement and
>N = v
Supportive Services funds are spent for program improvement purposes.

. .
‘Y > . . : »

N

Aboutehalf of the reported expenditures of Federal funds for
activities and services authorized under Subpart 3 are awmed at
mprovement., The largest single expenditure of these funds, about
one-third, 1s for guidance and counseling services, which should
not be counted as program improvement. An appreciable fraction
goes for admnistration. The objective of lmprovefrentfﬁs. presuma-
bly attained through such activities as currjculum development,
pre- and 1nservice training of teachers, and research. The State
and local match for, program lmgr"ovement activities 1s °far lower
than that for supportive services. Thus, Federai Subpart 3 funds
are more highly directed toward program 1mprovement than are State
dollars., «~ - .

v:A- oo * .’,,

.
i . - v

(4) The requirement to give.priority to applicants proposing new

~

a
programs for new and _emerging 0ccupations has .not operated 3s

_ 1ntended.

-

>
, i

This factor 1s unique 1n that 1t seeks to further a particular
program change. -The iastructions to the States on how to incor-
.- porate the factor into their procedures, however , have been vague.
el Some States reserve a pool of Federal funds specifically for
«applicants proposing new programs for new and emerging -industries;
other States have 1ncluded it as a factor 1n their formula. The
. requirements are s§ loose that States can diminish the effect of
the factor By limting either the size of ‘the pool of funds or the
ygned tn,e factor tn*a formula. N '
¢ .
. 3
&

Y
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(5) There are incompatibilities between the objectivel of program *
“ improvement and extension and other objectives of the Vocational
Education Act.

Most funds under the Act are distributed to appTicants on E?J

basis of factors that represent level of fiscal capacity. Af the

purpose 1s to enable poorer districts to maintain programs of the

same quality as those offered in wealthier districts, the poorer g

districts should not he expected to spend an appreciable portion

- of their Federal funds year after year on .program improvement
projects. 131mi1ar!y, if Federal dollars are to e used to provide
programs and services for students with special needs, 1t is un-
Tikely that they would be deployed to 'mprove and extend services.
Equalization and speciral needs purposes, therefore, are likely to

+ be at odds with wmprovement and extension awms.

. N~

A&S) ‘The provisions for federally funded Corsumer and Homemak 1ng
)Eau?atwn programs encourage, but do not 'r'equn'e, improvement and
extension.

»

v

. Federal funds are earmarked for Consumer and Homemaking Education
programs. Curriculum subjects not always included n the past in
home economics programs are emphasized n Subpart 5 of the Véca-
tional Education Act, although the provisions still permit sup-
porting traditional subject matter programs with Federal funds.
The responsiveness of the States to the objectives promoted by the
Federal legislation has been varied. Some States use their -
Federal funds to support proposais tRat address the priorities
stressed in Subpart 5, which gives them sdme control over the way .
these funds are used. However, most distribute .funds by formula
as an entitlement., In many States, program improvement agd exyen-  *
sion ‘have been most evident 1n the outreach programs offered for
adults, many of which are dependent on Federal funds. Ancillary-
services supported with Federal funds also contribute to program
improvement. .

P “

- \ .

: AStrengthening Evaluationsy * .
- ¥ .
}

The 1976 amendments introduced requirdhents for. strengthening /
State evaluations of vocational education programs in order to

N

-
& Ly . \ M
- >
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contribite to 1improving programs and their Vcor‘resgondence to labor ;
market demands. The concern of 'the 1976 legisiation wen emplo,hent-
related outcomes was )l founded. “There had been reason to believe ¢
that some vocational educat1’on programming had, i¢gnored labor ‘market
demang and supply relatronships and that the knowledge and $kills
taught were not up td date. The statutory evaluatwn requwcement% .
- sought to correct for_such deficiencies 1n severala ways, ,including .

provwdmg data on placements and employer assessnentk r_ach State 1s
directed to evaluate- the effectweness of each progrem asststed durrns(

the life of 1ts 5-year plan and mdy use Federal funds fo*r that purpose.

in the case of students compkatmgyentry level” prognags,,the crdtema T
For assgssment are student employment tn occ’upaglans.. *fted to train-

Yng and® employer -Judgment on whether the students are weH rrained and -
orepared for empl oyment. These crlterw were 1ntended to pr0v1de e

informazion that woula help bmng programs .into ling with abor market
ccuoatwnal demands. Three major fmdmgs energed’ Tron the, reseageh
‘ conducted. by tne Vational- institute of Education on, the new, e,valuatfbﬁ ’?tn.
requIrenents. ' . . ?o’ v Y

.
s
o«

~(1) The 1976 evaluation provisions si‘gniﬁcantl’y stimyjatgd |

. . "u -
evaluation activities on the part of the Stgtes and 1ocght1es.
@ . :

Federal legislation helped bring abouta he(ghtened appreciation
of the usefulness of systematic¢ evatuations for program planning
and wmprovement. [t contributed to enhancing botn State and local
-capabrlities for cunducting evaluations, the first far more than
the. latter. As'with other technical capabilities, :,here are
marked vdriations among the States.

1 &

=
-
-

»
- 3

s(2) The statutory evaluation reguirements using the criterid of

student placement and employer Judgments on traiming and pnreparation
for employment are not generally useful for ¥mproving programs..

- ..

-

o These crkﬁ‘ma nave led to.thé generation and Collection of data
’ of dybious validity and reltability which do not for the most part
£

»
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provide the kind of information needed to Jmprove programs or to
decide on program offerings 1n line with changing labor market
N donditions, Placement rates alone do not indicate elther the
nature of the problem with a program or 1ts nemedy. A low place-"
sent rate for graduated from a given program might mean that the
program 15 jrrelevant to the labor market, or relevant to the
labor market out preparing students poorly, tnat 1ts students were
dysadvantaged and hard to employ, or that 1t wa$s offered 1n labor
. market areas with high unemployment. R

\

. (3) The best oromise of secum‘ng results Yikely to be useful for

imgroving programs and dec1s1on making on program offerings 15 to
) -

evaiuate the ways programs are planned and operated.

. A

Jutcome Jata indicate at best that a probleh exists, they do not
ind1cate what aignt De done to bring about improvement. Such cata
can contrioute Tittley” 1f anything, to mproving prograns. Pro-
gram improvement requires information on the planning of programs,
‘tneir content, the curricula, teaching methods, qualifications of
teachers, therr equipment apd facilities, and aH the ‘other fac-
tors that affect their ope'ation and tneir relevance to labor
ndrkgt condrtions, / .

)
v -

— )

’ Jetermining the effects ‘Zf vocational education on participants 1s
& difficult task. Tne results of research proyige only a pa'r‘mal view
of economic outcomes for 1ndividuals and of the effects of therr

.vocational educational experl‘encesLeﬁ"those outcames. 4
, Tﬁg Jayatlable evidence 1ndicates that females wno graduate from
high scr:hool‘ bhsmess and offlce’programs--the majority of females 1n
occupatwnal]y specific secondary vocational education programs--have
mgher ‘earnings, greater hxehhood of employment 1n clérical jobs, and
higher dccupational status than female graduates of the secondary gen-
eral cumriculum. Differences with respect to economic outcomes  for
. male secondary vocational and general currléulum graduates who have no
postsecondary educatilon are not as stfong as thosas for felrales.  One

s 1
. ’ e -

.
3
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year after graduation, apout half tne male graduates of trade and 1n~
dustry programs are employed in Jobs related to their Ctraining. Yaria-
tidns in labor force part?mpatmn'rates unemployment rates, and Job
samsfactwon between male graduates of the general and vocational cur=
r1c\ala, botn without postsecondary education, d to be smal) and 1n-
consistent. Differences 1n outcomes between whites and blacks and be-
~ween males and ‘nnales are often much larger than mfferences asSoci-
ated with the two h1gh school curricula.
’ , c

information on postsecondary students, wnich 1s limited to the re-
analys1s of one national survey, snows that 45 percent of goéth the
secondary vocational =2ducatign gracuates and tne general curriculum
gradygtes 1n -tne sampl2 pursued nonbaccalaureate postsecondary educa-
t1on\‘vn tnin 3 years after graduation. Of the se?dﬁdary vocational and
geferal curriculum (graduates 1n pos:séconaary vocational prograns,
approximasely half the graduates of eash Curricular group reported thaty
they Jbtalned elther a certificate, license, or 2-year degree wjthin 4

years of nign scnool graduation.

.

High scnool _gradua:es M0 pursue postsecondary educampn below =hé.
baccalaureaze level do better on a sariety of measures of gainfA em-
o1oyment tn}an those who do not. However, for tne one national sample
studied, ‘ai fferences 1n gainful anploymeat outcomes Detween students 1n
nonbaccalaureale postsecondary vocational and asademic programs are
slight. They are not substantial enough to warrant the Conclusion that
the advantage of postsecandary nonbaccalaurate educatmn 15 ahy greater

for students wno pursue a vocational CJrrlcqum than for those 1tn.,an

academic curriculum. . oL /’\
’

‘ . r

Yy
The research on outcomes 1n gatnful employment ~as luntted td what

. »
couid be learned from avatlable survey data on students. More mpor-

O

tant, 1t was further limiteg by the difficulty of dttributing the sub-

sequent attainments of students.to partfculaf eaucatignal experiences.

0
v
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Where ‘n'o drfferent effects>were found, 1t could mean that there were
actually no differencesy but 1t could ::lso mean that differeaces 1n
outcomes were not large .encugh to be significant. The results of ¥his
" research are nocxlssessments of the effectiveness of éither secondary

or postsecondary cational education programs. ’
B TN

A

\jgptions foriChange ‘ ; . -
. ) « ’ P i
?eceral vO(;at\Ondl aducation policy has two overriding and anter-
relatea national’ goa]s--one economic and the other social. The».eco-
nomic goal 1s o improve the skills of the labor force and td prnpare
xnmnduals for pr opportunltxes Federal assistance to theIStates to .
attain this joal takes the form of encourag1ng Jvocagrignal eductwon pro-
grams for new and ‘gherging occupations, xmprovements in thetr quality, -
the training and retraining of adults, and qoordmaced progrém pIan'mng
tn line with lapor market demands. The social goal is to provide nore
equal opportunities 1n° vocational edtfcémon for ‘all persons. To
achieve th1s goal, the Fede.ral yoverrment helps the States to equahze
tne capacity of local districts to prov\d.e programs of high quality,
0ver~ome sex bras and séx stereotypmg m vocational, education, and to
provme programs and “services for populat\ons with, specwl needs
.Continurng efforts ta find mord effective means to realize these goals
have constituted an agenda for change 1n the ¢haracter of tne
vocational education enterprise since the adoption of the Vocational

Education Actsof }963. :
3 . “h

The findings of the National Institute of Education Study of
Federal vo&amona[ education policy support®three broad conclusions:

s
-

. 0 the VYocational Education Act of 1963, as &mended, attempts to
accamplish too much with too few resourcess
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o there are sometimes mismatches between the ends of *Federal
policy and the means relied upon to realize them, and

{ .
o realazn the ends of Federal pplicy depesds heavﬂy L.pon
State and’local policies, practices, and resources. ;
2
. e
. A ) ,
. Too Much with Too Little. Federal legislation seeks to assist 1n

equalizing the resource base of needy districts, to fuﬁd new programs,
to extend and mprove programs, and to direct funds to serve spec1af
needs populations. These objectives can be advanced by Féderal policy.
The problem 15 that resources available under the Vocational Eduéatwn
5ct are 1nsufficient to help States realnze all of them.

>
a
LI

ind and Means Mismatches, Ends are sometimes announced unaccom-
saniled by spéc1f1c means for reaching them, as 1n the case of the end

of overcoming sex bias and sex stereotyping and of pr‘ggran'mproavement
and extension. Sometimes, a single 1nstrument 1s relied upon to ful-

f111 saveral goals, as 1n the “case of the funds distribution proce-

durns, which are” expected both to provide resourcés to meet the needs
for new and emerging occupauonal programs and to equalize resources
for qual ty programs 1n poor dreas.

¢

»

State and .Lacal Policies, Practices,” and Resources.® Realizing

same ends of Federal policy 1s acutely dependent upon what the States
and localities are willing and able to do. In the absence of shardd
obgectwes” and the deployment of State and local resources to help
?"‘"each them, Feceral legISIamoh alone can do Ilittle. Acting through
the Staies, Federal lemslatwn can exert Oonly relatively slagnt
1nf1uence "In local decisions on program offermgs.‘ The governance and

operatwn of, vocational education prograns are respons1b1\Nc1es of the .

Ve -

States and ldcalities. . ,

. .
+ e .

In the T1ght of these broad conclusmns,' some” suggestions may be
made about approacnes to future 1eg1slat1on “under certain constraining
assumptions.” . u .

-

L3

“




65 .

Assuming that the Primary Goal of Federal Policy 1s to Equalize

the Capacity of Local Sxhool <Districts to Provide” Vocational
Education Programs. . . . —

Y . N ~
° -

J ) aCh;ythe ob;ec‘fwe of ncreasing the. resource base of
dx;xc‘.s ledst able to provxde a wide range of high quahty prograns

and 1mprove and expand }nelr programs. Federai funds would have to be

dxrec'ed. toward districts of low fmancaal ability by a method that 1s
explicit, reciprent-specific, and systematic.® This would require using
a formul3 that “specifies all of tne factors by wn1ch funds®are distrib-
Jsted, does not allow Ssates to aad factors, and spe¢ifies how they are
to be /sgaled. Tne measures used would have to be ava:lable vy school
arstricts 1n all States and representative of local financial ability
and nesd. The goal of equalizing capacity would be achiaved w1 th such
a mstmbu\.lon method w \.h0ut(plac1ng further restrictions on the use
" of .rederal funcs.  Additional requirements for the uses of Ffederal
funds nould mpair the equalization Functlon They would diminisn tnet
abxhty of soor districts swmmply. to Drovlde good pasic vocational
education programs. under such an approach, the State e\ducatleq‘ a'gency
woul:i pe required to assure that rederal funds are‘mstr;buted by a
specified methoc which woulgede evaluated in tems of results--that 1s,

’

the degree o wnich equaiization 1s achieved.

.o RN

» Raising the capacity of the poorest districts to a specific level,

solely mcn Federal dollars would require

such 2s the national gedian,

appropriations’ larger tnan those of recent years.
would depend on "he “Yevel to which capacity 1s to be rarsed and the

The amount needed

ams M the State.

. extent To whigh other funds serve equalizing
Consequently. the effectweness and the costs of tms approacn ~ould

., €1so be, functiocs of how States dustmbute their funds.

‘-
-
-

Nos—
Equality of/(mport.mlty obJectwes for specxal needs $tudents
could be' ngorporated  1n  this approach without waakening Ehe

v
° L]
. . . s
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V. equahzanon goal by recogpizing and* adjusting for® tne higher coOsts

N
1ncurred 1n meeting the needs of ndrgeted populations. " Special needs
students could be Jilven more weight than® others 1n a distribution
formula 1n order td oromote theilr ®Bnrollment 1n vocational aducation
program‘{. ) ¢ :

» - AS
Assuming tnat tne'#rimary Intention of Federal Policy 15 to Extend and
N .Improve Programs. : . *

* *

. L
L 1f tne goal were 0 prepare 2 #)l-traineg labor force, the
. 2poraach 1o take ~Ouid De [0 3iSUAIDULE “egeral funas #1110 States on
* tne :a"‘s 3¢ oroposals anicn Jescribe nowng funls are to de spent and

ary. Plannmg az tne State levels, tnen, would nvolve planning for tne

. use of Tageral funcs so that they most effectively further the goal’ of
1Mproving and extending programs. ' Local planning would have a heavy
respons'aiiity in making possible »ne deveucpﬂent af proposals describ-

fng currant ang projectea iabor ﬂarke‘. denands, Justifying \.he need for

new programs 3 pragram Improvements 1n theair Tight; ana shomng m
getarl e pudget requirements for meeting the needs. Eval:auon would

. orimarily determine <tne extent L0 wnlCn 1mprovement occurs and ' 1s
affective. This approach could also further greater equality of 3ppor-

= tumizy Sy giving priocity to proposals also emphasizing prograns and
services fo‘r studenzs M N spectal needs or the reduction of sex dis-

' crmination and stereotyping. The State role\ag_u'ld cons1st 1N assuring
appropriate evaiuations of the proposals and 1n supporting 1mprovement
efforts through resear rriculum develooment, exemplary programs,
Training, and che i1ke e

- 4

Assuming that tne 2rimary [ntention of Federal Policy 1S to Se¥e Those

with Special Needs

)
"
Reql1z1ng th1s objective would regquir2 that federal fungs and
Feceral planning and eyaluation requirements be focused on students

,
[
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with special needs. Federal funds w~ould be distributed within the
‘States to épphcant& on tne basis of, how many students are to be
enrallad 1n vocational programs and of, proposé}s describing how the

funds are to Dde spent. -\. simple -distrabution formula would require”

expitciz definitions for 1dentifying the cat‘egomes of _students Tmr.h
+ specral needs ang¢ counts of those ~1tn special needs to be served. A

more complex formula woull also take mto:»account?the di fferent educa-

tional and tralning costs for the different’ groups of special needs
/' stucents. The planning *process ~oulc be required to show not only how
tnese s:'ucen:s woulz dDe served nut also wnat xinds of services w~ould oe
~ade avatllapla 3 nelp trem fiac¢ employment. The evalbations requl-ed
~0u':‘eﬂonas1ze sufn zFiteria as the number Of compieters ang placement
*n 23S, P .

»

' Tnese il.ustrative suggestlons concerning ‘ty central thrust of
Sageral noiv1cy uncer three aifferent assumptions emphasize hone ﬂkey
sqant.  That 13 tnat alternative views of the pr1m:ar'y ands of Federal
policy carry witn tnem tne adoption of 41 fferant sets of means ang
_requtrements for State behavior and mply d\ff?e/nces-m the scale of
Feceral resources. needec to a531St tne States 1nyrealizing Federal

joals.
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CHAPTER 1. THE §0CATIOQAL EDUCATION ACT: ENDS AND MEANS
The £¢ucation Amendmerts of 1576, P.L. 94-482, constitute the sac-
ong major revision of tne Yocational Educa£1on Act of 1963. Like their
preéecessor, the Amendments qf 1963, they sought Zo continue the reform f
and rediraction of the vocational education enterprise initiated in
19634 so that the goals of Federal pol@cy mrght be realized -more fully.
Tne ameading legislation adopted 1n 1976 18 complex and deta1\ed It
15, moreover, frescriptive in the pfocesies and procedures 1}rrequ1re§, .
. out 2150 permissive 1n the Dbroad discretion '1t'a116ws the States 1n
Jec1ding upon the Jses to which they may 5ut the federal grants-in-axd
12 audhorizes. Iz s, n ad;$!1on, amb1guoys 1n some respelts, and
.ncertainty nas marked 1ts mplamentation. Finally, 1t seeks to . t

-> realize a sariety of goals, botn ultimate and intermediate.
~

« LY «
~

The Declaratiod of Purpose of the Vocational Education Act
declares that 1t 1s Federal §041Cy to help States improve "planning An

the J4se of all resources available to them for vocational education and
manpower training” and to provide “grants to States to assist them® in

a variety of ways, 3 ' N <

oo ' so that persons df all ages, in all communities of the
, State, th§§é 1n high school, those who have completed or
discontinued their formal education and are preparing to
enter the labor market, those who have already entered the
labor matket, but need to ubgrade their skills or.learn
new ones, those with“spectal educational handicaps, and
those tn postsecondary schools, will have ready access £o0 .
, " - vocational training or retraining which 1s of mgh quali-
ty, which 1s realistic in the light of actual or antici-
“ pated opportunities for ga1ﬁ?ul employment, and which is
sutted to their needs, interests, and ability to benefit

from such 4raining (Sec. 101). .

-
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P
This Declaration of Purpose enunciates ambitious and Intertwined
soctal and economic goals. The social goal expresses the asplrat!dn
for equality of educational cpportunity for everyone, regardless of
aye, location, condizion, or apility. This 1s the meaming of Federal '«
assistance to help the States bring about “ready dccess to vocational
training or retrammg which 1s of n1gn'qughty. . . " “The economic
goal 1s a uralnec laobr force. This 15 to be achieved by providing an-
d1/13uals weih esucational cpportunities for the *acquisition and devela
opment of occupationai «nowiedge and skills, up to tne first baccalaur-
eate Jegreedieval, tnat geet the demands of the 1abor MATRET, ~inis 1s

tae meaning of ‘socatibnal tratning and retraiming . ., wniin s real-

«

15t¥C 1n tne lignt of actual or anticipated opportunities for Gainful

2mpl oyment, ... " .
~

Y Tne realrzation of -'hese goals depends upon wnat the States and T
locahmes, wnicn’are responsible far operating vocatwnal education
programs, <an achieve wigh tneir own and Federal resources.  for the

- grant, of fFegeral asslst;fnﬁe funds, on the basis of thez%,approvec S»ate
plan, whe VEA exacts, 'so to speak, a price--that the States vnpleﬂen’t‘ .
certain processes procedure’s and programs. These processes, prm.e-
dures, and programs are a means for achieving the long term goa]s of
Fedeal polh./. They are instruments. But they also, 1n themselves,

,-conszuute intermediate ‘g'oals or purposes of Federal policy and affect
critically the use§ to which federal funds are put. As expressed 1n s
*% the ‘Oeclap’at]on of Purpose, 1n addition to the objective of “improving

.

[ planning,” tney are

-

(1) to exténd, mprove and, where necessary, maintain

’ ex1sting programs for vocational education,
- (2) to develcp new programs of. vocational education,t ,
(3) to develop and carry out such programs of «oca- “
tional education witnin each State so as to overcame sex .

discriminatidn and Sex stereotyping in vocational educa-
tion programs (igcluding programs of* homemaking), and
thereby furnish equal educationdl opportunities 1n voca- \

\

.

o . . .
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tional 2ducation to persons of both sexel, and
(4) to provide part-time employment for youths who

need tne earnipgs from such employment to continue their

vocational trathing om a full-time basas.gf .

o

. ? S
° -~ - » .
Consequently, to understand how the VEA wdrks, 1t 15 essential to
ungerstand the 1nterp1a/ among three factors: (1) the Ddverriding,

States; (2) tne lagislated means for realizing those goals, which 1n
'nemselves constitute 1ntermediate purposes; and (3) the scale of the
ec‘raI resourcos aade avatlablz to the States 3 assist them Yn accorf-

p'isamn~g not only thase ends :u:‘also still other obJect1ves. v

shen <ne reauthorization of the VEk‘was under consideration in

»3732, dotn tne purposes and the provisions of the legislation were sub-

. sects of jepate. Information on the /ocaQQOnai education enterprise
and on hew 1t pad deen affected by Federal policy, gathered through
:ongress:o&ai hear{ngs neld 1n a1ffeﬁent parts of the country, Shaped
tnatcebaza. So, o0, 41d tne findings ‘of_wisits to States by staff
' nempers 2f <ne Hous A f Representatives Committee on Education and
-aBor ang the Jenate Commritee on Laborland Public Welfare. One Senate
committee staff nenper recalls that she concluded from the staff visits
tnat the Deciarasion of Purpose 'in the existing law [the Amendments of
1368 2.L. 50-576)] was broad: enough to cover anything the State
Jirector wanted g L with nis Federal money." When questioned about
us1ng Federal funds for maintaining ex1stggg programs rather than pthér
purposes, State directors pointed to the Declaration of Purpoie, which
declarad that one'objectxve of Federal assistance was "to maintain, ex-
tend, and mprove 5x1st1ng orograms.” 'They neld, moreover, that since
narntaining programs came F1Fst 1n the list1ng, this purpose had prior-

1ty. dhen questioned about tne flow of vederal fuAds to Wea]thy subur-

2an Jistricts, ratner than poor 1nner-city areas, State directors
asserted Tnat this was justified by the statemént in‘the Decla;atlon of
?J4rpose that Federq] grants "were .to be used to assist the States 1n

.
b Ve
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ultimate goals of Federal policy to be achieved by assisting the -
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proviaing ready access o vocational education to "all persons of .all
ages 1 all communizres."t The visits to tne States also persuaded
Congressional staff that comprehensive statewrde planning, another
opjective of the legislation, was soreiy lacking., These Jeficrencies,
as wel! as others, were 1dentified 1n twﬂepor?g which helped shape
think1ng about the provistons of the 1376 amendments. These were the
U.S. Gengfal Accounting Office study, What 1s the Role of Federal
Assistance for Yocational Education’ (1973) and¢ D. N. Drewes and

Joaglas S. Katz, Manpower Data and Vocational E£ducation A National

St.ey of Asarlapility and Use (i373).

1

when tne amendiag Tegisiation of 1976 was drafted 1n the Senate,

31 2f Fart was made S0 cOrrect these geficiencies by ~ecastiag he lan-
e s25%ing fartn the purposes of the VYEA, Farst, primary emphasis
~2s piacad Jpon mproved State planning 1n the use of all resources as

2 ~eans for fulf1liing Faderal goals. Thus, the aroposed drift for the

/ Sena:elm‘nl callea for planning for "vocational education policy and
progr%ms‘ cnat w~ould 1nvolse "a wide range of indi/1dudls and agencias
~oncernad ~1:h,eCucat10n‘and training witnin the .State,” so as "o -
achiave an sguitable distrioution of funds among secondary, postsecond-

= yocational education programs. . . .'¢  Second, <‘he

ary and adu
1dea of unlsersaitty expressed in the words “persons of a1 ages™n ali
communisias’ was Todified oy dropoing “in all communtties,” 1mplying
tnas all cemmunities <id not have equal claims to Faderal assistance,
“out retaining the idea tnat “individuals of all ages” were 10 have
‘ready access =0 vocational trgining or retraining . . . of nigh gqualr-
ty. . .7 Finally, the propdsed draft sought to diminish, 1f Aot pre-
vent, the use of =gder:ﬂ grants to maintain programs Oy stating that ”
tnhey were -‘deS‘-gned 'to assﬁt tates 'to extend, improve, and, where
f8cessary, Marntain ex‘Etmg orograms. . . ." Piacing maintenance
tmird and qualifying 1t ~1th tne- notion of necessity would, 1t was
tnought, give tne’desired weight to the purposes Jf extension and

1provement. .

M
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‘ggmoérs of the vo{atlonal education community opposed th¥se 3}0—

Senate Committee over the language of the b111 to be feported odf, C?m-
prom*ses were struck 'n which changes 1n the Declarat1op of Purpose,
“#nizn some Committae .members viewed as largely symbolie, were traded
< for changes 1n

provisions. The result was tna€‘1mproved planning

. stons, the concept of “persons of all ages in all co&munitiés:\was re-

ta'ned, tne 1dea.-of ”équ1tab]e distribution” of Federal funds was
Im0pped, MAIntaining exiIsting programs «as deemphasizedsby being listed

ntrd oand Oy 3dding tnhe qalifier

‘where necessary,"” and Federal assis-
was added. The announcement of a
- A ]

wnoily new purpose was the Dledge of Federal a$sistance td the States

11 order

« tance for ffering “"new programs'

'to dvercome sex discrimination and $ex stereotyping 1n voca-

tional eddication programs. . . ." .

ve
K] -

A —-—
in the report accompanying tts bill (S. 2657), the Senate Commit-

tee declared that even though the Detlaration of Purpose spoke of "per-

Sons of all ages 1n all communities," the ntention of the Federal

legrsiation was to provide assistance to nd1viduals apd areas moss.1n
“heed ., : ’
A Y
a N . -
.. . .
Givén the Timited amount of Federal assistance available,
1t 1s the Committee's 1ntent that scarce dollars will be .
R first devoted to those with greatest needs. Certainly the
phrase "of all ages in all communities” 15 not inteaded to
~ 1mply any per capita distributton of Federal funds thrOugh-
out a State.4

o~

Compared to that of the Amendments of 1968,
of Purpose was not, Sign1f1cant1y revised.

the 1976 Declaration
The mportant changes fn the
1976 1egls1a;10n lie 1n the provisions which, in effect, def1n3 the ob~

Jectives and priorities of Federal policy. Consequently, to understand
. L] 4 N .
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what the Amendments of 1976 hoped to accomplish, it 15 "necessary to
examine systematically the structure and substance of the legislation.
- ~

Structure of the Vocational Education Act
s
The Vocational Education Act of 1963, ,as aménded (P:L. 94-482),
has three main parts, the first two of which have subparts. The h1rq‘.
Part C, consists of “Definitions.” A glance at Parts A and B and\ their
subparts, together with the amount of dollars appropriated for eagh for
fiscal year 1980, provides an immediate clue to Federél objectiv
priorities.,
&

Part A - State Yocational Education
Programs [ $762,080,000 (totai)

Subpart 1 - General Provisions $ 11,500,000

Subpart 2 - Basic Grant 562,266,000

, Subpart 3 - Program Improvement and 124,817,000
. Supportive Services
. Subpart 4 - Special Programs for . 20,000,000
the Disadvantaged ’ .
- Subpart 5/- Consumer and Homemaking 43,497,000
Education
'+ Part B8 - National Programs ' $ 14,800,000 (total)
s Subpart 1¢- General Provisions 2 0-
Subpart 2 - Programs of National Significance 10,000,000
. Subpart 3 - Bilingual Yocational Training 4,800,000,
: . Subpart 4 - Emergency Assistance for Remodeling -0-
and Renovation of Vocatiohal Facilities
[ )

A
- ..

Part A funds are distributed first to the States, which have broad
discretion with respect to their subsequent distribution to local

’ o

. & 1-6.
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edqucation agencies ![._EAs) and other e'hglb]e reciprents for each of the
fise subparts. In contrast, Part B8 n}omes support activities conducted

v

at the Faderal leve!l.
-

Subpart 1 of Part 8, General 9rowsfons, describes (1) the organi-

zation, staffing, and responsibilities of the agency that administers

orovisions of tne ‘/EA: (2) a new national data‘collecuon’ system, the

/ocational Education Data System (VEDS), and (3) the composttion, and

. PR
resoonsidilities of tne National Advisory Council on Vocational 'Eq{uce-_

t1sn. Subpart 2 of 2art 3, Programs of Nazional S‘»gmhcénce, provides
*ar subport of 2 national center for research in vocational aducation,
far the estanlisnment of a Coordinating Committee for Research 1n Voca-
tronal fducatidn, and for programs for training and dmopmg voca-
:;‘Jna‘x aducation personnel, Sudpart 3, 81l1ng/ua1/ Vocational Training,
aitnorizes bvhn'gual vocational education programs and services such as
gurldance and counseling, preservice and 1Inservice training, add
curricdi Jm development., Funds have never been appro‘prlatedgor Sﬂbpart
4, ZImergency Assistance for Remodeling and Renovation of Vocational
Facrlisies, which was designed to assist LEAS 1n urban and rural areas
0 provide needed vocationa] programs which they-coula not dffer with
’

avarlaple State ane local resources. e
. ¢

Part A, State ‘/ocamo,naf Education Programs, ﬁse, however, the dom-
tnant portion of tne Yocational Education Act, accounting for 98 per-
cent of the VEA's appropriated fupds. , It 1s prmarﬁﬁﬁ%\ugh this
part of the legislation that the goals and 1nstruments of Federal leg-
1slation are to be' carri2d out.

L] .
The Poticy Ingtruments: The Means
Federal Part A funds are allottkd to the States 1n three lump
sums. one for Subparts 2 and 3 combined, one for Subpart 4, and one

for Sudbpart 5. The States, 1n turn, distribute funds for purposes

. 1

’
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autnorized ’aﬂeer @ach of tne subparts to 19cal educational agencles ,and
other eligidble reciprents. Subpart 1, General Provisigns, sets forth
most of tne controis olacga upon tne States' actions witn respect to
tne “unds. There are requirements,or the distribution of funds, for
the. appomntment of sex eguity coorginators, for p‘.anmgg, ayalyation,
’ and actountability, for usiag funds for vocationail programs for Ameri-
can Indians, wnd far 1nstitutionaiizing mproved occupational 1nforma-
tion sys'tems. In additaon, there are requirements to set aside por-
t1ons of Subparts 2 and 3 funds for tnree uses 20 percent for disad-
jar<agec ang “1mitad EnglLan-faeak1ﬁg persons, 10 percent for handi-
cappeg persons, an’ﬁ .5 perceny for persans 1n Dostsecondary ang aauls
sragrans.  Tne t'iles Of tne. four” subparts ~h1ch“ follow ghe‘ Jeneral
‘1 ?ro\;wmns, as ~etl as tne :;n'ee set asiaes, represent “edera! arigri-
I125 on wWhiin Fedgral funds are?wﬁe spent.  Tne :xtles,Qo.‘ caurse, .
designate 1~ “ferent Jplects. 1n“one case 12 15 a program (consumer and
homemak1ng =gication), In a second,,a targebt group~(a1sadvantaged), 1n
a third, 2 jroup 5? activities (program mprovement and supportive
sarvices), anc 1n a fourzn, an educational level [postsecondary). The
f1fth {pasic grant) covers num2rous programs and services on which
Federal fun¥s may e spent, . in setting up these subparts .and se
asides, the leg'slation circupscribes the use of funds so as’ to seple
‘important purposes. fet, as w11l pe seen 1n tfe discussion of each
sydpart, the Act 15 also permissive With respect to the ways 11 which .
" finds may be used once they reach eligidble recipients--so permissive
¢ that Sudparts 2, 3, and 5 may be thought of as mini-blcck grants. A
-graphic representation: of the set ;asme and subpart provisions of Parts

> A &nd 8 of tne legislation appears in Figure -1,

.” Subpart 1 - General Provisions

In addition’ 3o setting forth the procedure for distributing Fed- .
.
eral funds to the States and the?) the requirements for their distribu-

tion within the States and for State and local matching af Federal

. [
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dollars, Subpart 1, General Prousxons: also describes the requirements

for planning, evaluation, and accountapility. It specifies the content
of the State Plan to pe suomitted, originally to the U.S.wOffice of
Education and row 0 the Department' of £ducation, to secufe the grant-
1n-a1d and the brocedures for producing the Plan. It sets forth the.
format ana content of the application by eligible reciprents for Fed-
erdl .‘ounds.; It:lso specifies the criteria Dy which program$ are to bh&
evaluated and f‘ne way 1n which States are to be held accountable. Fur-
ther: 1t requires that gach State "assign such full-time personnel as
necessary" to cunduct nine functions 1n connection wisn dvercoming ‘sex
discrimination ana sex stereotyping tn vocational 2ducation
orograms, '

4

Requiremems for Allocating and Distribufing Federal Funds. °Fed-

eral funds are allocated %o the States on the basis of a formula’ that
nas remained uncnanged Since i963. This formula, discusced 1n Chapter
II, uses population factors and a relative per capita income factor.?
Within a State, 1n almost all cases funds must be matched one-for-cne
by State and Yocal funds (Sec. lll\('a)). Wat.chmg funds need not YSe
distributed 1n the same manner as Federal funds.

v
. °

-~

The 1ntrastate distribution of Federal funds was the subject of
considerable debate in the Congress, and the resulting provisions dif-
fer snarply from prior legislation. The' Senate Committee expressed
concern thdt a number of States allocated funds among school districts
on® the basts of a flat drstridution,b without taking 1nto account
relative need or ablhty to pay. The House Committee found that the
requirements of the prekus Act were not diractive enough to carry out
the intention of Congress, which was to provide additional resources to,
those sfhool districts and agencies most 1n need of resources mth
which to provide programs.7 Between them, both committees amended
‘the 1968 legislation so as to reassert Federal priorities and target

Federal funds toward populations with special needs, poor areas which

E lk\l‘Co 081 ——6
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. L ’
brograms fo e and emerglng_ocwpza‘nons.8

The 1975 Iegwslauon requrres Federa] funds tG be‘dlstmbuted an-
trastate to ehgxble .recipilents on-the basts of, two factors applying to
the"approval of apphqatmﬂ‘s and two factors applying to the distribu-
tion of funhds améng approved gDpnl«.antS‘. The proyisions are dis-’
cussed in detat]l 1a Chapters II a‘n’d,li'. It 1s syfficrent to n.ote here
that States are insthucted (Se_c.m§ (5)(A)) to gave priority, on the
ore hand, to apghcatlons for Fede funds camng from areas ~hich are
economical ly dep‘r;q\ssﬁe';, have h1ghﬂemployment Jratas, ar)d 1ack the

cesourcey i3 meet their vocational gpcat\on needs w1th0ut Federal
)

'isswtance% and, &n t’ne other nand, ‘to, applugmons which proposSe

Drograms new to .Bﬂ@ areé and that are%\deswned Lo meet new and emerging
manpower needs afd job opportunities. * stat afe further 1nstructed
\Sec. 106,5)(8)) to dlsgrlbuse Federal fundsmng approv,%d apphcants
on the hasis of "economic, demographic, and socral féctors reldting to
the need for vocational education among the'&amous populations and
sarious areas of tne State," except that the twd \nos* wnportant factors
n the case of LEAs.must be (1) their ' relatlve f1nanc al abalty .
to pr0v1de the resources neqessery to  meet t\he neea for-vd"(‘.atlonal
education 1n the areas they service' and (2} the relatwe number br
concentratien of low-income fa‘mﬂles. or, 1nd1viduals within" ther‘\
States are also instructed to apply not hnly Jthe relative f1nanc1a1
ability consideration 1n acting on applicatjons for Federal funds from
other eligible recipients, but also "the relative number or cgncentra-
tion of students . _. . whose education jmposes mgher than average
costs, such as handicapped studeni:s, students from Iow-mgane families,
and students from ‘families 1n which English 1s not the dominant
language. .- . ." * R
. . L
v

-~ B

.

3

i}
How these provisions affect the distribution of Federal f\unds 1S

tfeatdd 1n detail wn Chapters II and IX. So, too, are the fofgylas

)
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- ¢ the fdouse and Senate Committees had :e!terated the Federal commnmerjz

. T te assist pqpulatwns A1h special needs to which the first two set
asttes Sttenc.l!  Sacn committee took note of the findings of the .
. Lo-3s Geqer°a1 fccounting Offrce study that some Stafes were neriner
scencing the requirpc set-asile amounts of Pyleral funds nor pr0v1d;ng
S':e':é ird Tdcal funds sufficient to serve these soplations. Ip some
$sates, s.ch funding ceclined ,as “ederal .funding 1ncreaﬁ 12 Tne
137y lagrslation triec to correct nese fatlures by requi~ing matching

. - - ¢ ‘ » [~

P13 Aczsunzabttiy.  The reguiremeq®s ‘o’

o fe

scoLntant e
\-vvvz\--s ey,

rocecurs’ 1 pazire,
were graal’y strengiieces “a 1375 tq ~esponse O Zr1TiCUsMS s01caC 2t -
regmI1gs 1nal vcca"v*na. ecucatigy qr"g(_éps were fregquentiy, 1rrelevent
0, 3cels aconomes, and m ressofise to the’BAQ fingiag the: most of tne
. =~ 8nry’ nenrt was 'once't"'gewd 1 oprogremg witn cnly a2 perigheral rela- ° -

-~r - [y

.« - Lttensntn o tador marcet ﬂegcs.‘J Part of tne orotism, 1T wWas
25500%2C, 425 Ine AL« 7% 1nforwatica Bn Job.sk1ils 'n gemand and op

- andzner 3~ ~2 4oca.:,1,e",a" egucation stutents wec2 seCuring and nolding
1305, A secorc, ~2'atec oroz’em e'*:naﬁzed during tne Fear'ngs <s

- that ¢ oaenning was’ zarmtec aut B .ononance :!urooses only, State
3" 2hs, 29n¢ .dec ne Sena 3 ,vmutee ccn»amed .ne pas ervlpu neces-

5
. sany 3 Ipis N ’we “ace of tne sia.;.e, Sut 212 rot refiect the

L ]
<y orocedures wete ‘acktng for ensurtng

s'arnteg afforts  Lncertacen :>y sne State. . . .'iY Fiaat'y, the
5031t «2S :aCe tnat accpntast
aderal fungs were §ganT 2CLO0retng-t0 Qnan. As 2 res.it 2f tresa
sevefa'I sefrcisncras. "o ~2s CONC'Adeq 2T Drograms were not Diafne

. ¢
with “angr Marxet Ze@anc in Aind, Stalas were act Yeing neid acco

asie ‘or ze’lsertag «hat they peonised 4 their Plams, and grogram Syc- .
1855 «25 70t 2va’L2tag 11 ndse terms. LN .
H . . SN
N
- . ¢ . *
~a Zgg's.a:‘cg 50uLgNT 10 correct these ceficrancles 'nsevedyl
. v . h o\
“3ys. r it creeted, e Netltsna! dczuoationdl aformatton Coordinkithydy, .
“ A ry ) <~ A A
, ) N ' “ .
. . ‘) . - .~
- . -
/ 1.1 .
T . e - —
. 2 4 . - .\
. . A}
- . >
" » . N 1 ]
, @ 4 4
3 3 T - = — e ———
4 . P « .
Q s - 84 A .
ERIC -~ - - -
4 v . »
.. T :

L - . . [




. .

. Committee (NOICC) at tné Federal level with parallel ‘committees 11 each

. Y

State 0 coordainatg and systematize occupational demand and supply data E
«h1ch coula be usec for plapning purposes. [n addition, the Act great-
1y tignterel tne plenntag provisions by ~equiring tne 5-year and annual
plqn_s (Secs. 107(3). an¢ 1038(a)) to set out explicitly the planned use

of Fedéngﬂ, State, ana logal vpcatf’ona‘-_ education funds to meet, labor
marcet demanas.li3 The annu‘a‘l plan would serve to update tne S-Jear
plan and, 1f_necessary, snow Jore accurate enp‘.oymer]'c gata or a drffer-
2n7 Tevel of “Xding tnan was orifinally estimated (Sec. 108/p)/1))

7 =ne 1an.2' ac2o :ab-‘t:,«-res%r: woui g shéw\now funds wer"2 Lse
3 Wnat cesu ts Sney 2cnraved 1n relatron to sne aeed “y- 1ob sk 'S, r-

Cu
rant ené :r:sﬁec:*«e, st1puated 1 tne-S-year pian ‘Sec. 138{»;(2}).
ne avaljation tdgut-enents of tpe 1375 amendments, 3iscussed in .
N ;ha:t‘erbfl, Tace 1% ,clear Imat tne success of srograms 1S to  be
neasdred 11 employment terms--whether students are placed °n :‘obs
~elated 3 their wrarning and smether treir employers corsizer them
= well-tratagd and srepared, for employ-lent. ’ .

> .
-

ra *
30tn tne “ouse -an¢ Senate Clommiste

.

25 saw these orovisions as 1n-
':e;-re‘l.a:ec. Tne Senate O mmitcee observed that ‘one xey element of the

zomprehensive glan woul3 e the develam% [o orocedures for con*m- '
4ous 2lanning epg avaliation, 1nclucing the regu!ar colleczion of Jaud
29 e avarlad 2272l parties 1 the State to vmom 1t would be of in-
teredt. A solic data base <111 give a Statg & bas1s uor program evalu-
ation. :vauanlon‘ vn]l, hopefully, lead to mproveﬂent n progran
Juality. Both'_d_ata and evaluation can result 1n 1mproved planning c'ap-

amh:y.."l5' . Improved planning, accountability, evaluation, and 1n-

tion '-eb nake :ne vocational ,education eateCprise more responsive Lo
) ’ »

T avor -wrket cpﬂands and so further the gual of procucing, a wgil-

. .-
b - wo

2 N Other Requirements-f:2 the Gemwral Provisions: ° The General

. S, TV ¢ ',;.‘ A'-;p_(/, o

“araation on jobs ard occupations, 1t wa§ believed, would 1n combina- P
. .
Tratned labor @r:en . . ,\ N }
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Provisions also -cont;f’n requirenents Dearing on State gamMmistratian
(Sec. 10¢;. Cne 15 the requirement that each State must designate an
+ 1ndividual o serve as 2 “sex-ecqmty coordmator‘ and must reserve
mi1mum of 33C,300 for tne ‘.m-"&r‘s assocwah d m:'n tre post. Second
are “he requirements for hea\.:mposnlon and’ activities of ‘State and

. .ocal Advisory Counciis on vocational fgucatronaiSecs 5 ——in—eedi—

4
' tion, anere are reguirements for the submisston and approval of State
. \
? a«g\:\ne condrtions Junder wnich funds may de witnheld, and tne proce-
- 2ure foX 3\4%131 raview, should a State wish to cnallénge d1sapproval

~

Ne -
PRSI

s lan Sec. 1l9,.

Subpart 2 - Basic Grant ¢
¢ . .
Tne Basic 3rant 1s tne centerpisce.of tne (ocafioral -Zcucation

Acs. Yost of thk Pa':Z A funcs--alnose 7}7 percent--go %o tne States 1n .
;

tne form of tne daswk grant. The Act,11$ts .15 possidle uses for tme :

.wbasv 3rint, Mr‘qmg from general support for ‘vocational education
'

rograms , .30 's\‘,oor“zz for particular programs, .Sucn 2s ‘'energy equcdmon

nt

‘ 3"99!‘335, ,an2 117U ng sucn d1verse sestas wore sty ' ana ‘cocp-
s N
8 scucation oragre]s, ' ‘construction, ' teachers’ salarjes,” and
. : -
1

services, sucnt as "zay cars for chilzren of stugents’ or

cement Sa~vices. 'l . . ? o

(n

. . .
. S .

States nave complate @ scresion, 10, dec1ding wnether gr not, Lo use
Facerai fyncs for any of 'ne author!znd.ﬂ)urposes Furtyermore, the - !
- - aytnorized uses afre so broad 2.4, , 'vocamonal 2gucation progrcms“'}- .
ang so -xmerous cnat 17 ts We{frcult to th.nk af eoucatlonal _tratning, .
ar f“‘laueﬂ purposeso for anich Federal funcs coela pe aopPoomateU used
-~ - tnal ~ot."d not'de alicwed. The 'regu};tnops éqc onl‘y one r‘es'r.mctwn on
wne JSE of Subpart 2 fmds, namely, that sme funds ust e ysed for

»
dispjaced hememakers. I* is mportant to recognize' that the Act
21sewnere enc courages tne use of Federal £inds for particalar purposes, ,,‘

. ’
L suCh as 2xiencing and Improving  programs mr:‘ther ctnan matntaining
Al . -’ ” .
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tnem, dut it coes not provide specific mechanisms for realiz'~g tnese

purposes, as 1s mage cizar n Chapters (Il and I4. ) .
. L
“Subpart 3 - Program Improvement and Suppot;tive Serviges .
. .. . ' P

F)ncs nade avs!laole Jnder Suppart 3 may De usea for research, ex-
<

amplary and 11novative pr‘qrams,b curvwcuhma dqve]oomeni’., gufdance ang
couns:e’mg, oreservize and inservice trdning, grants %0 oOvercome sex
d1as, 277 carta’n an'Aistrative Costs. . Actisigjes funded unger Pro-
grm‘ﬁorwemeﬂ: ang Supportise Serym‘es are designed <) <@ep the
2NT2rSL $2 Curtent ang 9 'mgrwe 1t) For exampi, tney, couta enao?e.a
sTNo0’ o 9%far 3 pragranm oo me2t A new occupationa) feed Yy prowgmg
l230ner ratnrng 2ng curntulum gevelopment Jpportumities,  These ‘tnds
M NT Se..sed o Ianauit resedren on effective uéys of *teaching aisad-
/antages ani ne~Iviapped¢ swhudents ar, 1ndeed, on ~ay.s of/réucmg sex
. R 4 -

J1as. Df")g"?ﬂ TTMpnovENent 2and supoortive service activiti2s, shere-

. , L4 c
2, nay sersa 9 ne’p realize al. tne goals of federal policy.

. N

“nare s oniy dne rastriction on the use.of Subpar® 3 funds, dare-

L
tates are ‘ree ipailocate funds among the uses 1 any wayy

ey Ingose” an: -ay 2'sofLnoose not to spend “unds on some autnorized
Jses, =Jvercoming sex Aras uas 2 matter of :cnslcfera&e concern when
' w1375, fet, expendizyres ¢ achiave th's
abactise 2re n0t 1endated.  As Witn tné b&s1¢’ grant, the 'pursul’._ 0%
lerzatn éc:‘).«(nes JF Jurposes 1s encouraged,; but there are no accom-
panyingT mesnanisms. tnaz direct funds toward then. Thus4s, w1tn  the

axceotion of ¢ne reguirement to use Fe,de’r‘al funds for counseling and
jut¥anea, Yhe States are given complete discretion 1n the Jse of Subd-
L d

art 3 fua . C % * v
pift ) fung L - |
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Subpart 4 - Speci¥ Proframs for the Disadvantaged .
. 8 )
A .

"Funds under tD1s Subpart are to be allocated by the States to .
’areas ‘of nign concent ratlons of youth unemployment and school drop-
outs, and snall de used to pay -ihe full cost of vocational education ‘
for disadvantaged person's" {Sec. 180(p)(1)). No restrictions are

pﬁ:} upon the use of tnese funds,. put nelther are there directions or

2

2 Jsuggestions of a programmatic character. The absance of a match-
Ing requirement makes claar the Federal purpose of providing an incen~
[t

siye t0 selected _TAs Lo provide progrems for tne disaavantaged.

'
w17 o8 recalied, powever, nat 1n f1scal year 1380 oniy S20 miliron

) were apgropriated <or Subpart . R
- : ) »
. Subpart % - Consumer and Homemak1ng Educanb}n Programs
& \ ‘ N »
\ Tons.mer ana Homemaking £ducation (€4HE), to wnich Chapter VI 1§
\\ devoted, 15 tne only progrem ared treated categorically in the 1676

Feceraj socational education polvcy has been concerned mth home
S aconomics siace 1ts inception with the Smith- Hughes nct of 1317, wnuh
provide: ‘unds for this and three other Tsubject areas.18 Funds
appropma‘.ec ynder tTRis.subpart are distributad accordmg t,o the fac- N
Lars s"ef"led 1n tne-General Provisions, but tnere 15 the additional
F%‘u”‘a‘!e'\t tnat one-third nust be spent in economically depressed
aroas, a. requirgment designed to contribdte to the Act's social goals.‘\
.he Act Iays out <ne preferred Hntent of the field by 11sting S1X
gon;ent areas wich may recewe funding, as will b?seen 1n Chapter yI
but does notrcrestrict tne use$ of tne funds to these six. It s .'
s»mlérly permyssive in encouragmg, but not requlrmg, the achjevement -
of c¢ertain program gnds, such as "partlmpétlon of both males and

females %o prepare ,for combinmng the roles of homemakers and wage

sarners, . . . elimination JF sex stereolyping, . ¢ . outreaeh programs

. “ar_yousn and adults. . .r." ’\ |
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Resources for ‘Realizing the Goals .
. o’The Federal resources actually spent 1n fiscal year 1979 to assist
- =
tne States to achteve the many endg of Federal policy came to about

tzgn N > .
3565 million, as Table [-1 shows. . It should be noted that the dollar

amounts shown expended 1n this table do not conflict with those given

oty

R

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

earlier, which are for fiscal year 1980 and which show sums appropri-
ated. In f]SCdl year 197 9, the States and 1ocah?ies reported spending

>
almos> '36 bilTton far vocational education programs, but almost
certainly ;pent more than that since they do not report all vocational

,2ducation "axpenditures, Thus, ‘using reported expenditures, only 1
c3i'ar 37 Faderal menay na§ spent for about 10 State and local
do'tars,, -

y ' N -«

This ratio, however, should not be taken as a rehable measure of
213ger the’actual or patential mfluence that Feﬁeral pdhcy can exert
upon uhe vscatisnal ’ equcation emeroruse The cauﬂ’onary notce s
mport,a‘nt because 1t. 1S ;requently asserued <hat Federa} dollars are
relatisely t.oo few t0 "leverage" the enterprise 1n the direction of
attaining Federal goals. .On balance,‘there 15 warrant.for conchuding
tha%t, 1n combinatien w1th the means adopted, Federal resources are too
smail 1, scale to achieve all” of the _zsevercﬂ ends ~ofgfederal policy.
This 15 even true for those few Stat@s In which Federal dollars are a
s1gm.‘1cant; fraction of +tptal ‘vocat?/Znal educatlon expenditures, such
as dest I1r51ma and Soué Dakota. », At the 'same time, 1t must also be
satd that the expendiiures of federal dollars on cerltam purposes--that
1§ %0 say, certain zarts of the 1egl§lat1on--are ﬁgmﬁc-ant enough 1n
relation to comdined State and local expenditures tg make a differ-

enca.
<

. .
: R " . L

Ursaggregatxng the nasdnal expend1tur° .data by subpart and set-

aside cat_egoraes shows great variatidns 1n the ratios. of State and

local to Faderal dollars: a‘s Table I-1 showss from a high of 15 State
. . <
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: TAGLE I-1 ;
’ ) € .
RATIO OF FEQERAL TO STATE AND LOCAL EXPENDRTURESI N
. FOR PART A. STATE VOCAT DONAL EDUCATION PROGRN‘B,
£Y 1979 ~
(IN THOUSANDS)Z . .
. /s
Ratio
Part A federal State/Local Fed:S/L -
»
State’ locatronal faucation L. .
°rigrams ° $565,107 35,910,906 1.10.5
Sudbart 2 404,131 5,245,765  1.12.9
Swparz 3 ° > - 102,594 268,238 i 2.8
. Set Asides Under ’
. Seobarts 2 and 3 .
; —_—— o
. o sacvantaged $104,954 $ 312,039 1 3.0
- Hangicapped 53,140 121,163 1: 2.3
o L23 3,879 ®17,402 1: 4.5
. o ®5stsacondary and Adult 133,090 2,006,417 1:15.1
* 'Supart 17,538 12,230 1: 0.7
A .S
Suppart 5 40,741 438,671 1-10.8
. .
. - 1. Sxpendisgres do not 1ncluce gn’nqumated"%bhgatmns. *
© = 2. Becijse of roundifg, tne total 1s not additive. ’

- v
3

-

: - 4
Source: -he /ocattonal Education Data System, 1979
I
" .
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and” 1ocal” dollars For every Federal aollar for expenditurg on post-
, secondary ana adult programs to a low of 70 State and local cents for
"Svery Fecgrgl sollar spent on special programs for the disadvan-
taged.l9 Ia general, tne dagree 2° tme asemmac:n orguides 3a 1adi.

4 S¥ate and local pryorities, and greater correspondence.between

Federal apd :'ombmec‘Sta:e and local expenditures signal redera]

Dr!omtl'és"cot yet fully snared by States and localities nationally.

4

[t snould not De s.rprising that tne Feceral® to State and local

ratis s as ‘ww as it s far Suppart 2, Basic Grents, for tne 2xpendi-
h —_— -
far

~ange 3T "Qr2 spelta’ized oc,2Ctives. ~cw§§r, stbstantial State anc

.
nosta not automaticaly

e taken 0 Indicate tne
the

Fageral fun<s WEETIA ¥ estabiisnes an agenda for Sta%e end locel active
.

1t1es, 25 'm Ine Srogram [mprovement 21d Supportive Services

ang gragrams “ar 2vsddvantaged  and . handicapped persons, but 2lsog

actounts “or ar appreciadle possion of tatal expendrtures.

A SUMMING uP : )

Tme orecgeing sectiafis nave cheracter)zed

P

- -

Fageral socationalecu-
cztion po'icy ash having two Overr';dmg(goals‘--one economic ‘@gnd the
Jther socral. Tnese, 1% nas oJeen said, are to be acniaved tnrcugh
Tnstrumental 1o1es--processes, procecwes,@gc programs--wnizh 1n Tnem-
s'el«es :On;'{:ute‘ pojectives. They seek to effect cnanges adesigned to
improve :'ne Ne':mn"s vocational 2qucation enterprise. The actors max-
111G tnese c‘?xanges are :ne.Sta:es that apply for ape recelve Federal
grdnzflln-ard ana tne r@clﬁ)"ents of Fecderal funds w1inin the States.
The preceging descriptions of tng structure and substance of the ‘/oc§-

- % ~n
tional fducation Act of 1963, as amended, shoula have Yalso mace clear

%ot Hnly 1ty campjexity SGt  also  its  contresting  features of
b4 i

¢
.

J
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.
permissiveness and prescriptiveness, which 1n tdrn suggest problem

- 5
areas 1n the relationships betwgen ends and means.

The Amengments of 1976 became law on October 12tn of that year.

adopted Jun’e 3,

In ‘2 strict sanse, they only became fully operational, first, with the
enactment of tne technical and other amendments of Pubhc Law 95 40,
1977,

Ruies ahd Regulatmns by the Office of Education on October 3,

1ssuance of the consequert
1977,
Thts means that States and locahmes have been responding to the last

and tnen, with the

serieg of” changes 1n the VEA for a relatively brief period of tmme.
How <2y PLovisions of the 1978 ‘eg1slat1on nave been mmplemented and
wnat 1nflyences ney yiave exerted up to 1981 aré tné supject matter of

later cnapterfs,) articularly [I, [II, v, VI, and VIIL. Chapter IX
presents an overall ‘assessment of ,the effectiveness of the 1376
legisiarioq 1n reali1zing the goals of Federal vo'catmnal_ -education
v/ 4
policy. - : Yo,
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i FOOTNOTES .
1. Jean S. Frohlicher, "The Educatiop Amendments of 1976: Their °

Evolution in the Senates.Their Directions for the future,"
meographed (pape,r prepared for the National Institute of
- Education, \lotatwnal £Education Study, 1981), p. 28-29.

2. Quoted 1n Frohhcher, 0p._£1tw, p. 29, emphasts added. -

. . - ’

© 3. Ibd., p. 30. . oo ‘ . -
L4
3, U s. Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor apg Pubj,l@lel.are. * )
gucation Amendments of 1976-* REport to Accampahy S. 2657, Senate . "

eror' ‘Io.v94 -382, ern"Cong., 2nd Sesg. ¢ 1910, o. 57 (nereafter
¢)ted as Senate erort)

5. See Chapter LL pp. 5-14, .The mintmum allotment 1s $200,000, and ~
o- ‘ no State may receive less than 1ts total f1sca1 year.1976 allot- .
"Ient. . v

6. Senate Repoqup 7.

R >.’Con9ress, House ,- Comm1 ¢t t@ion Educatiqn and Labor, The Voca- R

tidnal Education and'ﬂatzonal Institute of Education Amendments of

' 1976: _Report to Accompany H.R. 12835, House Report No. 94-1085,
‘e 33tn Cona., an Sess., 1976, p. 33 (h ereafter cited as House -
Report). -

¢
.

8‘:' S_enatg_,Report, p. 70,

B + T T .
~ 3. Washington, D.&: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1980; Chapter_
IIL. ] . .. R . .
10, Tbiaw, p. I[1-4l. . -
. . s i
11, House. Report P J4-15; Senate Re t, pp., 76-79. ( .

12. U.S. General Accountmg Offlce What is the Rale of Federaf Assis~
tance for Yocational Education? Report.of the Comptroller General
to the Congress (Washington, 0.C.: U.S. Government Printing

»Iffice, Oecenfber 1974), pL’6 : oo

. 131 House Reporu, p 20. z.‘ .
. M . 3 Y
ia, Senas?.ﬁeport, p. G6.. . )
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15. The Education Amendments of 1973 subsequently aménded tne General N
. fddcation Provisions Act to require plans for all edutation pro-
jrams, 1including vocational education.

- -

16.  Senate Reporw, p. 58. Q
]

» a

» Jjobs for females, and men who are now 1n Jobs which have tradi- -

‘). . vocapronal training institutions where such private 1nstitutions
.. :anagake a significant coptribution to attaining the oojectives of .
: the Btate—slan,—and can—providersubstantially equivalent training .
at a lesser cost, or can provide equipment or services not
» * . - .“ ’
. . ~
. . » . ~ &
. - * —
. v e
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.~ JL7. Alarger oumber of autnorized uses <an n fact he’ 1dentified. The ~
% . *l5-uses, 114%ed 1n the language of the Act (Sec. 120 (b)(l)), are

as fallows'. (1) vocational aducation programs; (2) work-study

* programs as descrined in Section 121, (3) cooperative vocational
v education programs as described 1n Sectron 122, (4) energy educa-

tion programs as adese@ubed 1n Sectign 123, (5) coastruction of
area vocational 2ducation school facilitires;a(6) support of. full =
’. <ime personnel o 'perform the duties described 1n Sectigh 104(b); .

N "7, wne orovision of stipends, sublect to the' restriction contain-

- ed 1n paragrapn \%. wnich shall not 2xceed reasonadle amounts as
. gresgrised by tne®ommissioner, pursuant to regulatigns, for sgus -

dents enter-ng or already enrolled 11 wocational education pro-

. grams, 1f trnose stuidents hase acJte economic needs wnich ;annot Da .

LI adz under work-study programs, (3) placement Services for students _
#ho raksuccessfully compieted vocational education programs,

- suojeqt to :nef restriction cdntained 1n paragrapn (2), (9) 1ndus-
trial ‘arts prograr s which sdch programs will assist in meeting the
purcoses of tms Act, £10) support seryices for women who enter
prograns desigred td prepare 1ndiyiduals for emptogmemt™Tn JOUS * S
#h1ch “nase been traditionally limited to men, 1ncluding counseling
as to the nature of such programs and the difficulties which may -

. Je encountered by women™1n suth‘programs, and job development and .

job “ollow-up services; {1l) day care services for chiidren ‘of -

- students 1n Secondary and postsecondary vocational -education pro- .
grams, (12) vocattonal education for: (1) persons %ho had solely 2
been home rs but who now, because of gissolution of marridye,

;ust’ seex employment; {11) oersons who are single heads of house- .
r

‘.

olds and who lack adequate job skills; (111) persons who are cur- 3
ently homemaxers and part-time workers but wish to secure a full- -
time job; and {1v) women who are now 1n jobs which have been tra- =~ o,
d1tionally considered jobs for females and who wish to seek erf- 4 S
aloyment 1n job areas wnich» have not been traditionally constidered

2yonally been considered job areas for males «ahd who wish to seek

* employrgent n J'ob areas ~h¥eh have not been 'tradinonaﬂy gonsid=~ -
ered Job areas for males; (13) construction and opération of -
residential vocational schools as described wn Section 124; (14) R
provision «0f vocational training through arrangements with private

FRIC < 94 S .
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CHAPTEB 1l.. VQCATIONAL EDUCATION FUNDS: '

ALLOCATION PROVISIONS . * :
" °
- N Introduction ' ., T
¢ - o T ! ) g
P Yocational education offered 1n public schools, both secondary and

postsecpndary, obtains its operating 1income from Federal, Staté, and
’ local governments.", “In the case of Federal funds provided through
approp.rlatio.n acts, the money flows first to the State, then from the
State to the 19_ca1 level, and finally to the ed\gcatlonal lnstltutwn.
Fegeral Jocational tducation Actsfunds, for example are avdilable to
the, school after being processed by the “&.s. Department of Education v
and by both the Stata education agency (SEA) and 1oca1 education agency
. EA) ach has a hand 1n affecting the ulnmatqmstmbuthn of funds
to the schools a{d each retains part of thhllocatwn for expenditures
on administration and supportive services. State funds for vocational I
education go to the LEA, which aHocates them among its schools. Local ‘
funds are 9110cated to schools for vocational education progrhrs By
LEAs. Otner funds for: meeting operating costs are derived from tuitidn -

.

c narges and, less cemmonly, from private sources. ’

° . . .

¥
oIn addi1tion, other Federal funds for operating expendnu}-es reach
® districts ,and schoojs; from, reglon'al, logal, or State sources. CETA
f unds, 36 1'nst‘ance, mﬁ?‘*ﬂow From a prime 3ponsor either to a LEA or )
directly to a school. Appalachman Regional Oevelopment Act funds may*_
\ . reach a school direct]y from the Commission. ,
N ) SR
Each level of government influences " school practices by its
decisions 6n the flow and’ use of funds. Thus, each level acts as’ a \
\ control center ‘for real1zing national’ goa\ In, one way or another,
each level #% constratned by 4he law and the consequent rules and
‘ regulations w~ith respec; ‘to how 1t distributes and usés funds.

- . -]
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» Issues and Caveats

.
A -

The funds thas are allocated to the States and terr:tom_es Yhrough
the ‘Iocanonal\ Education Act form the ba51s' for achteving the purposes
of the Act. The only means at the disposal ~of the Federal f‘overnment ‘
(besides barring !11scr1m1natory practices by Law) are dependent upon
tfe acceptance Bf funds by the States and the wmplicit agreement to
distribute azxd to uselathe funds 1n accordance with the Act. Therefore,
many of the‘c;'gtwcal mechanisms ‘in the law have to do with how the
Federal <ollars are distributec. s >

# . ‘
) Tne distribution of funds by the Federfal Government to the States
and territories has be'en neﬁarkably noncontroversial, S}'\ce the proce- \
dure 1s quite explicit, there are no problems of idterpretation or.
1mp1er§entazlon. The consequences of each ;;armcular formuta Enosen !
séem acceptabl2 to those who do not benefitNas well as to those who

F

do. .

$Tne reguired c1str1t‘>utton af Federal 'fur\1ds by the States has
éf'proved diffrcult to mplement. Problems in implementation have been .
e Tattributed to amblgu.i:y, conflicting purposes within the Act, the
ldnaoﬂlfy e{. the Ofﬁce of Vocational and Adult Education (JYAE) to
1nter9ret % and provwdq adequaue quidance to the -States, and the
- lmyanons of the data. The purpgse of this chapter and the next 1s
to exa® the consequences of the policies, to“ga .beyond adnTnistra- _ .
tive 15}2; to find out what effects policies #ve on funds available
to Tocél ~districts and instituzions dnd “on nservices @ aitable o
students. . o frameworks have been selected fpr exa b’1ng the
distribution and the use 9f funds and resources.'z;;, . @
B N ' . ‘ r
A The firsy framework, covered n this chapter, 15 based on the dis-
tribution procedures set dut 1in the Taw. It 1s appfopriate to 1aok'gt

tne actual distribution of funds with Pesp‘ect,' f1rst,'to each- of the
Y . .

" Q. oem——t . Yo - ‘
EMC .7 " ! T,

' \ -
~ ’ ‘
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factors 1n the law tnat must 1nfluence the d1stgbutlon of funds and,
second, to tne procedures used. The factors 1nclude median per, capita
1acome and populatian by age grouping$ for the Federal-tgsStats formu-
ta, for intrastate distridbution, they.include relative fir‘manch‘abxh-
Tty and concentrémEyn of low income families or individuals, in. the case
of postsecondary ingtitutions, they may 1nclude concentration of 1n-
dividuals for whom the casts of education are high, efforts to serve
ardas that are economma'Hy depressed or that have high rates of unem-
2loyment and are unable %0 provide for thelr ,own needs, and efforts to
Serve argas 1nIriducing new pragrqms w“o‘ﬁ new and emnergtng occupations,
Tnrs atslusston w1l fursner illuqinase the structural analysis o the

“orty,as WNIIN WaS provided 1n The interim Report oy Jes¢r'binag the

conseguences of tne distridutional requirements of the law. It wiil
Y M .
ddrass Juest1ons such as - -
‘ L]
» ~ s -
., #hicn States bSenefit and whicn do not from the -ederal
“yrmula? 4
2. dhat 2€fect Jo0gs each of ’he required Intraytate factors
nave on the actual allocdtions to recipients .

3. what shifts in d1str1but1on have occ r"ed s\ce the
1plamentation of the 1975 law? -

Tne second .‘r‘amew‘ork} treated :n Ch
nandate.’ Sectmn 523(n) of <ne ducatwon Amencmencts of Y376 asked ine

is based on the

NIS to st uoy tne Jrstripution of voca“onal education 2ollars 1n terms
of ‘'serviges, occupations, target poputaticns, enrQHments, and

€ "
educaticnal and governmental levels.

. The quantitative data presented 1n this 'chapter.are Jesigned to
descripe patteris and urends and should not %e used td eva‘lJate the,
elatyse performances of mdwmual States. Although the ﬁscad\ year
379 JEOJS data are the :ost carefully collected bits of 1nfarmation on




, .
vocational education availlable to date, they do have ceéktain limita-

tions. A few of the most obvious TolTow. h
° {1} The VE3S enrqllment frgures, while more precise than ever
befare, sti1ll represent stugents with a wide range of hours of exposure
s O vocational education mstrukéxon. They do not 1ndicate full-timé
ejuivalents. It can safely be assumed that s:ﬁden{s In occupationally
specific <programs "recefvehmore vocational education 1nstrucktion than
‘ students who are not 1n occupationally specific programs, Sut exact
Falues cannot de be ascribed to degree of participRzion. Furtpermore,
State‘ MAay use varying criteria- far determiaing wno 1s 1\"1 an occupa-
tional program. ‘

. - . .
{2} The figures on earoliments q'f target populations include only
those for whom segvices were purchased with the set-aside funds, not
all who were served. Districts may have Served 'handwcapped or disad-
vantaged students but ghosen not to apply for the set-aside funds, and

v/

(3} Jue to the stringent reporting requirements, matching State

and Io)al funds may, 1n some 1nstances, be‘ reported only to the level
of the law. Therefore,athey probably do not reflect the true Stat; and

10ca1°expend1tu‘r’“s,. [t 1s doubtful, for example, that States such as

. West Virginia °;:'e);:{;nt actually match postsecondary and adult expend-
® jtyres by less thdn 2 State nnd local dollars to ‘every Federal dollar.

thus the students were not “counted,"

°

g Th1s would 1ndicate am annual tofal expenditure of less than $50 per

. student, hardly enough for an adeglate edutation.
s . ¢ . :

. The -data analyzed by the Untversity of California also have Timi-
tations, althougq they.are generaHyd't‘he same Jimitations athat States
are faced with when designing formulas. Unemployment rates, for exam-
ple, are county figures rather than LEA rates except in the large

crties. " Measures of concentration of low-income families or

\ . . . . a

t1.4
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individuals, such as numbers of studer‘mts from A;DC families or students
since actual gounts by LEA are not
avatlable. the
'study of sacondary districts was limyted-td 1% States and the stu?y of
postsecondary limited to 6 States.

se]ecterd randomly, they 1ncluded the five "core" States,
elements of the study, ahd otners representl.ng less populated States 1n

«eliginle for Trtle I, are proxies,

Measures may vary from State to State. Ffurthermore,

mstltutlons was These were not

canmon to all

each region of tne country.

’

N The Distribution of VEA Funds to the States

Tne first distribution point 1s Federal, where the Department of

Zducation controls tne flow of appropriated monles.to tne States and

rerritories.  The re‘quxrements In the Vocational £ducation Act of 1963,

as amendec¢, for tne distribution of Federal

ceqrrast
Felatively straightforward.

doilars to the States, \m
by the States,
3 Federal doflars were
€.g.
subJec's spec1f1ed

’

are

to the requirements for distributipn

From 1917 until 1

aliocated to every State according to specific pcpuIat‘xons

for the different occupational

raral, farm, urdan,
L]
1n the law. . 2
"\. \ ’ . N
Since 1963, the aporoprlétlons_ for i1ndividual programs have been
consolidatad for all

The present Federal

into grapts vocajional education occupational

programs. formula 1s based on the age grups 1n a
State’ s populatign, ratner than on+place of residence,
factors. The law sets dside small shares of the appropriation for

* American Indrans and the National Occupational Mﬂatlon Coordlnatlng
Committee. The remainder 1s alloted to the States, on the basis of 50

peeccent according t8 their populations between the ages of 15 and 19,

a‘nd on 1ncome

' 20 percent according to their populauons between the ages of 20 and
24, 15 percent according to their populations between the ages of 25
and 65, and 15 percent ‘a¢cording to thelr populations between the ages

of 15 and 65. g

» -

L
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The amounts allotted according to populatton groups are modified
5y the median 1ncome of each State. This 1s done by adjusting by a

'fac'or--‘. minus J.5 times a ratio wnn.h 1s the per capr:a income for

ge Stase c#wmee Dy the per capita income for tne“Jnited States. A
concizion placed on the factor 1s that no St ate tar have an aajustment
factor of more tnan 20 percent ®bove or *Selow the national average. In
other m—rds, a State whose median income 1'5‘ the same as %he national
avarage wouls pe 0.5. A poor, State would have a factor yreater than
J.5, Sut Ao 7ore than 3.5.‘ A sealthy State woull have a ‘acwor smatier
tdan 2.3, Hut 10r iess tnan 5.4, 1 no case can the aitotyent for @
Stata e "2s$ tnap 1ts allotment 10 fiscal year 1375.
]

£

:ne prowtsm joverning the distridution” of Federal funds to the
Statesg first adopt™d by the Vocaticnal Education Act of h1963,
represgnt three mjor changes from previous legisliation. One, the
funds apprppriatzg for dccupational areas are consolidated nto grants
tnat are zt Jesv nated for particular occupatjonal areas. This change
319es the States ”\Of‘“ ‘lex1b1lity 1n the “yse of rfederal dollars with

raspect to 0ccupations, prQSumabiy 'énabhng them to be more responsive
t3 labor narxat emands by deenphastzmg trdd1z10nal programs such =as
yocational agriculture gnd C8HE, and by supporting oct_:up&t;bnal pro;
grams for new and emerging 1ndustries. A second major change 1s the
shift from oopulation .ac-'ors.based on place of residence to age
Jroups, with weights ass1gned to each group s0 as to indicate the /oca-
tional education needs of a Sta'e S total sopulation. The weights
assume that the youngest age group, 15-19, accounts for slightly more
»han nalf of the 1 need *for vocational education. The third
change, adjusting by an 1ncome factor, compensates 1n part for a

State's lack of fiscal capacity z0"‘provide Vvocationag education pro-.
N

grams adequate 1n number, and quality..

. b . 2 . N .
- ) .
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( L i .

& ° . ¢ ®

ro. ' 1% -
\. i &~ .
.,Q‘l . . ~ I

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .

o




\‘ \,, .

The Consequences of-the Federal formula

. e , ' <o .

The Fe.der‘alljlstr‘\bumon ts far edsier to an.cﬂ!:e "tnan the States’

c'ﬁt}-mutfonS, finds fallow prec;:tablé. and 1dentifrable patterns, " The
pobuiation factar 1s &diatively weak in 1ts effect on the per capita
State allotments, %&: d1fferences ,among States so 1nfluence thei flow of
"-JnGS.’ Stace t"ne-f'qm’ula favors younger ‘pop\’x‘lamons, *he ma;or'er‘fec:s
are,,:.:e o drfferences among States that jnfluence the proportion of
yOJth 11 the State, such as Mgration patterns and proportion of mnor-
A :(,'ami'atwons. Tne Y -th rates of Mmorily po;‘mlamons nave dea2n
ﬂ';f;er wnhan Tndse )"_ ﬁoqhmom:/ 2094’ 25100 1n recent ;earé, and
tnerefore St2%es witn Targe MnoMily 50041201 aNS naye ‘.argerl 7Qutn
soputatidns.,  Starlarly, States’4iin large mm;ra:’xon 2F soung peovpie
_y2necut ‘ram Sne current popuiation farmula.  Tne southeas’ern States
and sine ~@stern Statgs had tne 1arges« proportions of, ‘youth, accorging
ty the 1377 _enws -aTne nertnaastern States nad the smallest.

~

J . %
o
'

ne ae staent fasior is much Tore powerful <than the 20puliation
faclor In £2ass1gNINgG thes sallars,among 5tates and,territoriss..
19 Was 111m0CaCRe " 1363 w12h the 1nteat oF aquat‘rzmg resources
avarlan’a ‘or socational 2ducatian among uhe States and terrizories.
Z)es*plte tne limiss placed oan che ?ac'orr-y “he uonshan.,.‘m:h fs sed

< 0.3, ang 5% the miatmuf and naximym, which are set at 20 percent

2

X . i

below and apove <whe nasional median, the offect 1s s*3ynifilant. Median
ot

€T, capita income, tne factor used to adjust the allatmens, 1s not only
s deasure, of 2 Staze"s relative wealtn’but aiso ‘ndicatzs 1ts relative
cost of l'wmg. Statas W15 -low €OstS tend to h’aveolow 43ge scales.and
appear momparatively peorer in terms of Med4an income. Low per capia
" income, however, may not Mecesdrily regflect fewer 2r noorer serviles.
LOW £0s%S ire most close]; assocxated A1th southern Shates and fural
States and, as would expeCted, the . adjustment formulz does favor
those Statesdat the z

II-

pense of urban, northern States [(see *Table
~ 0




-

’

The 1d Statas 1%h the ‘hfgnest adjustnent r'x’.ors (with one .excep-
z10n) are soutnern. The 1J States a1th the lowest adjustment factors
are ardanized a.nc,or' northern, ,The high factor States, With the excep-
z1on of New Mexico, nave relatively low costs of Yiving, as reflected
By average teacners' salaries in 1978-79. Converse[y, the low factor
Statas nase nigh £osts of living, Judging by average teachers' salartes’
isee Taple I-2). Further, thg“‘o hignest factor States.aﬂ have
larger percentages of rural” populations than all the low factor States
except Alas<a. )

.
-

.
toand 3.5 on tme adjustgent factor affected 5
. L]
Stasas, ¥ 2 ‘wntﬂa, and all the :er-::omes m fiscal

jear .373, Alabema, Arxansa>, W’nswsxppu New Mextco, South Carolina,
2nedttne terrizories were limtad to a §cw¥ of 0.5. At the lcw end,
Alaska and tne Tostrict of Columbra were Timited to 074, In addithon
Wr‘ée of tne zarritories had their allotments 1ncreased to the minimun

206, J0. v 4 v

<

/1‘ . e 2\' -

o 1t™s clear that tr)e Sederal .omula does not opera‘e, nor 1s 1t

1ntanded to operate, as‘an ncentive to increase the States’ mvestnent
+ - ',
1 locatwnat acucation. The States and territories receive their

a,lotﬂengs regaraiass of h&w many students are enrolled and, regardless

©9f anat effdre -they themsel ves make o supporty ard 1morove vocational

Yo, - M Y
“acducatipn. The 'se) of a popu1atxon based formula means that "States
A h large orogra.. enr3limenss recelve 1ess per enrcllee ,than States
aith lass ex,ensue progr=ms, and there 15 a negative, though not

stgnifitant, correlation Setween Faderal funds per caprta and State and

Tocal funds per capiza.

Furtner, 1f the formula s 1ntended ' to compensate‘for Tack of
f1scal capagity--to ineredse the re§0urces of‘States that are presumed
to pe lass able to provide the services they need--then income may flot
ne the priper Teasure. ‘Persondl income 1s only one source of revenue*

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:
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. T TABLE {I-1

ADJUSTMENT FACTORS FOR FEOERAL FORMULA, FY 1979
a, - .

. States with Fagtors That States with Factors That

Increase Their Allotmena, ' Dacrease Their Allotment
by More Than 10% by More Than 10%
. Y .
. Aldbama Nortn Carolina © Alaska . Mnors
_Arkansas Ok 1 ahoma . California Nevada *
3eorgia South Carolina . Connecticut  NewJersey
: Idano Soutn Dakota Delaware New York
<entucky Tgnne‘sseé . Hawan P district of
Loursrana Jtan . R Zolumbia
Maine Yermont . . T
MYss18sIzZpr | #est /irginta ' °

‘

Yew Mex1co

Saurce: )ffice of Vocational and Adult £ducation

a N ‘ - ¢ \ X
) S o TABLE 1i-2 o
. : \ INOEXL OF AVERAGE TEACH,EF%S' SALARIES, 1973-1979, . '
L AND INDEX OF PERCENT RURALAPOPULATION, 1370 .
N - . P ] -
* i ] » . .
Y JTen Mignest Fastar States ) Ten Lowest Factor States
. - ' . \/\ . '
. . . Index of . Index’ of”’
- . Wngex Tof  Rural Indgx of  Rurala
. - Salaries Population . Salaries Population
Xlavdma 32 -y 57¢ Alaska 157 195
Arkansas 670 139 Calrfornra 121 34 ’
. dntucky 34 130 Connecticut * 102 39
.. Loutsiana 35 ¢~ 1283 « Delaware 97 105
Maine . 81 36 Hawati 122 64
. M1§s1551pD 73 09 {1lipors . 108 14
. “ New Mexico 105 114 ‘' Mary{and 112 a8,
i South Carodina 30 198 * Nevada 101 72
Tennessee 81 * 155 . New Jersey 109 Y4
Adest firgimia 34 230 . New Yok 125 54
", united States 100 © 10 tgited States 100 100
; * ¥ L 0 : .
’ . 1. The 1ndices represent the ratio of the State average to the Y.S.
average. . .
N ‘e Ve °
Source! Digest of cation Statistics, 1980 .
‘ . "o ;
’ 11-9 . . R
. - ~
& . . .
» - X
o. N 3
. - ¥
- } : 4 0 . . ’ . ‘
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av/aﬂable for eddation.”s Texas and Lou151;na, fo‘r example, have large
amounts, of revenue om 011 production, yet are delow the national
medlan per capita 1ncome. There appears to be Tittle cor,relatlon\be-
tween median per capnfa income 4nd tax effort. Of the 10 highest fac-
tor States, §11 but Maine made a tax effort below the national average
n 1977, -OfL :

national average in the same year. ThereMre the formula directs funds

he 10 lowest factor States, 7 made a tax effort above the

preferentially toward States that have Jlower tax burdens (see
- Table [i-3). The States receiving the reduced allotments fregquently
are :nose"alfeady neavily durdened by taxes. '

't 15 also clear that dollars do not, flow preferentially to States
A1°n hi3n .'memph ent rates, another factgr 1n Intrastate formulas.
According to Department of cabor statistics for April 1973, 7 of she 10
hignhest factor States had unemployment rateS below the na:ia@] aver-
aga. Sy;( of the 12 lowest factor States had unemployment rates above

.

the national average.

b

g

\ Alternatives t I

The Federal for‘myla, 15 an astrument of' federa} policy,and can
guite effectively influence the flow of Fe.dera.l funds to the States,!
Jther distridution rules for allocating Federal /EA-'funds are possible
wizhout unduly complicating the process. The s1mple'st change would be
fine-tuning the formula--adjusting the constants n the formula, the
weights assigned to the different segments of ,the population, or the
constant 1n the adjustment facto® A more substantive thange would Dbe
td change the measures In the formula. For-example, “"population” could
be changed to vocational education eﬁollment, counts of target popu]a:
tions could be used, or some measure of rieed could be used, Such as tax
effort. A third, even more exten¥ive revision would be to design a new

formula to achieve a different DL\JPDOSG, Such as supporting States with
.

-
‘ . I1-10

ERIC, . " : ,

<
o P - .




o

102

TABLE

»

UNEMPLOYMENT RATES AND

AN

-,

,-

Highest Facton States

Percent , Index of
Unefployment  * Tax
. . Rates tffort
1379 1977
Alabanm ‘5.7 79 ‘
Ar<ansas 3.3 9
<antucty 7, 3l
.sutstana 5.4 7
Maing 5.3 1l
M1ss1sstap? 5.5 96
New Mex1c¢o 5.8 79
South Zarslina 5.2 87
TenneSsee 4.6~ 83 -,
’ _ dest Nirginta 6.6 13

te

Jnited States

1.
national

sgurzes.

tax effort.

-

LY

<\g06

11-3
INDEX! OF* TAX EFFORT

-
-

» Lowest Factor Stdtes

Percent Index of
e  Unemployment Tax
Rates - =Zffort
1979 . 1977
AlasKa 10.0 106
Californta, 6.2 120
Connecticut 5.1 100
Qelaware t7.3 79
histrict of 7.8 _ 120
Columhra ' ,
Hawait . 6.8 115
Itnots - 5.2 96 -
Nevada 5.1 63
New Jersey 5.7 110 N
New Ybrk 6.7 162 \
United States 5,8 100

AN Sy

tics, UIS. Department of Labor-

Halstead and Welden,

Supplement

.

v

.
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The 1ndex representgythe State s tax effort to the average

Employment and Earnings, June 1979, Bureas of Labor Statis-

Tax Wealth in Fafty States: 1977
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high rages :of un_emp'loymen:~0r supporting “4specific occupations or,
. 1ndus't}1es. |
- 4 A !
. |
4 -
. Sh1ftmg the population weights to give more weight to older ¢ |
populations would have the effect of red1str1outmg funds f"om some |
|
rury) States to some urban States, although none of the, changes would | . i
@

be very large. B8y giving greater we1ght to the 25-64 s’ratum and the |
|
20-24 sgratum, for example, allbcations to New Mexico, South Dakota, > |
M1ss1ss1901, and North Dakota would be reduced, and alioeations to the i

Jistrict” of 'olmma, Californta, Florrda,’and ,lew York would be qm-
|
creased. ,ecreasmg the constant would depress “the effect »of median ‘
1ncome, and would d1str1bute‘ov_‘opor‘honajly more funds o the States |
wi1th higher fhan average per capita incomes, 1ncreasing the comstant |
would exaggerate tnhe effect of ‘median 1ncome and provige nore funds -e 1
proportionally to States wreh ‘lower than average per.capita 1ncang§;gnd
fewer funds to States w#1th higher than average incomes. ‘ * .

. ' P

B -
.

Another change would be-to replace per capita median income with a
-measure of effort, such as education revenues per personal 1ncome, or
vocational education expenditures per persona1 income, rather than
capacity. Us1ng vocational education expend1tures davided- by personal®
1ncome 95 a measure of effort would favor the more 1ndustr1ah\zed and
higher sﬁehdtng States such as Massachusetts, Washington, I1\1n01s ‘lew .
York, and North Carolina. Those losing the most VEA dollars per capita - ’
would be rural States, such.as Wyoming, Arkansas, §outh Dakota, and .'

- ° -

Nebraska. . .

S,

' . . - ‘ . . Cn
In‘ general, measures that take into ,account the cost of providing
vocational education, such as education revenues or ﬁvocamona] educa-
tional expend1tures, would drimatically shifg funds towards the States
with larger pergentages of metrepolitan populations” and away from the
- rural States. Using vocatmnala education expend:‘tures would favor the

»

more industrializeg. urhan States.

. L.
« L ‘
to- . ' -
11-12 '
‘' M N -
- ' ‘. { Ly N /
. i ) )
3 / . . v
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Another xind of alteration thap could be made 1n the formula would

be to change the mathematical relatjonship between per capita 1ncome

.and the aqjustmeN: factor. The current formula groduges a lmgar re-

lationsh1p between the median income and the adjustment factor. Othér
mathematical relationshps would p'roduce different effects. Far exam-
. . .

‘ple, 1f the factor weré samply the natiogal per capita income divided

by the State's9 median per ,capita Income, the very poorest States would
recelve~ proportionally more than they do now and the very \_wealtme,st
wouli receive less. The way 1n which the per capita 1ncomeg, -0r some
stmlar measure "of- need,. 1s mathematically mcor_pom::ec aty the allot-
ment formula wouiad affect tne outcomes. The relationsnip couls, for
example, \e1:ner exajgerate effects at the extreme conditions and more
nighiy concentrate :'he funds 1n areas of greatest need’ ar 11 could

-

deprass the effects on the poorestsStates.
. - 2

The efzuahzat';on of fiscal capacny--us{ng the Fed.eral mnéy' to
equalize ne resources available for vocational education across
States-~1s an Implicit goal of the curreént Federal- to -State | farmula.
However, funds could g O stributed to compensate for the qeods of 1n-
dwmuals not school districts. Funds might'be distributed according,
to tne number 0f people mh spectal needs such as the disadvantaged or
the hmx,ed gnglish- profuxen... Or the gdal might be more explicitly
economic, such as dxstmbutmg funds to States 'nth hi1gh unemployment
rates or to States with changing economics requiring ney ;o0b skidls.

. . ' . ' s

£, for example, the nugb?r of disadvantaged were 'uﬁed, allotrpents
would be dependent on the measure chosen, but if a uniform income Jevel
for "disadvantaged" were chosgn 1t wauld still favor the southern and
rural States.» If‘ alternatively, AFDC elﬁ;xblhty were chosen 1t would
probably still sh1ft funds to the South but would favor the States with
large central city populanons at %ne expense’ of the rural States

-,
.,

where many poor do not apply for AFDC2 The use of unenployment"

rates to dlStr‘]bute funds would favor the northeastern States, probably

Ir 4
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. rates of growtn, . .

at th; expense of the westefn and southern States. [n contrast, dis-:
tributing tne'f-;ncs according to some measure of changing occupational
sk1lls, assuming that a measure could be Jevised, wsu?d very Tikely
favor the wes't\ern and southerp States, Anere new 1ndustry has higner

~

. The Distribution of VEA Funds by the States .

tates, which hr;or.egent the second déglsion o'omt 1n the d1stribu-
t1an gf funds, are respons:ge for the allocation of thbir Federal
grants t3 local educat’mn «,enc1->s and other eali1gible recwdrents’
SERE, L (Praor 0 1373, Taceral ems!at\Bn gave the States and ‘tarri-
tories, 3 gr‘ed' leal of ducretxon..m distributing tneir allotments
among tneir el"ngle recipients. xhe 1568 amendments to the Jocational
fducation Act required’ tng States to. give “due cons\der‘atlon L0 the
‘relative .mam ai ablhty of part 1cu1ar LEAS wnmn the State, partig-
ularly tnose in ecocomically deo!essed»areas and those with high rates
of unemoxoymem, $o the relative needs of all population groups, anc to
the ‘éx:ra" cos:s' ofcp?og‘rams, services, and activities provided by.
LEAS.. @l tfough the 1ntent to direct Federal funds toward communities
A1th the greatest fiscal needs and with populatipns with speciak’ needs
was ;lsear, there were few requirements for implementation,

In drafting the 1976 amendments, the Congress conciuded that the
funds were not bteing distributed as 1t wished and prescribed, more
precisely than ever nefore, how Federal funds were to be distributed
intrastate. After tne 1976 }eg1s|at10n'wA\adooted the subsequent
rules, regulations, and 1nterpretations by B0AE required the Stated to
show, W th exampies, the ex;ent 0 which, the resulting d1shrmut1on 15

conswstent Areh the obdectwes of the law. 3

! D "t “ . 'f
Specifically, tne 1976 law requires States £o giye prigrity (o
applicants that .




O

»

(1) are located 1n economically depressed “areas and
arz2as with %1gh rates of unempfoyment, and are unable to
provide the resources necessary to mMeet the vocational
2qucation n%fds of thos¥ areas without Federal assistance,
and .

{2) propame programs which are néw to the area to be
served and whrch are dg;rgned to meet new and emerging
manpower needs and job opportunitiles In the area and, where
ralevant, 1n the States and the Nation.

. , »

Tne law further requires States to use, as the two most 1mportant

frcgars v allacating funds

\ .

v, In tne case of local ‘educational agencies, the rela-
tive frnancial aoility of such agencies to provide the re-
S0urces necessary to meet the need for socational education
11 the areas they service and the relative number or concen-
tratiin of low-1ncome families or 1ndividuals within such
agenc 2s, and ([l) 1n the case of other 2l1gible recipients,
tne ralative financral ab1lily 8F such reciprents to orovide
the resources necessary to 1nitiaté or maintain,vocational
2dJyC %190 programs to meet the needs of their students and
the r2i1atiseynumber or concentration of students whom they
serse sngse ucation 1mposes higher than average costs, such
3s nandicapped students, students from low-income famihies,
and students from Eamxlxes 1 which English 1s not the
Jominant language.

.

f Subseguent regulations and 1nterpretations by BOAE set forth mea-
sures tnat could serve as proxies for the.pr10r1ty conditions and the
factors and the reguirement for a formula 1n wh1ch they are used.
Level per puptl funding among districts was prohibited as 1t was 1In
.363, but B0AE went further by requiring examples of the d!ffere;Ze
oe:ween—per pupt1l distribution 1n the wealthiest and the poorest dis-
trcts.

< 4

The 3istributional requiremants reflect two distinct goals. One

15 to compensate for the iack of abitity on ;ae part of eligible recip-

1ents to provide socational education progrghs of high quality out of

ERIC
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the'r own resoufces. The use of relative financial ability, concentra-

tian of poverty, and unemployment rates and ecoromic depression n ais-
t"lC’S w1zn ansuffrcient resoyrces -as ractors mflueﬁcmg ’*\e #rstribu-
cion of Funds presamebly d‘f“‘CtS relatwelj more dollars to drstricts

wlzh fewer resources. ihe sectnd goal 15 to xmerove the ecnomic «Con-

dition of\;.ans, narticularly those that ‘are depressed. The law gives

priority toWISTtricts ~1th mgh rates of Jnemployment Or those in @reas

des1gnated as depressed, with 1nadequate resources o prov1de for their

vocational education weeds, and "to those mamng efforts to meet- the,

2/

1amands £3r workers 1n new and. emergmg falds of employment.
.

4 . -
1 : .t . v .
Stares are by N0 means restricted to the four factars 1n the (3w,

only 0 tne re.itiie mpor*ance o‘ each 1n limiting reciprants and 10

weljnting the *Tow of runds. They ~my also use otffer economic, socral,

and 4emogr‘=oh" factors as long as tnhey relate: to thg need “far voca-
adJca'1on. Qtner factors tymcally introduced by States 1aclude .

s
sy r-

z1onal

mé‘asm‘es of secondary Sn.u_dent dropout rates (2.9., Oregom, West

-

measures of orogram Qquality
.
and Néw H

ginta, and ‘Wyoning), affectiveness

{23+, fdano, !1iinols, Rhode Islant, ire),

of degred of

and ”nedsu‘res

sex equity l2.9., “assachusdtts, Nebrasha, and Mew “anp-

fyrcner, “some States use counts of the populations targeted

(2.9.,
the set asides not

distributional ® criteria’ california,

Thus,*

far set-astre  funds as

ms‘s%m,. Kentucky, Yaryland, and WNyoming).
nly prascrive tne use of funds, tney also 1flyence *fne’ flow of funds

to districts Tn some Statas.
- °

o

Tnere are %Wo otnnr\requlrements that appiy setactively %o the

-

. appropriations for Sudpar?

4, Special Programs “or the J1sadsantaged,,

1

. . . ~ « -
and Subpart 5, Comsumer and Horiemaking fducation. "ne Suppart & ‘unds,
<

. 1n addision to'the criterma a!ready descrided, nus: gtee orrarity 0
. appiicants with high concentrations of youth unemploynen' and school
p Qropodts (THese two factors must also be used 1n tne As¥ribution of
wooart 2 funds that ar‘e ysed for either cooperative prograns or wor<'-

ERI
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»

Subpart 5 of the Act requires that one-third of the

funds al“!ottgg ta the States for Consumer and Homemaking Education Must

be ysed by reciplents 1n economically depressed areas.

Each of the factors reflects some form of need.

-

.

the wealth fac-~

tors reflect a district's need for opératmg funds, and the economic
factors refiect a community's need for different, or sunply more,
skills.

1ntended to benefit from each factor, how to measdre and scale each and

gltnough 1t s farrly clear what sorts of districts are

tnen ;3 ‘i>rmulate them to produce a single allocation s not clear.
Jespite tne regulations and 4 years of Ilarifying memos from ,the JVAEL,
Sta,tes st11l do not always know hat 1s expécted of them,

\\ -
fagtors “tnat 1nfluence theg distribution of funds tmat

In the Act wef,:e dssembled precemeal
rd

The
1ncluded

are
1n 1976 with no apparent
analys1s of how they would 1nteract or simulation to determipe their
affects wne;T‘CMDlned Although the goa1s and consequences of a single
(ect‘a‘r‘\q qUT’e predictaple
. Myst 1ncorporate all four are not'intuit 1ve, and 1t 15 not cledr wheth-
The
QVAE has mever been aolo to Judge the effectiveness of the gormulas,

the consequences of any famula #h1ch

ar the joal represented by each of 'ne criteria’ 1s being acmeved

only the effectiveness with respect to one particular measure. Cdnse-
. quently, their analyses nave been limited to evidence of level or
near-level funding patterns and comparing selected recipients. ly

with the use of statistical methods can”tne independent effect of each

variable on the resulting daistribution be measured. N

Consequences of State Formulas .

. - s

The [nterim Report of this Study analyzed the process by which

States distribute funds to local reciments n terms of clarxty, inter-
nal consistency, sens1t1v1ty to changes, and adequacy of the Jata used.
The of

’ . '

University California evaluated * and compared various

“ 1-17
Y. : *

Jop*
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distributional models #tn use during. 1978-79. . Tiey sudgested, that
certain types of procedures might produce resalts.that nore eﬂfect1veﬁy
met the intent of the Act than other$. In order f5xtest these ideas,
and otner tneories about the effects of the J1sqfiautional process nade
on the dasisy of #n’ examination of the laws, the” formulas, and th®
implementation processes at the Federal and State levels for 1378-79,
they examined data 1n 12 States.® _The expenditures of federal and,
where available, State and local funds were. analyzed with respect to
tnree o"'re factors in the law that ‘were genera]ly'1nc1uded in State
procedqr°s with respect to concentration of target pooolat1ons and
with réspect to other measures not specifically mentioned but wni:h
cauld 1liuminate the effect of "distribution _process--geographic
lacation and concentration of alnor;ty‘populations. The methodolagy 1s
described 1n more bgta1l In tne University Sof :a11fqrn§a'g report to
Nzl ‘

- <

. -~
¢

Means of Analysis. Two merhods were used to examine the effects

of three factors used 1n most States' allocation formulas. The first
wds to find 'the indepefident effect of a factor gn the distrifution of
funds to determine whether a systematic, linear relationship between a
cnaracter1st1c of a reciptent and 1ts expenditures exists.B Thxs
tesu asks whether 2 change 1n a factor 51gn1f1cantly changes the allo-
cation among recwpxents 1f all of the other factors i1ncluded 1n the
analysis are held constant,

If 1n a given formula, each factor 1s represented by a properly
scaled, linear Measure and the factors are weighted and added to 'one
another (as OVAE suggests 1n Its draft manuals on the implementation of
funding formulas}, this test yields a statistically significant effect
for each factor. Ifsan effect 1s not detected, 1t means that no order-
ly or systematic relat1onship between the factor and thenallocatlon'

) could be found with any degree’ of reasonable confidence. . It does not

mean that there was no rejationship, Many high need districts may have

Q  x90 0-xt -—x
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. .. recersed more doilars pé\guml than low need districts, but 1t did not

happen consmtentlywr systemazically enough so that 1t could be stated

at *h confldence that a chqage 1n a factor caused *a change 1n the allo-
cations. This test will oe referred to si1mply as the "independent

effect.”

respect to edch factor and then separated 1nto approximate quartiles so

. tnat ahout 25 percent of the students are 1n the lowest quartile, 25
/:)ercen: of the students are 1p the low-mid quartile, 25 percent are tn
the nijn-mid gquartile, and I5 percent are 1a the high guartile. The

largest ci1ty nas Seen omitled from tpe analysas so- that 1ts iarge
enbro\'lmen: 4111 not distort th\'test. (The la\rges: city would f1ll up
an entire Juartile in some Sta,tes.)' The test asks whether districts
witn greate{ need recewé proportionally more,dollars than districts

with lesser need,

The rati1o of the average expenditures per pupil 1n the quartile
«a~ conposed of h!gr\ need districts to the average expenditures per pupil
. in the quartl]e composed” of low need districts is computed. A ratio of
nore :harbl indicates that the average pupll’ expenditlres in the “high
need" quartile 1s higher than the AVerage expenditures per pupil 1n the
‘low need" quartile., The compdrisons are of average expenditures only.
Even w1th a rano’”of more than 1, some "mgh feed" districts may
recerve fewer dolf%rs per pupal than some of the 1 ow needs districts.
further, other ‘acw(s also influence the ratio, so one cannot say
whether the parncuﬁ‘ factor under consideration 1s caus':ng the
d1fferences in expenditures. Thus, although this 1s a statistically
mperfect test, 1t s \mpov‘tant hecause it does indicate whether or not
the"und; generally flow 1n thg desired direction mth respect to a
mandated factor, Thmis test>will Be referred to as the "Fatio" test.

1 3

. 9
Relatiye, Financial .Ability. The regulations designate two
. { ) . -
C
11-19 ’ *
. [
. » . .
\ , ~ .

O
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acceptable measures for relative financial ability ({RFA) of local
ecucation agencies. one, assessec property value, 1s the measure of
fiscal capacity most frequently usec In State a1d form&1as. ‘The other
1s a neasure of affort, computed by 31v12i1ng tax revenue per cabita Dy
Income per capita. Tne second Of these [w0 7easdres 1S very raEer
chosen, since ncome data for schogl Jstricts 1s only availaple n
tnose - few States where school 3ustricty are coterminous with counly
boundaries. A similar probiem ¥&1sts even for the first measure:
total population 1s often unknown for a schoo) Jistrict and, therefore,
1nstead of priperty wea'th per capita--the measure nandated Sy the
regulatians--3tates o°ten use Qroperty weilth per  avarage narly
attencance or 1embe;%n19.

/

Anhen ine independent effects on secondary districts were tested 11
11 States,?none showed a significant independent effect of }FA on Fed-
eral 2xpenditures per student (see Teple [I-4}. In other words, 1n no
Szate q1d RFA nave a systematic effect on the distridbution of *Federa
funds, after taking Into account Jpemployment rates, locatign, and con-
cenzrations of poverty, minority, and targGet popsglations. Simlarly,
an analysis of <ne allocations to oostsecondary 1nstitutions 1in 6
States indicated no sigmificant systematic effect of 2FA (see Table
11-5). T ' A

.

In 9 of the 12 States examined, the property-poor secondary 31s-

«  tricts received more Federal funds per student than Yhe property-rich
secondary districts. In four States--Colorado, South Da[bta, Jtah, and
Wasnington--the pogger d1st}1cts recelved at least 80 percent more per
student than the richer di1stricts; in two States, New York and Penngyl-
vania, the wealthy districts recelved significantly more per student
than the poor districts;*and 1n Florida and Caf1fprn:a there was little
di1fference 1n the average expend1ture9) A pattern 1s ot evident 1n
the eXpenditure of State and local funds. In fiwg of aine States 1n
which data were available, tﬁe wealthiest districts Spent slightly more

YEA funds per student than the poorest districts. 4

.
'

- ’ _1r-20
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TABLE 11

-4

!

RELATIONSHI® BETWEEN RELAT{VE'FINANCKAL ABILITY AND THE ‘OUTLAYS OF
JOCATIONAL EDUCATION FUNDS,, SECONDARY DISTRICTS, FY 1979

?

<

B
-

3

Ratio of “poorest” quartile

1

to “wealthiest” gquartile

-«

State and

- Fedegal
Stage “ndevencent £ffact? Qutlays Local Jutlays
?
Zaltésraca No o 1.98 3.94
_ 3T orado o 1.381 J.39
Flortza No . 1.00 1.25
Ulinors | No 1.21 0.33
<ansas .- 1.25 1.35
New 138k Yo 2.37 --
Jx1anoma No 1.33 0.95
Pannsyslvanca o .56 -- '
Soutn dkota ‘o 7,24, 1.79
Texas Yo . 1.22 --
u%an No 2.44 1.20
X35N1NGTIN o * 2.02 0.98 .
4 - “
* L. The 1ndependent effect 1s the regression coefficient tested for
_statsstical significance. . R
2. 'Poorest’ quartile 1s comprised of those districts with the lowest

RFA that 1nclude aporoxinately 25 percent of the vocatiagal aduca-
tion enrallment. The “w@aithiest” quartiléNgs cg@pr1se€‘of :ﬁosel
a1stricts wash the hignest 8FA tnat incluyde approximately 25 per-
cent of. the socational education énrollment.

8enson and doachlander, The Distribution&of Federal Funds “n-

Source
' 2er tne Yocational Education Act [nterstate and Intrastate
Allocations 4 *
rd
\ . :
L] ’ » A
-~
’ .
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. .
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TABLE 115  +  °
. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DISTRIBUTXC;N FACTORS AND .THe VOCATIdNAL
EDUCATION OUTLAYS FOR POSTSECONDARY INSTITUTIONS
IN SIX STATES, FY 1979 - \
) Ratiol .0 Ratio
T . Federal Qutlays State and Local Outlays
. - Factor: Relative Financial Ability ' -
CCaliformia. .- 0.94 1.09
Colorado « 3.50 . ) o 1.36
Floricga Lt 3.40 ' --
I1linot1s . 1.20 : . 0.93 )
Kansas 6,50 2.50
Pennsylvania 0.31 -—- .
Factor: Ccncentratmn of Low chome Famlies ’
Californta 1.34 . ) 1.07
Colorado 2,46 N 2.26
Florida 1.63 : - .
I1inots 0.70 e ‘ . 0.77
Kansas$ 5,28 0494
Pennsylvania . 0.50 3 --

Factor: Unemployment Rates

Califorma 1.99 . ‘.o .
€olorado ") S 1.40
Florigda 1.31, - --
Nhinois 1.91 . 2.71
~  Kansas - 1.90 . --
Pennsylvania . 1,30 < --

.t
-

’ 1. Ratxo is the average per puptl expenditure for the quartﬂe of stu=
dents 1n districts most 1n need with respect to the factor for the

quartile of studen,ts 1n districts least km nEed .

Source: Universaty of Cahforma, 1981

. ¢
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Ratios of allocations to E;os'secondary 1nst\¢ut1ons were examioed
s1x States. In four States, the average YEA expengiture 1n the
Weavtniast districts was h18her than the average VEA expenditures 1n
tfe poorest districts. Qn . Kansas spent- significantly more VEA.

dollars per student 1n poor districts {see Table-[1-5). =

' + O N
The evidence from the tests Jeads to the finding that, at bm the

secondary and postsecondary levels, relative financtal ability, as used’

by the StaJeS examined, d1d not have & Systématic or cons1stent effect
&

on the a‘l)camon of funds. 4 5

LY

/ Appl\cents 1n Economically Oeoressed Areas and with High Rates
f Jnemplodment. Alzhough two Separate priority factors, 1ocat1on m

depressed area and rates of unemployment, Yar{ mentioned

E one section N the law, the first has proved to be of lretle value ©

$51611g priorities to reciprants. The most readﬂ-y'avaﬁén]e and
t"ﬂﬁ most conmonly used measure, the Economig Devel cpment- Administra
t n s defimit 1op of economically depressed areas, now 1ncludes abcut :
85"percent of the Nation's population. Therefore, 1t canmnot be used o0
differentiate among school districts, and OVAE has ruled that a _more
di"scmmmatmg measure must be used.  Most tStates have turner' -to
uf employment rates alone to s,amsfy that section of zhe law. Thus only
q e consequences of unanp\oymenc rates can be anatyzeld statistically.

’ The factor ts supposed to be further restricted to applicants “un-
ble to provide the necessary resources to meet the eds for voca- ,
twnal‘eéucationl" This, too, has proved unmanageabl'e.&q most Statesw
have 1gnqred the condition entirely, apparently assuming that by
1ncluding relative fmanma] ab1lity. 1n their uo‘nnulas, they are taking

| need 1nto account. The language of the Act, however, suggests that the

priprity ’only-apphes to districts actually unable to adequately«

Support programs. ’ -
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Another proplem Sta'tes face 1n 'mplementing this requirement »¢
tna§ Jnemployment rates, like ncome, are not av§1]able by school dis-
trice an% tneréfore county qgta must be Used. County figures obscure
J1fferences among -schodl Jdastricts within coun 1es. However, since
employment opportunities aré not limited by me- boundaries of a school
district,, there 1s some justification .for accepting this measuré

\

desprze’the lack of district data. ' -

P

Y
N Both-uesus were applied to unempliyment rates to ‘'earn thetr

effact o Faderal expenditures (see TabTs -8}, Tne .1ndependent

affect, tosted 1n Yl States, was simifizant 1nTonly 1--I1linots.  In

- tne other 13, unemnloyment ratgs had ‘o 1ndependent und systematic

-:-r‘.’ec: an <he expenditure of YEA funds. Of the four States 1n wnizh

bos secondary usfr\bumons were tested, two States showed s'gnificans

ef.‘ect {see "able Ié). : . ’
T p. . dﬂ

Thé rat1p test, the dverage Federal expenditurss 1a secondary

0
;'stmcts 1n the Jua?"He wi1th a high unemployment rate compared to tnhe

. avorage Federal expenditures 1n secondary districts 1n the juartile
- with the T;'esr. uneﬂp1oyment rade, showed cifferent results, Of 15
Suates exammed--lZ n ‘the University of California study and 4 -ors in
. an mdependem. study--13 showed that the mstrlcts with high unempiay-
ment gu. the average-dia receive more Fedaral ﬂoney *han d1str1 t$ with
Vow -unemployment., The exceptions dere Xansas, utah, ‘and .Jashm_gton
(see. Tanld T1-7). N ‘

. L) -~
i

. “* .t -
The ‘resuits of comparing the étate and local axpenditures 1n nine

[JNY .
States were mixed. f4gr Statesshowed higher expenditures- far studends
. 1n* districts with low unemployment and fiye states showed higners ex-o ~

A

penditures per student In ANISLricts with hlgh(unemployment.

\
i

In postsecondary M;trl,cts 1n all six States _those with the lqw-
~
® est unempToymenthaent the largest number of VEA do‘lars per student.

v . - o
N :
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— . .
- . . TABLE [1-6
+
TNOEPE NDENT ZFFECTS! OF FACTORS ON THE EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL
. IN POSTSECONDARY INSTITUTIONS, FY 1979
. ‘ Factors -
»
/
~ “ o7 Relative Concentration
S€ate »  Unemployment Rate Financial Ability of Poverty
. .
Lairforna 0 4] 0
Colorado D) 0 v .
Flortda J 0 _ 0
MR R . A%
1n01$ . / 0M *
Lansas’ o 0 Sl
Pennsﬁvanxa 0 \ <0 0

O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

1., Indepercent effect 1s the regression coefficient 1n the multiple

regression analysis, tested for statistical significance.
of significance are'-"

R
i3

*p<0.10
. . ** p < 0.05
- xEE P _<_ 0“01
<+ o."
Source: University of California, 1981 .
»~ ) i
/
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JABLE [I.7 <y

RELATIONSAIP BETWEEN UNEMPLOVMENT RATES AND THE DISTRIBUTION
CF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION FUNDS,ISECONDARY DISTRICTS, fFY 1979

7
. .

5 Rat}ol of "poorest™” quartile to
™ "weathiest" guartiie

Independent2 State and Local
State Effect . Federal Qutlays Qutiays

Alabama3 --
catrfornia No
Coiorado No
Slorvda Mo
tinoas " Yes
<ansas --
Marylang3 --
New York No
Yorth Carolinal -
*\Jx1ahoma )
Pannsylvania No
Rhode !slanc3 --
Soutn Dakota No
Texas No
Utah No
Washington Ho

3.36
1.3
1,13
3.90 -
0,72

GSLJV(A)‘)

*
bl

0.88

.21
0.51
1,05

\]

O~ £ GO P SN £ £240 0 G TN AN LINY
QN £ G0 QN Nt 00 (O it e 0

P e T e e o O O R

‘Poorest’ quartile 1s comprised of those districts with the highest
unemployment rates thdt fmclude approximately 25 percent of the vo-
cational education enrolliment. The "wealthiest” gquartile s com-
prised of those districts with the 1dwest unemployment }gtes that
1nclude approxihately 25 percent of the vocat1ona1’ education
enrol Iment, ’ ' -

The independent affect, is the regression coefficient, tested for
statistical significance.” . ) .

< .
-The ratios for these States were taken from the Hartle study, which
compared not the first and fourth g rtile, but the first and fifth
quintiles. Thus the ratios are notestrictly comparable to other
States. Jhe numbers compared were planned allocations, not actual
expenditures. ‘ . :
v 3

Sources. 8enson and Hoachlander, The Distribution of Federal Funds
! 7 Under the Vocatiomal Education Act- Interstate and Intra-
. state Allocations; and Hartle, [mplementation of the Funds
Distribution Provisions th the Vocationai Education
Amendments of 1976

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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- .
The avidence pornls t) the zonclusian that she fictor, unemploy- :

ment rate, was ot 1nCOrpOrated 1Mty Most States’ prpcedaras 10 such a

v

“ay 23S to yleld a gystematic anc consistent effect in tne fistributtan
0

1+ *n1s,  In Mpst 3talas, however, cne ¢1§°riits wilftn nian anemplove

R
mens rares 11d, or tne aberige. recetve more JE4 funds than 1stricts
{ -

AN 0w urempioymest rates.
7

~

. , A ~ .-

* “he two sets of foadings arg not incensistent, *hgl,svnoﬁj mean
rmas tne D ffarencas o fundveg Tavals coull not de sirectly attribytad
< N N Y aun [ 4 ! b

3 stcferanies N oLne D Oyment rales.

~

~ Tincentattans 3¢ _ow wnione Fami'tes or i tuals, n'ree

matatree “rhancr?’ a:"»:/, cancentration 3% low L nCome T
Tngtvrigais ol '9‘:25 Zleariy Jgfined In the AcL Irf I e resla-
tions. 517we 22unts Of Tow Tncones f2m111es 32 not avanlan'e by scheo! .
3L, . the Jvai nas 21lowed >tatas to. chooge alternative deasures,
s.en a5 5o .Cents 2izinie far Title 1oar scnoo! lungn prograns, & 1ang

35 tney 1re llaar.y gesirged ' the Seatas'oplanst  Tne tipact of this -

~padire. noweser :efined Dy the partiiy'ar State, was 2xantned Jsing -
33th lests. s ) ’
Ty : : .

Ay

The inzependent affact 2f CLIF was tested .1n 12 States (see

Taole li- At tne secondary lavel, only New York and T2xas showed 3

X
~

s13nfficant and .os1tive incépendent effect of ILIF on &raeral

expendityres. At zhe postsecondary level, oaly Colorado shewed 4

) / i
sosttive and sigeificant effect. Kansas and Illino1s has stgarhicant
put. negatise coefficients, incicating CLIF 15 driving fundg 0 .

- postsecondary 1nstitutions with low concentrations of poverty,

.Using the ratio test, 'four States showed a small advantage for
/
. drstricts with hign concentrations of poverty (up to 25 percent), and

. nine States showed a larger advantage for the high concentration djs-
tr1cts.  In uUtah, Colorado, and Rhode Island, however, the disteicts

[1-27
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN

. Tafle 11-8.

CONCENTRATION OF LOW-INCOME FAMILIES AND THE

JQUTLAYS OF OCATIONAL EDUCATION FUNDS, SECONDARY DISTRICTS, FY 1979
¢ ., ' .
- ,Ratiol of “poorest ' quartiie to
"wealtﬁwes&“ quartile
' lndependent2 State and Local
State £ffect Federal OQutlays Jutlays
-~ [
Aladama3 - -- : 1.24 --
Cairfarnia No 1.35 0.33
foloraao o 0.39 1.42
Floryie {o- L1l 1.4
IRRRLFRES No 1.38 2,33
<ansas 3 . -- % 2.9% 1.J%
s Maryland R - 2.28 --
New for« 3 Yes* 7.73 --
Nortn Caroiina -- 1109 --
Jx lanoma ¥o 1.36 1.06
?ennS/lvania L No 2.39 --
Rnode” Istanad Af 9.93 -
. South Da&o.a - (e} 1.40 0.682
TJexas - Yesg*x*x 1.33 --
Jtan No 0.71 J.35
No 1.21 1.11

Wasnington
. +

- i, ‘Pooras ' quartiie 1s comprised of those districts with the highest
CLIF that include approx1maten/ 25 percent of the vocational aducs-
R tion enroldment. The "wealtniest'. quartile 15 comprised of those
d1stricts witn the lowest CLIF that include approxinately 25 per-

cent of the vocational educat1on efrollment.
- 2. Tne 1independent 2ffect 1S the regression coefficient from the mul-

tipla ragression analysis, tested for gtatistical significance,

3. Tne rat10s for these States are from Hartle's study, comprising the
poorest and wealthnesy quintiles, not quartiles. Thus, tney are not
strictly comparable to other rati0S: They are also planned allcea-

tions, not outlays. .

. . . ~
* Sigmificant at p<0.10 @
***Significant at p < 0.0L. ,

.

. Sources: Benson and Hoachlander, The Distribution of Federal Funds
Under the Vocational £ducation Act., In*erstate and .ntra-
state Allocataons, and Hartle, Implemenzation of the Funds
Distribution Provisions 1n the Vocational tducation Amend-

. "ments of 1976 <
» L]
. 'y . ’ ‘
-~ . 11-238
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with low concentrations spent more, on the average, than districts with
high concentrations. .
‘ LY
+ -~ N *
A similar comparison of postsecondary institutions in six States
shows that 1in four States the institutions with high concentrations
averaged relatively more VEA funds, and 1n two States, 111n0i$ and

A
Pennsylvania, the nstitutions with Tow concentrations averaged

. A

relatively more VEA funds. )

The evidence sfor the effect of concentration of low income fami-
Ttes or i1ndiviauals 15 simitar to that for the previous factors: the
analysis does not 1ndjcate that the factor was used 1n such a way s to

nave a consistent and Systematic effect on the allocation of funds.

ﬂgt, 1n most States, those districts with high concentrations received,
on the average, more VEA funds per pupil than districts with low
concentrations. -

P?ograms New to the Area, Designed to Meet New and Emerging Man-
power Needs and Job Opportumities. This priority factor proved %o be
the most d1ff1cuf? to quantify for inclusion in formulas. The enpqifls-

on “new' programs requires an interpretation of “new," How long 1s a
.program new? How much of a change in an existing prog}am qualifies 1t
as “new?" It 15 the one factor that can be mamipulated locally. As a
result, most States have not used 1t 1n their procedures.

’ In fiscal year 1979, only seven States reported using this factor,
Swites that did use 1t usually awarded .points for new programs, or
ranked districts with regard to new i1nitiatives.

»
There are two qualitative® differences between this factor and the
other three, It 15 the only factor that does not address Some measure
of local financial needg“so that even the wealthiest of districts can

I1.29
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- »
N L3 . -
.receive funds for this factor. Further, it is easier for large dis-
tricts, with many schools and many programs, to make changes and thus
Feceive alloc§51on points,” Small districts are more constrained by the

N

ynavarlability of teachers and by high start-up costs, so that program |

changes are less feasible for them. R o, .
. . ¢ .
Shifts In Distribution Patterns .
¢ -
One geasor that the law and the regulations gave more explicit
.7 reguirements’ for tne distribution of Federal VEA funds was the GAQ
" report finding n 1574 that--
° S [ ’
Fedéral funds nave been distributed by the States reviewed
¢ 1na variety of ways, mahy of which do not necessari)y
" result 1n funds being targeted to geograph1c areas of need,
. Some major practices noted were maxing funds
. avarlable tg_all Jocal education agencies within a State,
: rdther than concentrat1ng funds in selected agencies wtth
« Mgh needs. 9
e e R ¢
The precedlﬂg sectton analyzed only the consequences of current formu-
I 0
las. {t d1d not consider what changes may have occurred as a, result of
the 1976 amendments. . . -
-~ ’ ’ °
The facts that data collected before the implementation of VEDS
have been of questionable validity!d and thit current data are
collected according to new definitions and procedures 1imit® the
“comparisons that can be made, but do not rule out all analyses. With
reasonable assumpfions regarding }he ‘changes in school district charac-
teristics, comparisons can,be made between 1975 expendttures or 1976
grants and 1979 expenditures.il ° ..
» ~ l
‘ eh - ,‘ ¢
“ 11-30
» ,
1 . (]
. v »
0 v
¢ . " °
* "‘
. 747 Pl
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Conditions for the Analyses

The basic sources of vocational education data for éhe analyses
are the- fiscal year 1379 VEDS and the data system mandated 1n Section
437 of the General Education Provxsy&ﬁs Act for the-1975 expenditures
and 1376 grants. The 437 system was less carefully edited and validat-
od thdn the VEDS data.l2 Bt fails to provide proper 1dentification
for postsecondary 1institutions, 1t 1s missing data for™many second%ry
dgistricts (which may mean eilther no expenditures or expenditures not
reported), and 1t contains duplicated counss of "peneficraries” rather
than unduplicated - counts of students. Further, the expenditures
reported 1n both Systems include carryovers from previous years and
exzlude funds obligated but 7ot spent. <
"iﬁiﬁnesplte the Timitations on the data, the following assumptions can
be made for secondary school districts: -

(lﬂrThe relative size of enrolliments among districts 1n
1975-76 15 the same as 1n 1979. )

(2) The relative district characteristics within States
that influence the distribution of funds to districts
and the relative size of the target populations and
minority populations were the same among districts 1n
1975-76 as in 1979.

. ~
3

~ In other words, any changes in enrollments or district character-

istics between 1975 and 1979\Qere proportionally the same 1n all dis-
tricts within a State. Although obviously there were different rates
of change among all districts, it is unlikely that the size of the
changes would affect the analyses.' It is 1mprobable for example, that‘
a large number of distrifts with low relative financial abxlity n 1976
suddenly became* districts with high financial ability, or that Wany
districts with large numbees of disadvantaged students became districts
‘~<\<fth few disadvantaged students 1n' a matter of 3 years. The *

~. ©
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assumptions thus seem reasonable. The factor probably most susceptible
to error 1s. the unemdlaymen: ratg, which fluctuates more than the other
factofs.

Analyses’ of Changes

Twa anélyses‘of shifts 1n expenditures that parallel thé analyses
in the previous section were undertakén. First, the 1ncreases or
decreases in per puptl expenditures between 1975 and 1979 were exanined
far the three factors, Qﬁﬁ, unemployment }ates, and concentration of
soverty, ranked bytquartiles. This analysis tells whether the dis-
tricts withithe greatest need increased their shares of the VEA funds
2t a“greater rata than the districts with the least need. Second, the
. Jifferencess 1n expenditures per éupxl between 1375 and 1379 were

analyzed with respect to the same three factors, concentration of tar-

get populdtions ang mxnorxtxés, and locatiop. The resulting regression
coeffxcxen:s indicate the changes 1in expenditures per pupil that can be
attribyted to a single farticular factor (see Table I1-9).

LN .

£
.. N

In a simple comparison among quartiles, the most significant im-

* provement turns OJE to be the changes with respect 0 relative finan-
cial ability (see Table [I-10). In 9 of the 10 States, the largest
percent gains were 1n the di1stricts with the lowest or next to lowest
*RFA. In I1linots, however, the wealthier districts gained relatively

more than tke poor districts.

The analysis of the independent effect of RFA on changes in ex-
pend1tures per pupil 1indicates significant shifts related to RFA only .
InZCallfornla and Washington. In 3 of the 10 States, RFA shifted funds
to wealthier dlstrlc;s, though not significantly.

.t . \

Thé changes 1n the per pupil expenditures by quartile with respect

- to unemployment rates are weaker but they are still, on bdlance,

-
RN 11-32
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TABLE I[-9 -

M

EFFECTS OF FACTORS ON THE CHANGES

o

IN EXPENDITURES‘PCR PUPIL IN TEN STATES BETWEEN FY 1975 and FY 1979,
'SECONDARY OISTRICTS
-_Relat1ve Unemployment  Concentration
Financial Abiiaity Rates of Poverty
Califorma +* + >
Colorado - + +
Florida - + +
[11ino1s + L -
New York - - [
Qk1ahoma + . * -*
. Pennsylvania + x -
Texas - + ’ '
Utah + - -
Washington x - -
= Statistically sigmificant regression coefficient.. .
Source, “oachlapder and Johnson, An Analysis of the Changes 1n the D1s-
tribution of VEA Funds to Secondary LEAS i
L]
TABLE II-10
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN FEDERAL .VEA FUNDS EXPENDED [N SECONDARY DISTRICTS
IN TEN STATES, FY 1976 to FY 1979, BY LEA
GROUPED IN QUARTILES 8Y RELATIVE FINANC IAL ABILITY
* . Lowest - Highest
ist ~ 2d 3rd _dth
3 s .t
Cairfornia , 37" -1 8 9
Colorado , 63 99 -29 -7 3
Florida - R -12 567 11 65
I1lino1s 15 -7 36 1
New York 465 . 60 -32 -7
Ok1ahoma .. .37 97 15 55
Pennsylvania 104 313 105 36
Texas 515 136 200 147
Utah 64 46 -24 2
Washington 178 275+ 51 -34
N\
Source. Hoachlander and Johnson, An Analysis of the Chandes in the Dis-

tributvon of VEA funds to Secondary<LEAs

[1-33 \
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positive (see Taole Il-11). In. five ‘Sta;as the largest'ygamsr were 1in '
the districts with the highest unemployment rates; in three States, ‘
Colorado, I111n01S, and Washington, the largest gains We n the
districts ~1th the lowest rates. When other factors were held constant
.seven State(showed positive changes, however, .onlyn Ok]ahoma showed a
s1gnificant shift to dastmcts with Righer ~s2tes of unemployment.,
Again, tnree States show unemgloyment shifting funds to districts with '
lower rates., N v ¥

-
-

The most negative results 1n terms of Intrastate shifts 1n alloca- .
t1ons were witn respect to concentrations of low 1ncome families !see
ol
Taple 1i-12). In half of =ne States the districts in the quartile with =

lTowest rates of pover:é increased thelr expenditures proportionaily
more than other ai1stricts.

The analysis of the 1independent effect ofi the changes 1n funding
bears out tne same flndmg In % of 10 States, tms factor caused more
funds to be allocated to districts with the lowest concentran'ons of
Tow income people.

The 1nconsistency of the results with respect to the three f;ctors
tested demonstrates the pr.ob_lem inherent 1n .attem_ptmg to combine
fultiple factors 1nto a single formula.” The State of Illinois, for
exampTe, apparently developed 2 formula that directed mere funds to
gistricts with high concentrations of poverty, but, at the same time, ]
the districts with h1gﬁ relative financial ability and low unemployment
also received more money. .

-
N

The changes 1n the States'.formulas also showed diffgrential
sh1fts with respect 'to<.commun1ty s1ze (see Table I[-13). Thellarges[t
Gities 1n the 10 States generally benefited the least from the 1976 ¥
distribution requ1rements. In California, \%xas, Utah, and Washington )
the 1ar‘gest Ccity gained the least 1n comparisop to other communities,

’

I1-33 °° !
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TABLE [[-11 _
<€ PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN FEDERAL VEA FUNDS EXPENDED

ok SECONDARY DISTRICTS [N TEN STATES, FY 1376 to FY 1379, BY LEA

GROUPED IN QUARTILES BY UNEMPLOYMENT RATE ’

rE l{llc l a)“
e . ’

{

[1-3%5

»
. Lowest . Highest
- lst 2nd  3rd 4th
Calrforma -19 11 16 21
» Colorado 194 -18 7 16
Flom 11 29 261 138
mmgfk 55 4 12 9
New York 140 =30 28 350
/_,_.\Ok‘.ahoma 71 36 47, 123
Peansylvanta 49 107 75 317
Texas 193 14 171 kL
Utan -2 -25 9 31
Aashington ’ 256 174 34 -4
". Source. dgachlander and Johnson, An Analysis of the Changes 1n the
. Distribution of VEA Funds to Secondary LEAS
. TABLE [I[-12 N
PERCENTAGE CHANGE [N FEDERAL VEA FUNDS EXPENDED
. IN TEN'STATES, 7Y 1976 to Ff 1979, BY. LEA GROUPED I[N QUARTILES
- * BY CONCENTRATION OF LOW-INCOME FAMILIES .
. . ’ .
‘ v Lowest di1ghest
‘ Ist 2nd 3rd 4th
California -22 1 17 33
v Colorado ™ 187 54 61 \$53
Florida 180 68 43 153
[11ino01s 34 16 18 3
N New York , -100 1 =35 284 ,
, . Oklanoma 101 24 -+ 94 142
Pennsylvania 80 38 82 314
( Texas 7 289 134 202
. Utan 63 -12 -14 2
Washington . 155 123 157 30
Source: Hoachlander and dJohnson, An Analy\svs 0¢ the Changes 1n the
i Y Distribution of VEA Funds To Secondary LEAs 7




and 1n 8 of the 10 States the largest c1t1es d1d worse than average.
In three of the States the rural d1str1cts and 1n three the small and
medium-S128 cities benefited the most from the changes.

. ’

. TABLE [I-13 , .
L d ‘ --
PéRCENT CHAN(fE IN FEDERAL FUNDS EXPENDED FY 1976 to FY 1979,
, , 8Y COMMUNITY SIZE FOR TEN STATES
. ,
. Biggest Gains Smallest Gains .
SiZe Number of States Number of States
Rural 2 3 1 -
* Citres, 10,000 to 100,000 3 « 2
Cities ovar 130,000 2 - 3 . w .
Suburbs of Larqgest City . 2 0 *
.Largest City ’ 0 4 ‘

Source. Yoachlander and Johnson, An Analysis of the Changes in the
Dystridbution of VEA Funds to Secondary LEAS

.

The Distribution of State and Local ,Funds
v . ’ (
State Funds for Vocational Education

The States' own fJndS for vocauon*e%tmn are distributed to.
districts in & /amety of ways. According to a survey of State
vocational education, ctfreg:tors conducted by NACVE 1n 1978, 1n 30 of 39
.respommding States, vcht1ona1 education received categorical aid frOf_n;

- the State.13  Twegfy-four “of “the ,30 States used a formula to
- distribute thear Q'v{f\ funds. ) s ‘

State aid, da;tmbuted by formula, 1s also used to support voca-
tional education at. the secondary tevel.  State aid formulas are
designed o equahze rlesources across d1str1cts and, 11n most States, °

“therr mtentlons asp cons1stengw1th the Federal distributional policy.
N .

211436 , : -
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Relat{v\e financial abitity 1s the prlﬁupal measure used in State ard
allocation formulas, ‘with the poorer districts (usually poorer n terms
of property wealth) recetving proportionally more State am than the
wealthy districus. “A variant on the per puptl dlSthutlon gsed 1n a
growing number of Stftes 15 the a§519nment of a weight (ratm of the
costs per puptl for various ‘categories of J{?twn‘ﬂ educdtion Qrograns

0 the cost per pupil of an average student) to vocatlonal education
students. This compensates LEAs for the higher costs assocmted Wi th e\q

vocational education.

Postsecondary and adult program distributional pFocedures are more
diverse. Some States distribate funds through State aid formulas;
others target funds sar use categorical fund‘mg by 1nstitution or by
gistrict. [n addition, postsecondary and adult programs 1n most States
may charge tuition for their programs and, therefore, are not as depen-
dent on tax revenues. -

. v 1

The Local Education Agency .

. . .

The third distribution \Eomt us at the local level--the schootl
district (LEA). Most of the districts 1n the, Natwn have on’ly one
school that provides vocatlonal education programs and therefore the
a¥¢ribution of Fedefal funds-1s not an issue 1n these districtss Most
of the sacondary vocational education students, however, reside 110
d1stricts that do have more than Ong vocational education faciiity;
these districts must decide how to allocate their Federal and State
-.unds among their schools and how generaHy to provide support servmes
for their vocational education rograms. Ffurthermore, even 1n those
districts that have only one f{Cl]lty of\ferthg vocatidnal education; -«
{including most postsecandary districts) . but that of fer nonvocational
education as well as vocational, unless the State and local funds are

categorical, district administrators must decide how to allocater funds

o
among programs. Therefore, the loral education agency may represent
P & ¢
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b
the most influential fiscal decision point in determining the quality
and extensiveness of vocational ,ducation offerings.

- ‘;‘-v <

There are no distinguishable patterns for the distribution of
If

they do, the factors that 1influence the State allogations, such as tax

funds by local education agencies. Districts may have formulas.
weal& and concentration of poverty, are not likely to be used since
- - EY

they tend to be drstrict or county averages, reflecting the resources
avatlable to all of .the schools in the distridt.
distribution s most likely to be based “on enrollment, proposed

Therefore, any formal

budgets, or project applications. .

.

Summary and Findings

Federal Formula -

o [Y

The way n which Federal funds are alloca‘ted to the States and
territories does not assure that those rec1p‘1ents wWwith lTimited re-
saurces for vocational education always benefit. One reason 15 that
the adjustment factor’.m the formula, medtan income, 15 not necessarily
’ Med1an

varies with the.celative cost of 1iving 1n a particular locale.

income also
South-
ern States generally receive higher allotments per capita population

a measure of fhe fiscal capacity of the State.

than northen States, and rural Etate? generally receive higher per

caprta allotments than urban States because- of differences 1n wealth.
However, bevcause of ds}ferences 1n costs of living, the needgemOf the
southern end rurd] States may not be as great, I[f median income were
adjusted for cost of laving, tHe distribution would look substantially
different. It woxljfd also be possible to adjust the formula by other
factors, such as the.anes States yse to distribute funds to their dis-
tr‘lcts--une;tploymenx rates or economic depression, for g;ample. If any
such factors were use&, they ‘would direct the flow of .funds towdrd
States. that are more Urbanized and 1ndustrialized and those that “héve

older popuiations.

LT »

o
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States' Formulas

The Interim Report concluded‘thaé none of tr;e methods used n
fiscal year 1979 was capable of fully incorporating all the factors the

Jaw specifies to tnfluence allocations of funds, and that the conse-
quences of the .allocat;on'processes_would bear little systematic rela-
tionship to the targeting goals of the law. This was borne out Dy the
dat@d and subsequent analyses. [t s difficult to say whether the.
resulting distribution 1s fulfilling the intent of the law or to sug-
gest what procedures would produce distributions most consistent with
the 1ntent of the law. These questions, cannot be 3nswered simply by
1ooking at allocations to apphcanis.~ In practice, OVAL has held that N
a distribution that 1s near‘ly uniform 15 unacceptable. But 1f some of
¥ the factors are inversely related to one another (1.e., a high need
district according to one cr1terlon’1s)10w need accor:d;ng to another)
even a uniform, or seemingly random, allocation could reet the °
requirementg of the law. o ’

—
<

>
.TwO analyses were con;ucted on each of three fact:)rs that are
mandated 1n the law and. generally used by the States: relative finan-
- 'cml ability, concentration of low 1income families, and ‘unemployment ‘
rates. The first analysis tested the independent effect of each factor
by seeking to find out whether a change 1n the factor under considera- .
tion, assuming all other fators included 1in the analysis were held
constant, would significantly affect the allocation of funds to
rec1p1e\nts. . \
~ .
The other analysis compares the average ex_pend1tures per student
1n the districts with the highest need to a?/erage expenditures per
student in the disteicts with the lowest need. This measures the
results for each factor, w1thout‘ attempting to, account for the influ-

ence of other factors on the allocation.

11-39 '
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2 The results of these twO analyses, which- used expenditures as
proxies for allocations, indicate the extent to which the factors

operated to affect the distridution of Fed/eral funds 1n fiscal year
1379,  Expenditures 19 sec\onQar‘y schoul districts 1n 12 States.showed
no signtficant ingependent effe .s\a:trlbutable to relative finangial
apility, unemployment rates had a significant 1ndependent ef fect 1n
n¥y one State, [ilinors, and the concentration of low 1acome families
3act0r was statistically significant only in New York and Texas. Thus,

for the three mandated fac€ors that were used 1n tne procedures of most .

States, a change in one particular factor showed n¢ systematic ef fect
on the allocazion of tunas, when the other Two factors‘, concentrations

of zarget populations and minorities and size of cammunity, were nela’

carstant. The same test was used td determine the 1ndependent effacts
of the factors .upon tne expenditures lnupostsecoﬁdary 1Astitutions 1n
six States, The results' were simlar. the factor of relative finan-
ctal apility was not Significant in any of the States, unemploy_fnent
rates were st gnificant n two,Aand concentration of Dpoverty was

positive and-significant 1n One,
.

4
dn short, none of the three mandated factors analyzed had an

orderly, Systematic mdependentkect on the-allocation of VEA funds
1n_the States examined 1n 1929, In a few States, a stagle factor dig
shew an effact, but 'm no State did all factors show significant
1ndependent effects, In fact,.no State had a procedure in place 1n

fiscal year 1979 tnat would be expected to lead to 3ndependent

effects,
.

The second analysis, which compared the average ,per ‘student
expenditures 1n areas with high need to those in areas wrth low need,
.Showed more pogluve effects in line with the intent of the law. For

each of the three factors, a:’ymne States showed higher expendi-
tures per student in the secerdary districts with high need, but three
States showed higher expenditures per Sstudent 1in secondary districts

“11-40
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132 .
with low need. There are ‘vno consistent retationships- 1n the
expenditure of State and Tocal funds 1n about half the States

‘expenaltures were mgn;r‘q\ the Pow need districts, State and local
o

expenditure gata, however, are less accurate than VEA expenditure data,
since many types of State and focal expendltures&re often not seforted
and the findings are less reprable.

\ Al

‘ S

The results of tne analysis of the expenditure of VEA .‘un\dmg by;
sostsecondary schools in six States was mixed 1n all States, schools
v areas s1th higner unemp.loymenf rates spent considerapbly more than
s:noo‘.s' 1A areas #1tn 1w unemployment rates, A four States schools
artn nigher concentrations of low ncome students spent more than
schools with low concentrations, but 11 only two States, schools with
'y relatise financral ability spent more than schools with high
retative financial abrlity.

On <ne averaga, dystricts that ~ere the’;n\os: needy »wi th respect to~
gach factor werp \spendmg more YEA dollars than didtricts that were
less needy. Thys 1n most States federal funds were finding their wdy
to-the districts most 10 need, but not because the factors produc ed
systematic or un1form effects. In gross, average terms, the dqi1stribu-
tion patterns 1ndicate a responsiveness to the intent of the legisla-

tion but there still are rr\anyJl districts that rank high on the'need
scales that receive fe.;«er funds than some districts that rank low.
Furthermore, the differences between the average of the most needy
districts and the average of the least needy were note ve arge. In_

.nearly half the ratios calculated, the average expenditures of tne high

need districts were less than 25 percent more than the average of the

low need districts.

The Interim Report suggested that some ofs the factors required by

the law, or added by the States, may be inversely correlated with one
-

another--1.e.y districts with low relative (financial 2bility have

. 11-41 £
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erther low unemployment or Tow concentrations of low 1ncome families.
This suggestion was borne out by the apalyses made with the 1979 da’ta.
Consequently, 1n many States 1t 1§ dxfﬁculf to observe differences 1n
the d1stribution of funds. If each factor represents 2 unique need,
tnen, 1n effect, different proportmns of the funds are distributed for
different purposes. However, 1f the rse cbrrelation 1s due to the
sh'ortcommgs of the measures used, the ‘intent of the law may be
frustrated. If, for example, relative property wedlth 1s distorted by
1nfiated assessment rates 1n some counties and does not represent the

.« relative finaricial abxhty'of the school district (2 fairly common

orgblem 1n many State ard formulas), then ther intent of tne formula to
compensate 1s distorted. Inverse relationships make 1t.very difficult
to judge the effectiveness of,ail'ocatmn of *funds 1n & State with
respect to any one factor. f

e .

An analysis of the rela:mnshxps‘aspong the factors 1n 12~States
showed that there were many 1nstances'where 1inverse (and nonintuitive)
relationships existed. In 'Cahforma, for'examme low relative
financial apility was associated, mth 1ow unempioyment,-and 1n Kansa's
Wy and Utahy Tow relative financial abplity was -dssociated with low

concentratton of low income families. ’

\

'Patterns of.éxéendxtures among recmx'ents in fiscal year 19’79 also
were compared to the patterns of 'report'ed expendIturestmBng recipients
1 fiscal year 1975, for 10 States. Data were available only for
secondary scheol districts. [f the 1976 legislation made the alloca-
.mns procedures more responsive to\the intent of the law, ¢s expected,
N then’1t would be expected that the VEA expenditures 1n schoo! das.r*"s

had mcreasa‘7 more 1n districts with the greatest need than 1n dxs-
tricts with the least need. In general, the analxses showed mprove®
ment with resbect to relative financial ability; weak improvement with
respect to unemployment rates, and no mmprovement with  respect t:)
concentration of low 1ncome families. In 4 of 19 States analyzed, the
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distributions appeared td be further from the Federal 1intentions 1in
1979 than n 1975. In each of these States, for two of the three fac-
tors examinad, the districts with the least need gained more propor-
tronally tnan districts with the greatest need.

Thg, lack of c9ns1s£ent and significant effects in the analyses of
tne consequences of the States' distribution prqcedyres supports the
findings that the procedures are t00 complex and that ' they try to
achieve too many results with toa few funds to be effective with
respect %0 any single result. Statistical analyses fail to show any
consistent results among Statas, and)alc'\ough the formulas are having
some impact on allocations, there are more aberrations and randomness
chan there could pe 1f sound, more clearly defined procedures were

used. ‘

'
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¢ ' FOOTNOTES
1.7 Two recent studies of the simulated effects of changes have been \‘ﬁ
conducted. Friedricn J. Grasberger et al., Developing and Apply- <

1ng Analytical Tools to Evaluate the Distributional and Equaliza-
Tional Effects of Federal Grant-1n-Atd Formulas and to Improve
Formula Performance, rinal Report (Rochester, N.Y.: Center for
Governmental Research, Inc., January 1980), and Maureen W. Murphy,
‘Analysts of the Allotment of Fedetal Vocational Education Funds,"
prepared undér Department of Education contract no. 300-79-0732
(gél;er Spring, Maryland: Applied Management Sciences, Séptember
1980).

2. St.art A. Rosenf2ld, A Portrait of Rural America: Condrtions
Affecsing Jocational Education Policy, Yocational Education Stacy
oudlication no. 5 (~ashiagton, J.C.. Government Printing Office,
1980).

; 3. Policy 2nc Progrem Memoranda from ghe Bureau of Jccupational and ¢
Adult £ducation to the States, Ocfober 1979 and December 1979.

4, P.L. 94-382, Section 106{(a).
5. Policy and Program Memoranda. See note 3 above. .

6. ~ ATl analyses a1d not include all 14 States. All of the necessary
data for a specific analysis was not available in each State. The

“ analyses, therefore, are based on the availability of data. “Most.
postsegcondary «analyses, for example, were Immited to six or fewer
States. . .

. 7.  Another 1ssue raised was #hether different algorithms €or combin-
1ng factors would result 1n an allocation to each recipient. The
contractors developed a typology of the procedures 1n use 1n fis-

- cal year 1979 and suggested which would be the most effective.
Unfortunately, the results 1n the States tested failed to reveal
any patterns. States that transformed their data 1into scaler
variables using sopﬁ1§t1cated technigues produced no better re-
sults 1n general than States that simply classified recipients,
for 2xample, as highK, medium, or low. States that used complrcat-
ed weighted factor formulas produced no different gesults than,
for example, .Texas, which used no method at ail that was
discernible,
. ~
8. This 1s done with-a multiple regression stepwise analysis where
the unit of observation 1S the school district, with each dis-
trict, regardless of size, equal to all other districts. In order
to control for district size, the district vocational Yedycation
enroliment was entered as the first independent variable.
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General Accounting Office, What 1s the Role of the Federal
Assistance for Vocational Education? Report of the Lomptroiler

General to Congress (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1974), !

Charles S. Benson, E. Gareth Hoachlander, and Bronia Lena John'son,
An Assessment of the Relilability and Consistency 1n Reporting of
Vocationgl Education Data Available from National Information
Systems, Report prepared under the National Institute of tducation
contract no. 400-78-0039 (Berkeley: University of California,
1980).

. N N

E. Gareth Hoachlander and Bronia Lena Johmson, An Analysis of the
Changes 1n the Distribution of VEA Funds to Secondary LEAs, Report *
prepared under the National Institute of tducation contract ngs.
NIE-P-81-0102 and NIS-P-31-0108 (Serkeley: University of
Califormid, 1881).

a

\

3enson, Hoachlander, and Johnson, gp. cit.

L}
Memo from Michael Morton to Dan Durham, "Summary of “Informatiopn
from Questionnaires Sent to Other States on S€ate Support for

Jocational Education," Maryland State Department of Education,
August 18, 1978. .
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CHAPTER III. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION RESOURCES:
g PROGRAMS, AND PARTICIPANTS

PURPOSES,

Introduction
The distribution of resources in terms of ,the four reference
points specified in Section 523(b) of the Education Amendments of 1976
oc --services; dccypations, target populations, and enrodlments--cannot be
analyzed so neatly as the distribution factors considered in the pre-
ceding chapter. The four p61nts are, 1n effect,'artiaficiah specified
» to nelp d/ﬁcnbg how the legislation works with respect to its goals.
They do not necessarily represent terms for which expenditure data are
routinely collected. But since the distribution of funds is simply a
proxy for what 1s really mportamt--the availability of resources in
schools--information suggesting both the use of ands and resource ex-

penditure patterns is presented here.

N

.

The first reference point, enrollments, is indicative of where and

5
on whom vocationd! education funds are spent.
in the Act are not explicitly based on enronent yet they

Most funding mechan1sms
n only be

rationally eva]uated and intecrpreted with’ respect to who are served.
. Funds are distributed to States and territories_on the basis of popula-
, tiom, but the intrastate mechanisms for distributing funds are based on

enrollments. Postsecondary and adult programs are funded through a

set’ astde,

established arbitrarily, but the programs themselves are

evaluated and tompared on the basis of enrollments.

Ready access to

high quaiity programs for all persons is a goal of the Act,

but the

. degree to which it is attained for different racial and ethnic minori-
ties and for women 1S measured by enrollments. Commumty size is_not a
fagtor at all ‘in po11c1es yet\the relative costs of providing quality
o

some of the patterns of enrollments and expenditures per pupil brokén

rams are in part a-function of size and location. Descriptions of

e down by State, by district, and by student characteristic, \sheuld
. X
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11luminate some @f the effects of these bohmes and the 1ssues they

1 reprasent. * L. . ~

Another reference point, serv1ces has been defined for purposes

of analysns as what 1s purchased mth the funds. Through a number of -~

different activities, the Act attempts to stimulate certain services or
actwnies that are cons1stentlmth 1ts gojﬂs. It requires expendi-
tures on certain services, such-as the funds for the sex equity coordi-
nator;'tt permits but dees not require expenditures on spec1f1‘c activi-
ties such as cotop or day L3re programs, 1t encourages'expend1tures on
generad types of activities or services such as program mprovement,
and 1t offersiWcentives for some services such as setting gside 10
pg.rcent of the 102{a) funds for special services for the handicapped.
This chapter analyzes and compares these different méchanisms and pro-
vides mf)ormauon that might<suggest which are most effective for pro-

.

duc’ing changes 1n the system. ‘

The third reference point, target populations, 15 1intended }o de-
pict funding pattérns with respect £o the conc%tration of populations
targeted in tne Act, and to describe for each

costs that are incurred. The sét a.§1des were 1ntroduced to 1ncrease

the hnehhood that st’udents with higher thary’average costs of educa-
-twn, such as the hmted English-proficient, would be as well served
as average students. To what extent did that occur’ If those prov1-
sions are effective, districts with high concentrattons of target
populations would be expected to have high per pupﬂ expend1tures and
high reported exeess costs. This chapter descpbes the expenditure

patterns for funds set aside in the Act and gnalyzes how concentrations '

of target populations affect districts' total expend1tures/per pupil.

. .

A

he patterns of excess_

’

The last reference point, occupatiops, raises 1ssues of access tp{

programs and relatedness of training to employment opportunities, both
purposes of the Act. HWho are enrolled 1n what occupational programs,
.

?
.

R
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and are the programs related to job opportunities? I-r», addition to pre-
senting enrollment patterns by program {expenditures by prograxn§ are
unavallable‘ for fiscal year 1979), we have categorized the programs 1n
terms of .t.wo measures which 1ndicate aspects of economic opportunity.
Expected wages 1ndicate whether enrollment patterns among different
segments of the populdtion differ with respect to 1ncome opportunities,
and expected job opportunities 1ndicate whether enrollment patterns
among different segments of the population differ with respect to em-
nloyment opportunities. )

Theme are two basic sources of data for thg analyses.presanted 1n
this ¢hapter” e fiscal year 1979 VEDS from NCES and a survey .of d1s-
tricts 1a 10 States.conducted by the School of 2ducation at the Uni-
versity of Cgllfornk under contract to the NIE, during the school
year 1973-30. Efach 1s subject "o certain limitations. The VEDS expen-
diture data are based on reported outlays and theréfore may 1nclude
carrygqver funds from the previous year and exclude carryover funds from
the current year. \n'o supplement data collected by VEDS 1n order to

* answer qu&lon& YEDS could not address, and to be able to perform in-'

trastate analyses, the Udiversity of California’ conducted1ts survey 1in

randomly select2d secondary districts and postsecondary institutions 1n
10 States. The States were not randomly sampled, put were carefully
chosen to 1nclude the five “"core" States and other, more rural, States
feom each region of the country (see Appendix B). The data from the
survey, tnen, are 1né1cat1ve of patterns within States and among some

States but cannot be extrapolated to the Nation as a whole.
. ' ¢

N -

The d1fferences among the States are strixing and' often there are
logical explanations for unusual data that epp’ear 1n the tables., In

most cases, no attempt is made here to explain why such data turn up;

Instead, the, emphasis 1S oh using available data to 11luminate the

.

policy 1ssues.

L P
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Enroi Iments

Distribution of Resources:

<
sl

The distribution of most vocational education funds is based on
some measure of enrollment. Even 'those categories of funds that are

a

distributed on a project or application basis are ordinarily justified
on the basis of the number of students served. The Vocational Educa-
tion Act prombits funds from being distributed solely on the basis of
anrolIment ‘(equal per\aupn funding to all recipients), but enrollment
. 1s 1ncluded algng with the prescribed distqibution criteria 1n every
State formula.

Enrolliment Characteristics
Since the purpose of the yocataonal Education Act 1s to assist the
States 1n providing ready access to vocational educatyon of high qual-
1ty for all persons of, all ages an alt communities, 1t 1s useful to

L bean underserved by our educational institutions. One 1nd1cator of
. * equity s the extent to which minority populations enroll n any occu-
4, pationally specific pr:ogra'm. Simple enrollment counts of ‘minority stu-
dents,  however, dre of, httle help m‘mterp.r;etmg particrpation,
without takmé nto . account "the total number who are eligible to
> «.én‘roll. bTo\‘say that lpercent of vocational education students were
Asian American$, for soﬁ\e~one who " knew .nothing about the racial and
,# ethaic .distribution of’,the populatien, yould lead to“a different
conclusion in California than 1t would in Kansas. Therefore, ‘ths
'séctuon will make use of indices, which are the ratios of percent
- minority enrollment 1n voca;x‘onal edﬁcatuon programs to™the percent

I

, 1ndex of more_than one for a parncular'group Bf students, for example,
1nchates a higher representation of ,that group 1n the - vocational
educatuon programs than n the school dustrlcts of the State, and an

Y

mdex of lags than one indicates a ldwer representation 1n the

FRICT e o

.

100K at how 1t serves segments of the populdtibn that hustomcally have

minority enrollmeqt 1n the total school®district or institutjon. An.




ERI!

. ¥y 141 .

’ - .

- .

-

vocational programs than in the school districts.

Table II1-1 presents .the indices for the male, female, black,
Asian American, Hispamic, and native American populations for both sec-
ondary districts in fiscal year 14879, All minorities 1n most Stites

were enrolled 1n secondari yocational education programs 1n lower rela-
tive proportions than nonminority students.

.

THe data were further disaggregated to look at two areas of spe-
cial concern, the large cities and rural areas (Table II11-2). These
data show that blacks and Asian Americans are highly represented 1n the
vocational education programs of the largest cities of the States. In
‘the rural districts, however, in most instances minorities are not par-
ticipating 1n vocational -education to the degree that they are repre-
sented 1n the total schook system, This may be attributed to the domi-
nation of vocat10na1ﬁ;g;i2ulture in rural districts and the very small
proportton of all fa ers who é}e members of minorities.

\ Federal funds are,distributed to the §5ateshaccording to popula-
tion rather than enrollments. Therefore, 1t is useful also to compare
both the total enrollments and the occupationally specific enrollments

in yvocational education programs among Stafes with respect to each.

State's populatlon, which 1s an approx1mate measure Of the relat1ve
s1ze of the population eligible to enroll (Figure I11-1).1 The sec-
ondary enro]lments vary from about 19 students per 1000 State residents
1n California and 30 per 1Q00 1n Indiana to more than 80 per 1000 resi-
dents 1n Wisconsin and N:&\gersey. Pastsecondary enrollments range
from 4 students per 1060 1n Wyoming and the District of Columbia to
more\than 70 per 1000 1a Washington and Minnesota. .Tﬁus the Federal
funds];@r eligible student and per student 1n occupationally specific
Qrogers yary considerably ameng States, depending on the relative en-
rollﬁents in vocational edutation programs. Variations in enrollment

rates may be indicative of the degree to which vocational education is
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TABLE [lI-1

TNOEXL OF REPRESENTATION BY RACE, ETHNICITY, "AND SEX,
| OF STUDENTS ENROLLED 1N SECONDARY VOCATIONAL EDUCATIONZ :
. FOR SELECTED STATES, FY 1979

-
"\

‘Native Asian
Male Female® ‘American Black American

i

-

Hispanic White

Californmia .90 1.10 .62 .85 .82 . .94 1.06
Colorado .85 1,15 1.74 . 3.02 71 1.0l .99
Florida .83 1.17 .86 96 1.34 1.17 .99
NMinots .99 *1.01 .44 g2 .8 64 1,13
Kansas .81 1.19 . 1.3é .98 .98 .83 1.00
pennsylvamia .82 1.18 .63 .82 .50 66 1.03
South Dakota 1.36 .64 69, .28 .31 2 1.08
Texas . 1.35 .65 1,18 g1 13 .63 L4
Jtah .99 1.0 .65 .57 .80 57 103

1. Index represents the ratio of percent of ethmic, racial, or sexual
group enrolled 1n vocational educatiom to the percent of that group
1n the total enrotlment of the district.

v
tnrollments tnclude all vocational education prograﬁg,

occupationally spec1f1c°progrmns . N

. &'
States were selected frum thoge thasen for 1nclus1on on the basis-

3.
of the availability of totaﬁ schoo] district data 40 s¢compute
rat10s,’ . ﬁDQ, *‘ . s
,. ’5\ "J’ 1‘:, ,‘j” R o .
Source The Distrrbution of Federal Fufids Under the sgat f6aat Educa-

tion Act: Interstate and Intrast&te‘Ai1ocan S, gniversity
of Catiformia, 19381 4 1 Ly e s .
A .*, %
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TABLE [11-2

I‘(DEX}‘ QOF REPRESENTATION 8Y RACE AND ETHNICIT% N
OF STUDENTS ENROLLED.IN VOCATIONAL EOUCATION

- [N THE.LARGEST CITIES AND RURAL AREAS OF SELECTED STATESS
: FOR SECONDARY PROGRAMS, FY 1979 >
- " Districts With Largest Citigs
Native Asian
* American 8lack American Hispamic White-
Los Angeles .46 1,27 K 91~ .95
Denver : L. 15 1.27 1.05 .90 .94
Mi1ami-Dade -~ 1.03 -1.81 1.16 . « .85
Chicago~—"" > . 69 .94 1.00 IS 1.30 .
Topexa 2. 20 ~1.52 2.17 1.12 .34
Philadelphia .94 .55 .64 1.19
Houston - 1.06 27 .87 1.03
Salt Lake City. .09 .22 .26 .13 1.16.
4 Rural Areas
. , _—
Native .Astan
American 8lack American Hispanic White
Califorma .67 .84 .66 .12 - 1.09
Colorado. 1.25 . - - 1.01 .99 -
florida . - .87 - .66 » 1.06
[Tyrmais . - .90 .15 .56 v 1.00
Kansas L 0 - - .5 1.01
Pennsylvanita > 1.01 .57 1.16 .99
South Dakota ' N .79 - - - 1.03
Texas 2.22 .84 .67 .66 1.16
Utah .53 - - .51 1.03
L]
- 1. Index represents the ratio of percent of ethnic or racial Yroup en-
* rolled 1n vocational, education to the percent of that group 1n the’
total enroliment of the district. s .
2: Enrollments 1nclude all vocational education _programs, not Just
. occupationally specific programs.
+ 3. States were selacted from those chosen -for inclusion on the basis
of. the avarlapbility of total school district data 0 compute
¢ ratios.
4, Empty cells mean that enronent 11 that d1str1ct for that particu-
lay group was loss than 100. , - . .
Saurce., The Distributign of Federal Funds Under the™Vocational Educa-
tion Act: Interstate and lntrastate Allocations, University’
of Calafornia, 1981
- “ - . i .
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FIGURE II1-1

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENTS
PER 1000 STATE RESIDENTS BY NUMBER OF STATES, FY 1979 «

~
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emphasized n a particular State, but they also may depend on which
level of educatfon predominates. Adult programs, foc instance, tend to
be of shorter duration than secondary programs, so that more adults gan

be served (and counted) n a givep year at a particular level of ef-

fort. !

The total vocational education enrollment per 1000 State residents )

varies from less than 40 1n Michigan, Pennsylvania, and the District of
Columbta £0 more than 120 1n Florida and Wisconsin.
be‘explaln‘gd by funding gglorltles given to 1nduz&rlal arts, a short

f students 1n some

Differences mght

prevocational program that serves large rumbers
States. Enrollments 1n occupationally specific programs vary from less
than 15 per 1000 in Wyoming, Arizona, New Hampshire, and New Jersey to
mo&e tnan 60 per 1000 1n Washington, Minnesota, and North Carohqa. »

¢

-
Differences by Level of Edutation

Section 110 of the Vocational Educatipn Act prescribes that 15
percent of the bas;c grant and program 1mprovemer}‘t‘and supportive serv-
1ces money be dsed to pay up to 50 percent of the cost of vocational
education for persons who have completed or left high school. For VEDS

- .
data collection purposes these~studentg have been categorized as elther

postsecondary or adult:

t

prog;am are desigriated as po

P{:{ztudents enrolled 1n an assocrate degree

econdary, and students 1n programs which

E

RIC I

may lead to a certificate, a credential, or swmply a completion are |
designated as adult. Adult programs are further separated 1nto long-
-

term programs of 500 hours or more and short-term programs of less than

. 500 hours duration. !

Enr.ol{ments in both postsecondary and adult programs are growing
much faster than enrollments in Secondary programs, and together they
comprise 40 percent of the total enrollment and 60 perce}lt of the
occupational ly specific epronent. It"1s worth noting here again that

O

. 'l
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the set aslde for these programs s only required tQ pe* 15 percent.
Short-term adult programs make up the largest part of the aault e roll-
ment, and sometimes even®of the total enrollment. More than half of
tne tatal StaQ enrollment 1s 'n <short-termm adult programs 1n, for

example; Minnesota and lowa. Table I1l-3 summarizes the enrollments.

.

Another ~ay of ‘looking at enroTiments, that has wplications for
the federal formula for allocating funds, 15 1n relation to the popula-
tion of the States. The proportion of States' populatMons that was en-
rolled 'n all vocational education varied from 42 per” 1000 to 128 per
L J0C. ributed to the strength of

¢
¢1onal eaucation 1n a particylar State or to the number of orugrams

Tne "1 fferences could be att voca-
ar 1t could suaply say something about tne length of the
programs.” Again, adultvprograms are generally shorter dnd iess expen-

sive tnan oOther programs, tnerefore,” oohéy can serve more students.
Eve}m more striking are the differences among‘States 1n: postsecondary
and aduit enroliment mth respect to tne States' population--1t ranges
from § per 1300 to 75 per 1000,

policies that encourage or discourage postsecordary and adult programs.

and 1s very likely 1ndicative of State

. .Similarly, the range of decondary enrollments as rdlated to States'

«

O

E
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populations, which varies from less than 2 per 1000 to 86 per 1000 may
be attributabla to the extent to which States support less 1ntensive
programs such as industrial arts or consumer and homemaking education.

>
fhder the rederal fornula,éfunds are distributed to the States on
the basis of populatmn, with about half of- the funds being allotted “in
proportion to the out- gf<school age population. The set aside fo
postsecondary and adult students originally was 1ntended to st1muli‘!
the growth of programs for adults, and thus 1t 1§ important to  examne
how States 1n fact did dystribute their funds by level of education.
The, VEA funds that were Spent on postsecondary and adult programs
across tne Ndmon n fiscal year 1979 actually were higher than the-

.
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minimum required. Almost. 25 percent of the authorized VEA funds went

to postsecandary and adult vocatuonal educatuon There were, however,
large differences among States, as 15_shown 1n Figure [I[-2. In fiscal

year 1979, 9 States reported spendmg \ess than 15 percent’ of their
total allocation on postsecondary and adult vocational education; 15
other States reported outlays totalling more than double their required
set aside (see Tiodg [11-4)
expenditures on postsecondary and adylt programs/ are not neéessarﬂy
indicative of the total e:spendztures or of Stata priorities. On the
three of the States that spent below or near the 15 percent
st11]1 matched the set aside at 24 to 1 or more--as much as 123 to 1 in
3 the*other hand, some States that earmarked less than 20

More importantly, the reported Federal

one hand,

Jelaware.
percent of their VEA funds for adult and postsecogdary programs--e.g.,

New Hampshire, Vermont, and Pennsylvania--invested little of their

Statg~and local funds 1n these programs.

o]

Differences by Community Size

as

Al,nougn there 1s nothmg n the current 1eg!s1at10n that requires
States to take mrto <1cc0un3.D the effects of commumty size on need 1n
the distribution process’, competition for funds amoag communities 1s >
nevertneless 4 State and local issué. Both large cities and small
rural districts cldm tnat. tf\'é!r very dense or very sparse respective
populations are legxtzmatF indicators of special need.

In the past, studies of vocational education based on national

data have been unable to distinguish among city, urban, suburban, and
rural school districts and thus have not been able to account for dif- "

ferences. The:University of Cali1fornia attempted to remedy this by

d1fferentiating communities according to size, both to control for com-
munity size when analyzing othep factors, and to descrlbe the effect of

size on enroliments, expenditures, and funding patterns The districts
1n each State were classified_as largest city, suburban ring of the v
111-12 . .
<
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FIGURE [1I-2 ‘

PERCENT ENROLLMENTS AND EXPENDITURES FOR POSTSECQNDARY AND ADULT
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS BY NUMBER OF STATES, F¥ 1979 . ©
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. . TABLE [1I[-4

PERCENT. OF FEDERAL OUTLAYSL 0N POSTSEtONdARY AND ADULT.
VOCATIONAL. EDUCATION 'AND THE STATE/LOCAL MATCH RATIEZ

&

‘Less Than . . . . More Tham
15-20% -~ 30-50% . 50%

Calaf. (22) Colo. (5)
Ga. (7 fowa (11)°
. _(16) *-Mine (5
Kansas (19)

La. “(6) *

Minn, (13)

N (4

N, Dak. (7)

S. Dak. {4)

Utah (10

Wash. (21)

Wisc.  (26)

Conn.

" flormda
Ind1ana
Miss.
Mo.
Neb.
Nevada
N.J.
NYS

~—~
o~ U P s b e G
R

o~
—— e DD O Y W DN e

Includes 3Basic Grant iSectton 120) and Program Improvement and
Supportwve Serv1ces (Section 130). e

The State and lecal dollars Spent for each Federal dol]ar spent
are 1n parentheses.
M »

] hd . a
.

Source: The Yocational Education Data System, 197§

targest city, large cities (over' 100,000), small «i1ties. (10,000-
IO0,000)f ané rural (less than 10,000).

¢

.

.

The reported Federal and State and local expenditures per voca-
tional education enrollee 1n districts classified by community size are
canpareg fo statewide ayerages 1n Tablgs [I[-5" and [11-6. An 1ndex
with a value well above 1.1n61cates a disproportionately high allotment
of funds per pupil and an jndex with a value well below 1 1ndicates a

dispropontionately’ Tow per pupil- aflotment. ‘ !
N . ' ‘ -
The State formulas appear to favor the small gities. (In come of °
the States smal} and large c1t1es were canbined because She sample

[11-14
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TABLE [11-5

INDEXL OF DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL VOCATIONAL EBUCATION
FUNDS 8Y LOCATION OF LEA IN SELECTED STATES' SECONDARY SCHOGLS,
FY 1979 A
g

.
“ - . .

School Districts

: Suburbs of -
Largest Largest = - Large Small p
City City Cities Cities Rural
, ~
California 1.17 1.18 .11 % .86 .84
Colorado 1.18 .84 .90 *.17 .99
Florida .95¢ - .85 Tl 1.46
liois  _ .91 .1.01 .79 1.19 .81
“Kansas, -~ .24 .38 Y, 1.61 1.32
New York 1.01 .82 11,42 .87 ¢ .82
* Oklahema 1.00 1.03 .- 1323 .94
Pennsylvania 2.06 .72 , 1283 a7
South Dakota 2.50 14 - .903 .82
. Texas- 1.74 .91 .18 .9l 7
Utan . .9 a3 1.363 1 1.12
Washington .61 1.09% 1.323 L0.82

1. [ndex represents VEA expenditures per pup1l” in districts ¢lassi-
v fied by size as compared to statewide VEA expenditures per puprl.

2. - Includes Miam1 suburbs.

3. Represents an urban districts eicept largest city and 1ts
suburbs, ) W

[N
.

4. This reflects all suburban districts and 1s not limited to largest
city. ' .
e -

,
[od -

Source: The Distribution of Federal Funds Under the Vocational Educa-
tion Aet: Interstate and Intrastate’Allocations, Universit

~ 7 of California, 1981 - .
. . ! ~ v
N [ . ¢ -
. v
% .
’ . N [
° I11-15 ) i
2
LS >
“ . - »
- )
. W
2]
1]
P e
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- . TABLE 111-6 . ’ .

1N0EX! OF EXPENDITURE OF STATE AND LOCAL VOCATIONAL
EDUCATION FUNDS BY LOCATION OF LEA IN SELECTED STATES' SECONDARY
DISTRICTS, FY 1979
N ]

¢ - - -~ - R
\}. Indeg represents reported State and local expenditures per pupl
for d1str1ctsp£1ass1f1ed by size compared to Statewide average

expenditures p# pupal. .

A rd
2. Inciudes Miami suburbs. o

‘

3. Represents all wurban d1st;1cts eicept 1argest‘ ¢ty andy 1ts
‘suburbs. . - ,

5

4. Represents all suburban districts.
! "

Source: The Distribution of Federal Funds Under the Vocational Educa-
tion Act: Interstate and Intrastate ATlocations, University
of California, 1981 i

.
-

¥
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\ School Districts "\
> - Suburbs of
N Largest . Largest Large ° Small *
. . City City Cities Cities Rural
o -~ -
“~California "1.18 .88 1.05 .97 .83 -
€slorado 700 .80 1.29 1.05 1.63 *
Florda .922 - ".93 1.1l 1.07
[111n01s .99 1.10 .93 .96 .85
* Kansas ‘ .27 t .89 .75 . 1,38 1136
. Oklahoma 1.07 .94 - 1.682 .93
" South Dakota . 1.91 .66 - 1133 .80
Utan .64 .98% - 3 1.26
Washington .81 .95% - 1,123 1.08

»
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sizes werd\small.) The effects of formulas for Federal dollars in the
"1argest of £he cities n each State are mixed, with seven very near or
above the Sta}e average and five below. The State and local expendi-
tures n the largest cities, however, are generally low,

Ignoring Si1oux Falls as a "1argest" city, only l:os Ang'eles has a
very high index disﬂlt},t'rm hlgh costs of education 1n large ;ltles.
Slnce large city “school a;strwts report high per pup1]l expenditures
generaHy, 1t appears likely that low indices mean many expenditures
are not being reported. The rural districts report low Federal per
pup1l expenditures. Only 3 of 12 States have “indices over lhfor'the'u-

N

rural d1s:r1cts, and the highest index, 1n Florida, 1s not truly repre-
sentative. Because the school districts (drawn accordn? 4to, county .
lines) are so idrge in that State, most of Florida's rural communitres
are {ocated within urban'dlstr*cts.‘

]
- « Al
UnWrtunately, the real problems faced by the city and rural dis-"

tricts are not apparent 1n 2 simple comparison of per pupﬂ expendi-
tures 1n federally funded programs. Even though the results for the
largest cities are mlxed the costs of vocatwnal ‘education per pup11
are glpost always nlgher n large city” dlstr)g;s. 1 A comparison of un-s,

B
IS

_adgusted per qupn expenditures does not refleg differences 1n the’/‘

costs needed to pr'ovude similar seryices. Similarly, rurdl districts

are often facéd wrth extra costs due to small class size and lsolatlon

and simple comparisons do not refl ect the costs of dehverlng services.,

Furthermare, any districts, that include both urban and rural communi- .

ties are classified as urb%:. Thus, in States with cedtralized school

district organizations, sueh as Florida or Utah, many of the rural com\v)
\

muaities are hidden in the "urban" data.

|
s
Although there are wide variations n expenditures per puprl among ']
States (see Table II[-7), comparisops among States not only are unen-

.t

lightening but can be misleading. The expenditures” per pupil are

o -

P , 1117

i
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calcu1ated by simply dividing the total experLthures by the undupli-
c°ated enronenu There are two problems with this approach. First,
t‘!e enrollments do not represent students enrolled full time (FTE).
Therefore, a ninth-grade student Just beginning a program in vocational
. agriculturebut Only taking one course wou1d_ be given the Same weight

[ as a.semor takmg‘a full vocat1ona1 loagemat " an area center. The

’ l‘axpgndnures on each are obv1ous1y qu1t%f/erent. Since FTE data are
ot available 1n most States, enrollments were used. The fact that in
‘F\orrda the ,largést proportion (two-thirds) of secondary enrollment ;s
in grages 9 and 1J, which includes industrial arts and C&HE, could

o/ LU

e explain the Fact that the ofr pup1l ‘expenditure 1s the lowest among the

‘. > o

§
Stateg reported.

v

v
3

Second, tnformation on adult students 15 reported by the 1institu-

tion in which they‘are enrolied, which could be either a high school
- ‘percéht) or a postsecondary institution (55 percent). Adult stu-
{ +“ “dents therefore may be 1ncluded 1n the secondary enrolliment and ex.pen-

L]

¢ " .ditures. - ° ’ < -
. . - - . o
. ° ‘ ¥ ‘ ¥
P v - Distribution. of Resources: Services

: = , - . o
‘xpenm'ures onl sérvices are reported to the Department of Educa-

ta&n for the activities listed 1in the Act and for State and loca1 ad-
r’mmstratxon. Both Subparts € and _3 are reported for each explicitly
permytted or mandated activity, 2s 'are the set-aside funds used for

v N >
servicels -for special populations. Thus, data are available on these
> ,

C LR ) spec1f1c uses only. . A ~
'Q - . / - . - 1
L I{\ order 0 supp1 ement, whit 15 knOwn 'about the reported Servicgs,

the vaersny of California resgarchers 1nc1uded n~tneir survey of
districts and 1nst1tut1ons n 10 States questwns to ﬂlummate mtra-
R district d1fferences pertammg to expendftures on séx equn;y, serviees
for target popu1at1ons, usg f funds'to contratt with prjvate agencies,

@ \ »
&
. N [P N s
~ .
.
3
, i .. l11-18
- . k4
‘s 5 - >
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TABLE 111-7

FEDERAL VEA EXPENDITURES, DOLLARS PER PUPIL, FY 1979
By SIZE OF COMMUNITY

School Districts

State targest  Suburban . Large Small
State Average City Ring  faties Cities Rural \
. ' id
*  Secondary , o
Cal1 forma 21, 25 25 24 .18 18
Colorado 34 40 28 30 39 34 .
Flogica ‘ 11 10 - 9 12 ' 16
11no1s - 24 22 24 19 29 19,
¢ Xansa$ 34, 3 14 14 56 43
Pennsylvania 81 167 58 ~~— - 104 61
“ South Dakota 39 . 96, 5 -, 25 32
. Texas 50 88 48 59 46 39, .,
‘ Ytah ‘ 40 44 36 9 47 46+ -
Hashington 20 12 22 - to2n 16 :
, Postsecondary ' »
i kY] - .
. * Califormia ., 30 28 30 30 29 57
Golorado . . 100 265 60 99 94 120
Florida 45 36 - 33 . .55 96°
1l1nots 35 56 22 16 . 45 59
L . Kansas 20 - 5 54 18 . 18
, - ' —
v Source: Data collected by ‘the University of Callfgrma, 1980

I
and relatwe use of funds within d1str1cts for mamtenance, 1mpg Ve,

4

ments, or expansion of pf‘ograms f.
1 . ¢ ‘
)
s ¥ v
Legislated Activities - ¢
®.. The' Act requires expenditures off only a few legislated activitiés:
. the set asides (one targets levels of education rather tgan specyfic
; ,, . : (
services), $50,000 for a sex equity coordinafor and prograns for dis- .
. placed homemakers 1n Subpart‘z, and vocational guidance and counseling
T o
“ , B
- . . 0]
¢ * -
I11-19 ' M
~ f . . N
9
Y
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and the Reséarch Coordinating Unit in- Subpart 3. AH other 'specified
serv1ces 1n Subpart 2 and 3 are optional, though 1t 13 clear that C&ﬂx
gress 1ntended that preference be given to_those services that 1mproved

\or expandgd programs or access to grograms.

’
The most strixing aspect of' the reported use of funds -for legqis- N

lated aotmmes 1s that "the bulk of the funds are not targeted to -
services spec1f1cally Suggested 1n the Act, but go pr1mar1ly fof the

general support' ¢f wocational educatwn orograms or -to State and Tocal
acm1mstrat10n According‘to fiscal year 1979 -VEDS data, 9(18 percent R
of the Federal Subpart 2 (basic grant) funds were reported '@S spen.t on 1
program support and State “and local adm1n1strat1on, and 92" ercent. of

tne $tate ai)d 10ca1 funds were reportéd to have be?n spg *fon these

same cat egorms ‘Tne only other categomes n wh1ch s1gn1f1<.'ant per- .y

" centages of the Subpart 2 funds were spent were censtruction (3.0 per- R
cent), cooperatwe programs (2.0 percent), and work-study (1.4 per- 7"
cept). The four categories related to overcgmmg sex bras.and sténeo-, ."“;;
typing only received 1.3 percent of the Eedera] funds and<0.2 p‘er‘cent i

of the —latcmng funds. Programs for displaced homemakers, 3 requ1red‘? ”

?&Y

exvend1ture, consumed only 0.5 perceny of the Federal funds. and> virtu-

ally none of the matching funds (less than 0.1 percent). i R .
Q I

> L]
The funds for Program Impr?vement and Supportwe!ServTces, Subpart
3, were more evenly distributed among purposes.,_ Votational guidance
and counseting,, for which 20 percent of Subpart 3 1S mandated, actually
consumed 34 percent of the Federal fund% and 68\percent of the State
and logal funds, Grants to overcome sex bias utilized less than 2
percent of the Federal funds and 0.1 percent of the State and Tocdl

funds. : .

These are two reasons for including activities 1n Subpart 2:.to
let States know that an activity that might not be interpreted to meet -
the goals of the Act 15 1n fact permissible (e.g., 1ndustr1a1 artsand

»

*

»

< < [11-20
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day care), and to stimulate deured activities (support services for
women and cooperdtive programs).. It 1s clear that the sefvices and
activiti mentioned 1n the Act and Presumably desired are not
always gwe\n* priority. Of course, tne vocational education program
funds may 1nclude reported expenditures on the target populations as
required 1n Sectlon’- 110 or they may be going towards program

.

Impfovement, which 1S ynreported, but they still are fulfilling
other purposes of the Act. But few resources were expended on‘

activitfes specifically 1ntroduced to stimulate change; e.g., sex
equity provisions, energy programs, and placement’ services.
9

A

\E'xemmmg .the expenditures Dy State reveals even Ies; attention
to the activities listed 1n the Act _than the nationally 'aggre,gated
data, 1ndicate. [t snows that -@xpenditures on many of the legislated
activities are hignly concentrated 1n a small number of States (see
“Table I[11-8). Construction, ~for' example, a\ccountgg for abeut 312

million or 3 percent of the Subpart élexpendltures 1in fiscal year
197‘,9.‘ vyet only 13 States reported any Federal expenditures on
construction and 4 States--Mississippy, New Jersey, Wi scongt™, and
Yirginia--accounted 'for three-fourths of those funds. Georgia spent
about 90 percent of the total natlon/ar VEA expenditures on
res1}cent1al schools; °New Hampshife and Colorado reported mor'e° than
60 percent of all of the \Federal VEA expenditures on energy
programs, dest Virginia and Arizena accounted for 90 percent of tr)e
Aational expendnur'e's for contracted services; the west coast States
“of Califormia, Oregon, and Xashington accounted for two-thirds of
the VEA expenmtureé on suppo'rt services for women, Texas and
Wisconsin accounted for more than half of the VEA expenditures on
day care - reported; and, five States--California, New Yo['k,
Missouri, Washington, and Massachusetts--spent nearly 60 percent

of ali thg VEA funds reported for progrgams for d1splaced
. # 5 .

B

homemakers.

‘I1I-21 ,

Q
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. - TABLE 111-8

STATES REPORTING VEA :XPENDLTURES BY LEGISLATED ACTIVITY
SUBPART 2, FY 1979

\ . . Number of States with Some

- Activaty Reported Cederal Expendnures

B Vocacwnal education programs B 50 .

Sex equity personnel - 50} &
Displaced homemakers a2
State administrators 49
Work -study 3 ) 35,
Cooperative pr‘ograms3 33
Energy education 12
Construction 13
Vo - Stipends ‘ . 1
Placement services * 5
Indqustrial arts 15

Support services for women 12 -~

Day care 9
Residential schools3 -, 2
, Contracted inStructors 5
“ Local administration 20

1. Aithough_all reported some VEA expendu:ures, 24 States spent less
than the required $50,000. &

+2.  West Virgima was included as “no expendItgre" even though 1t re-
ported 1 dollary ‘ o
v- 37 Activities categorically funded prior to the 1976 amendments.

!
Source: The Vocational Education Data System, 1979

Subpart 3 expenditures exhibited similar pattepns. Although all

States spent funds on vocational guidance and counseling, 20 did not

. fund curriculum development and 15 did not fund research. ' Ofly 25

. States speni: any funds on grants to overcome Sex bias, and 6 States--
. taliforma, Maryland, Minnesota, Missouri, New York, and New Jersey--

-

accounted for more than 80 percent of the total. .
. ~

111-22

ERIC 160




159 ,

A .

3

» A .
One of the changes 1n 1976 was the consolidation of many activi-

ties that had been categorically funded into a form of block grant to

give States more flex1b1h‘ty. It 1s obvioug from the large number of
States choosing pot to fund the'se aétwn?es (see Table II11-8) that
State 5r1or1t1es aré not always the same as national priorities. + No
expenditures for cooperative programs were reported n 18 states, and
no expenditures for work-study were 'reported mn 16 States. In fact,

for these two activities, not only does the Act elyminate the categori-:

_cal grants that were 1n the 1968 legislation, but 1t al%p adds a disin-
centive--1t specifies two additiggal criter1d for the &i1stribution of
funds td\mst(wcts. $cnoo| dropout rates and rates of youth ‘upemploy-
ment.  When activities gcarry w}:h them burdensome requirements, Ssome
States may prefer to fund them ou’; of State and local money rather than
have to devise another funding scheme. For example, 2all States ré-
ported enrodlments 1in cooperative education programs, 1ndicating 'thdt
they d1d fund programs through non-federal and nonreported vocatwnal
¢ education program fund$. Thus they avoided - the adged constraints on
the d1stribution or use of Federal funds. \

e
. -
L

Serv1ces for the Handicapped Disadvantaged, and Limited English-
Proficient

.
~

’

The funds that are set®aside for the hand1capped the disadvan-
taged, and thne Timited English- prof1c1ent are earmarked for specia
costs that are incurred because of the students' particular handicaps.
Like many of the legislated services described in the preceding section

. ‘there are strings attached to the funds--1in their use, 1n the reposting
{/ requirements-, and n &Lhe ,‘;ccount‘amhty. Stat»e-aggr,egated data fail" to
Show how'the*law aff'e&h how students are served. Although special
1nterest groups generdlly .desire mainstreaming for handicapped and
_d1sadvantaged students, the law 1S " interpreted "in such a way that
segregating students in special classes 15 encouraged. In segregated
classes, all costs are considered “excess,' for mainstreamed students,

.o ' 111-23 T
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only special services are considered "excess."” The 10-State survey
asked districts whether they enrolled target populations regardl‘ess of

&%f/cess costs and 1T asked who were mainstreamegd
1]
. :

L

. -

Aggregating the 1nformation for the 1J States shows that set-aside
fJn'ds were not used uniformly But were concentrated among a.minority of
the reciprents. “Mn fiscal Iyear 1979 about \one in five secondary dis-
1nstitutions incurred ex-
Only 1 1n 20 second-

whether they report
and wno were not. '

-

tricts and about one In three postsecondary
cess costs for the a1 sadvantagéd and handicapped.
ary and 1 1n 5 postsecondary districts of fered programs InCurring extra
costs for tne limited English-proficiént. ’

A

These data should not de mterpbeted to mean that only tnhose Jis-
tricts reoomng excess costs actually served students with specrial
The study survey 1n the 10 States tried to determine the actual
Table [1I-9

needs.

enrolliments 1ncependent of the "excess ¢ost" restriction.

~shows nhow few districts that clamed to be mainstreaming handicapped

and~ drsadvantaged students were reporting excess costs as deflned by
the A‘ct': in 9 of the'lo States,*less than half
of the distrrcts that mainstreamed special populations were reporting
EXCESEOSKS. [n fact, for the 10 States 1n total, 64 ‘percent of the
secondary districts and 80 percent of the postsecondary 1nstitutions

t thé secondary level,

said ,that nandicapped and drsadvantaged students were enrolled 1n their

programs. Either many did not provide special services or many dis-

tricts sumply did not have financial reporting systems that were set up
to track the extess costs or the system to provide the accountabi 1ty
7 :

required.

1]
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TABLE I11-9 - ’
1
L N
. PERCENT (F OISTRICTS IN 10 STATES THAT MAINSTREAM
SPECIAL POPULATIONS AND ALSO REPORT EXCESS COSTS, FY 1980
(}Lcondary Postsecondary and Adult s
! State Handfcapped D1sadvancaged1 Handicapped D1sac1uanhagedt
P2 '
Cah.orma N - / . 88 7} .ot
Coiorado . 25 v 22 - 75 64 .
Florida L5 20 5 . * 85
[1tinots 37 33 100 83
Kansas 33 12 o33 . 3308
Massacnusatss 4 \ 32 g i 33 N
New fork 73 * 15 . 19 13
Norwn Carolina 30 54 2 39
Soutn Cakoga ¥ 23 5 33 87
y reAds Y 24 70 53 . )
) 1. The' disadvantaged students may be %ei1ther academically or economi-
# .cally a1sadvantaged, sigce the reporting systems do not distin-
- guish between tnem. .

.oy ) ‘
Source: Survey data, Yniversity of California, 1980

v e
. . ¥

J:sag.gregatmg the‘survey information further reveals signidicant
. .
vartations among communities of different sizes. Efach of the largest
¢1t1es n each State, and over half of ‘the other cities of Jover
130,000,'had programs for the handicapped, but only :10 percent of the
rural districts had such programs,

. . *

The reported expenditures per pup1i differed greatly between main-
stredmed and segregated studentS. The median cost for a mainstreamed
handicapped student 4n fiscal year 1‘379 was 3375, wnile the median cost
for a segroga‘téd student was 3833, Ffor pos:sec{mdary “iastitutions, the
medign®costs were 3455 to 31,070, respe.c;:wely.

- . .
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Services to Promote

-~

ex Equity . » .
3>

. -
P

po1ited out 1n a preceding section,.few States reported any

L
. As was
significant expenditures on activities. to overcome sex bias and sex
stereotypialy, even though such a direction was obviogsly one of the
goals of the 1976 amendgents. True progress towards sex equity, how-
aver, cannot de Teasuced by VEA expenditures alone, since many changes
require more a change 15 attitudes than a recommended set of activi-
T1es. txamining VEA expenditures on Sex equity 1s 1ndicative only of

&
spec1al efforts. To find out more about #hat districts and States re-

< . 20rs 201G for‘ sex aquity, questions «ere Included n tne 10-State sur-
R S v@y 20 2asséss change {see Table 1II-10).
. : ’ < 0. ‘ - s M
‘ " TABLE 14110 >
. -\
PERCENT OF DISTRICTS SURVEYED REPORTING EXPENQITURES
- " TO PROMOTE SEX EQUITY, FY 1980 .
Secondary Postsecondary
; Responses Percentage Responses Pertentage
* Cali“ornia 15 47 18 &3 oy
* Colsrado 39 10 12 33
Floriaa 13 39 23 30
Iilinors 109 14 23 22
Lansas , 40 10 - 14 ' 21
Massachusatts 36 44 10 40
New York 86 . 10 58 19
orth Carslina 28 29 29 28
South Dakote 32 3 100
Texas 31 21 14 29
TOTAL 554 et 22 . 205 40
Ve . o F ]
Scurca: Survey data, Umiversity of Califormia, 1980 - '\‘
' Y
fach gistrict nas asked whether any funds were spent on activities
. _.o pramote sax qu.y and whether any teachers had Yeen mred or reas-
- signed o nontraditional classes, The assumption 1s that teachers as
-~ L]
. , [11-26 /\ -
« .
- ’ ~ )
*
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nogtrad1zional role models play a l.arge part 1n promoting sex equity.
Oply 2f. percent of“secondary districts and 40 percent of postsecondary

districts sata they spent any (Federal, State, or local) dollars on
actmmes to promote sex equity. The d1fferences among strate (size
o. c uumty) and among States was striking. Over half of the large

L citaes sard they spent funds on such activities, but only 1 1n 10 rural
communities spent funds on promQting sex equity. +Fewer than 10 percent
of sect\mdary districts 1n Colorado Kansas, New York, and South Dakota
spent l;ny funds, but nearly "half the dastricts 1n Califorala and
Massachusests did, .
- t

I,en 11 <he districts that di1d spend ~oney, the lavel of expendi-

tur2 was Julte 'ow. Mora than 30 percent of thes secondary districts
Lhat repd‘r:ec exsendttures spent less than $300 1n fiscal year 19797
Dos:seconliary ex'nendques sere higher, with 40" percent spending at o
Laast 33,000, )

l. - 1
{mprovement, Expansion, or Maintenance?
L ,

anotnar 2lament of the survey that 1s 1indicative of Wpe types of
servizes provized 1s she aquestion of how funds are distriduted among
ises for tne na.:ntenance of programs, improvement of programs, dddition
0¢ aew programs, Jr adgdition of new services., ihe lagislation clearly
11tends maintenance o be gJiven a low priority for federal funas.
Since “eceral funas cannot ‘e 1dentified at the district level separate
and apart from State ang local funds, the administrators were asked to
astimate how all of tneir vocatignal education funds were used. “More
than 300 secendary. d1stricts and more than 170 postsecondary drstricts

3

respohced a1Tn es.1mat€s. -

. . .
N N

Among seconcarj d1str*cbs, Lh@ use bf funds #3S overwhehmgw for

program ~lam£er'an<:e Wnich 1s not surprising.  Programs remaim nére ¢

& .
alike from year to year than different, and tney cannotsbe compietely ¢

.27
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revamped each year. Consegulintly, the expenditures On new programs and

services were much lower tnan exéendltures on program maintenance.
Sevanty-four percent of the LEAs spent nothing on new programs aad 90
percent spent less than 5 percent of their- budget for new serv1ces, 25
percent 9f the LEAs spent nothing on program mmprovement and 69 percent
“spent ¥ess than 19 percfnt on program improvement, .
A - 4 - o

» ’ostsecqndary district data indicated the use of vocational edq;a-
z10n “unds mere 1n the spirit of the law, but more than half §€H]
seyotes at isast 30 percent af neir Sudget 0" brogran raintanance.
S'(:/-:h}ee cercent spent 10 "ore than 2 percent )f “he1ir budget on
3221ng new™yrograns, 1 percent speh! 10 more ’han 2 percent of their
Judget Jn addiag new services, 17 percent spent no more than 2 percent
tn program improvenent, and 63 percent spent no more than 10 percent on

orogram 'mprovement. -

Tnese lata arg estimated and based on a sample and therefore may
be subject %o error, roaever, 1% 1s safe to cinclude that relatively

few socational education dollars arg going to update curriculum and 1im-

prove oragrams. Since tne bul< of the education budget goes 1nto 1n-

structiona! and administrative salarles and fagrlities, this fact 1s
10t shocking, Only a smﬁ&l sart of the budget 1s available for program

" imgrovement, . I

f
e

‘Tzstribut1on\3% Resources: Target‘Populations
-

Specral populatxbns are not requ1réd to be factored 1ntd the dis-
tridution of VYEA funds, but they are targeted for extra resources that
nuss de purchased with a minimum percentage of the funds. Since con-
strélﬁas are piaced on the uJse o} these funds, many States'choose to

n¢lude concentrations of target populations 1n their formulas for dis-
Lributlng funds, Two guestions are addressed here. F1rst to what ex-
tent are States making use of Federal and State or local funds to

[11-28
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| purchase services for the speci1al needs populations? Second, are the

VEA and otner vocational education funds being allocated to districts
with the

o
rea.es, need hased on their concentrations of spegial popul a-
tons?  In other rlOf‘dS, do districts with high concentramonwf spe~
c1al populations show nign per puptl expenditures of Federal funds, 1n-
States
Jo not report their e}penditures of set-aside funds by district, high

dicating tnat spectal compensatory services, are'befng provided?”

total expenditures do qot guarantee that funds are.beifg Spent on those

* targeted, but they are indicative of the effects of target mechanisms.

e S
. #

° “ne YEA, 1n Section 11& requ1”es that a mnimun of 10 bereent and

23 perZent of Sect 100 102{a)" funds must be spent on up to 50 percent of

tne Casts of SEfv1qg the hanaicapped and the disadvantaged,

the, limited \english-proficient (LEP),

including
respectively. The regulations
furtner restrict the expenditures to excess cOsts, dafined as the total
- costs of vocational adueation for those 1n special classes, and as the

costs over and above tnhe average per pupil costs for those mainstreamed
¢

. n regular, cliasses. e Y
- Vi . *
Tne‘VEOS reported for ?Jsca]‘}ear 1979 both the federal and the
State and jocal outlays for the handicapped and d1sadvanta§ed and LEP,
and the nuabder dno.EEre enrolled In programs that used Federal dollars
for specxal §erv1ces. Therefore the reported enrollments and expendi-
tyre data include only those d1str1cts that could show actual expendi-
targs of the federal funds on special services. ’
< ‘ »

The enrollments of hand1capped students that were reported to §EDS
. as benefiting from the set as1de funds for fiscal year 1979 vary from
v1rtug|1y none (45 students enrc]‘ed) 1n Alaska to 5 percent of the

*vocational education enro[lment tn Rhode Island. The national averege
based on VEDS, was 1:8 percent. (The Office for Civil

ights survey, which was not IJﬁlted only to thosetbenéfiting from spe~

enrolliment,

c1al services, showed 2.6 percent of all vocational education students

—~ .
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.

as handicapped.) “£1ght States reported less than’ 1 percent of the en-
rollment as handicapped Benefrciarigs of the set as1des wh1le eight
otners reported more tnan 3 pencent The enronents of d1sadvantaged
and handicapped drogped '80 percent and 50 perc’enr., respectwely, from
fiscal year 1973 reported enrol Iments, .reflectrng the ‘ 1imitations of
restricting the reportmg to 'benef1c1ar1es of set asides. gven using
the most liberal estimates based on the University of California survey
(about doudble the VEDS counts), the proportion of handicapped e’\roHed
1 vocationd) gcucation programs fa‘Hs far below 8 percent, the propor-
c1on of nar’i‘mcapoeo estimated to De in*the total schooi ;>Opular.ﬂron.2 £

N

Tne reported axpenditures on the handicapped also varied widely
among States 22 spént less than the 10 pe?r‘cent set aside, put 5 other °
States spent more than 14 percent--40 percent more than required (seg
Figure [il-3). The expenditures appear to bear i1ttle relationship to
the "er.entages of hand1capped enrolled 1n programs, 1ndicating that 1f
“the expeaditure dar_a are relatively accurate there are large differ-
encesamong States 1M the’ excess COSis of  seryices and quite possibly
i1 the «<1nds of serv"ﬁpurchased Alaska and Florida, for 1nstance,
replrted more than 15 percent spent on the handicapped but show less
than 1 dercent of their enrollment 2s handicapped. Hawai1 reported the
second nignest rater of enroliment of handicapped students Jn the
Nation, but reported only 8 percent spent on those students.

N ‘

The State and local match, which must be at least 1 State or lgcal
dollar for every Federal dollar, fluctuated greatly émong the .States.‘
Four States--Loms%ana, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and Oregon--reported
less than tne manoar_'ed match, the Iarge' majority of the States matched
somewhere between 1 to 1 and 2 to 1, and folr States--Rhode Island,
Delaware, Yermont, and [111n01s--had matching ratio$ on the order of 10
to 1, : ' :

~

.
»

The enrollrnents of the disadvantaged vary even more than the én-
rollments of the handicapped, ranging from 2 percent of the total State

-

1nigo
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FIGURE I11-3

.

PERCENT OF SECTIONS 120 & 130 VEA FUNDS SPENT BY STATES
ON SPECIAL SERVICES FOR HANDICAPPED BY NUMBER OF STATES, FY 1979

.

National Average. 9 0%

. 17
* -

R .

12
10 1
P . 5
3 3
[
05 99% 67 39% 8-9.99% 10-11.98% 12-13.99% 14% or more
Source: Vocational €ducation Data System, FY 1979
(3]
FIGURE H114

, PERCENT OF SECTIONS 120 & 130 VEA FUNDS SPENT BY STATES,
ON SPECIAL SERVICES FOR DISADVANTAGED BY NUMBER OF STATES, FY 1979
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vocational education enro}lmént 1n New Hampshwre to 33° pércent mne
Hawati. The distribution 1S Shown 1n F1gure Ir-3. Eleven States'
reported less than 4 percent of their enrollment as d1§hdvantaged,
while 13 other States repgrted more than®l2 percent of their enroliment §
as disadvantaged. In 14 States, the percent of disadvantaged students*
1n yocational educa ‘oﬁ was compared to the proportion of th?ldreh from
families delow the&rty line (see Table [[I[-1l). " The anbers sug-
gest enrol Iments below what would be expected by the percent of
tnxlcren helow pov“r:y. [f tne potential academically d1sadvan~aged

~ere 1ncluded, tne rati1os would be even lower.

14 Vv

. Tne reported expenditures on spec1al’ services for the d1sadvantage€
and LEP varted from a low of 3-percent 1n Kansads tp a high of:34 per-
28nt 1n Ill1nots {see Figure 111-3). The State and local match was, 1n
most States, etween 1 and 2 dollars of State and local money for every

. dollar of Federal money. There were some notable Exceptlons, however.
Four Statas--W1ssour!"’Oregon, Vermont and Nest Virginia--did not
matcn every doliar of Federal money with a dollar of State or Tlocal
noney; four otner Stdtas--Delaware, Florida, New Mexico, and New York

N

- tched by more than 10 to L. . ,

— ° ’ ¢ o
v For botn the handicapped and the disadvantaged, there seems to be

lgttle melat}gﬁsﬁlp between the effdrt to %pend the set-aside Faderal

funds and State and local efforts to'prov1de servxces: Many of the

States w1th the very high State- and 1pcal-;o-Federal matches, 41d not

3Spénd their Set-aside share of the VEA momey.
. n

I'd

This brief analysis describes trends in States and Shows relative
d1fferences among States, but 1t must de interpreted with cadtion. The
1208 enro]lment data‘were limited to students enrolled 11 districts re-
ce1/1ng JEA funds and wno incurred costs .or special services. éxpen-
diture data canndt be evaluated precisely n terms of outlays because

tates are” allowed to carry over expenditures to following ‘yeérs.

. N H ,
* ‘ * .
. =32 7 . . -
N . / > f
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The University of California survey showed :ﬁat many d1str1cts’that
tually enrolled and educated handicapped and disadvantaged students
do not bother to use the funds set aside because of the difficulties in,,
maintaining rﬁcords of the special services, with the $z§zlt that the

YEDS figures were low. . R
TABLE [i[-1l

ESTIMATES CF THE REPRESENTATION OF DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS
IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

d

(1) (2)
Percent Children 3elow Percent Disadvantaged Rat e of
State Sgverty Level Students 1n Voc. Ed. (2) to (1)

.63
.48
.16
1.08
.52
.29
.22
.46
.60
.26
.34
.48
.21
.59

Califarma 13.
Colorade 10.
Florida 21.
[T11ino1s 15,
Kansas 8.
Massachusetts 9.
Jew Hampshire 10.
New York 13,
North Carolina 17.
Oklanoma 14,
Pennsyl vania 12.
Soutn Daxota 13.
Texas 20.
Ytan . 8.

R ¥

°

8
7
6
1
6
3
3
1
3
6
6
1
5
0

S LB LORNRMNBEOWRN O
PEE ARl A AN
NP WWOND WSO One—O

Source The Jistribution of Federal Funds Under the Vocational Educa-
- tion Act: [Interstate and [ntrastate Allocations, Unversity of
Catifornia, 1981
v/

The Effects of Concentrations of Target Populations on State
Allocations . -

°

The 1976 Act, 1t will be recalled, does not require States spec W=
1cally to distribute funds to districts on the basis of concentration

ERI
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‘

of target populations, 1t requires only that the’ States use specified

‘portions of the funds for target populations. Nevertheless, many

States did use concentration of target populations as a factOr for
distributing all or part of their funds. Therefore one might expect

tne resulting Federal expenditlres to bear st:s relationship to the

the analysis of the

‘

concentration. Th1s factor was lnch{ded 1
consequances of the formula.
.

The two procedures used to analyze the distribution of resourcgsr
25 districts 11 terms of target populations were described more f’u}.ly’
in Chapter [I. First, districts within States were ranked according to
tne sstimates of concentration of target populations and arranged 1n
guartiles--nignh, mid-high, mid-low, and low. The expenditures per
oup1!l were compared for the four quartiles. Th1§ procedu;’elpfromdeS an
estimate of the simple association of expenditures and concantration of
sarget popuiations. Second, the 1ndependent .effect of percentages of
target populations enrolled on Federal expenditures per pup1l  was
evaluated by multiple regression ana]ys1s,3 which measures &he'ch‘ang_e
1n the allocation occurring when the concentration of target population
1s changed, assuming other sariables {e.g., tax wealth, unemployment
rates, concentration of poverty) are held constant.

4
°

. 4 R
£xamining the data 1n States ranked 1n quartiles according to the

. )
concentrations of target populations reveals tnat expenditures of VEA

funds per puptl were high 1n those districts with hrgh concentrations

of disadvantaged and hand1ca‘ooed students. In ofder toﬁﬁ/e’?he com-
par1son easier, the numbers presented 1n Tables [11-12 and [11-13 are
1ndices derived by~d1ndmg the quartile's expenditures per pup1l by
che “statewide average.s Thus 1ndices over 1'1nd1caie hi1gher tr)an
average expenditures, and indices under 1 indicate lower than average

expenditures. {

FRIC— 174
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.. TABLE [[I-12

INDEX! OF DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL AND STATE AND LOCAL FUNDS
IN SECONDARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS CLASSIFIED BY PROPORTIONS OF
IOCATIONAL EDUCATION STUDENTS WHO ARE HANDICAPPED, FY 1979

4~

. Largest | SR TPY TS PP |
City Low Low-M1id High-Mid High

\ ‘ .
federal VEA Funds el
Califarnia . 1.16 T4 T 86 Las % --3
Colorado « i.31 :CA U LT B0 &F1.36
Filoriga .95 b.17 .82 .88 1.27
{ltrao1s  ~ 92 73 .97 1.28 .17
Kansas .23 .95 . 2.G3 1.39 .41
Peansylvania 2.20 .67 73 1.92 2.20
sdeth Dakofa . - 2.47 2.88 .50 1. 90, -3
Texas | J1.74 .84 .98 .8l 122
State and Local Funds . .
California 1.18 1.64 & .73 .86 --3
Colorado vl 1.42 1.03 v 1.30
Florida | MY 1.08 .89 .96 1.22
[111no1s .98 . .82 1.09 .98 1.21
Kansas .27 1.19 1,58 1.51 .62
South Dakota 1.92 .80 67 1.23 1.22

.
s 0 -

1. Index represents expendituraes pér student 1n gquartyle compared to
statewide average expenditure per student.

’
2. First quarule, “Yow," 1ncludes the 25 percent of the enrollment
1n districts with the lowest concentration of handicapped Stu-
dents, next quartile, “low-mid," 1includes the 25 percent of the
! enrcliment in districts with the next lowest concentration of
» \,hand1cayped students, etc.

3, In these States there was too htt]e difference between the expen-
ditures per pupil, so they were grouped into three distinct cate-
.Gori2s, not four. ’

3

Source: Data collected’ from States by the UmversVy o/f Calaforma,
1980 . ) .
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TABLE II1-13

' 3

1NDEX! OF DISTRIBUTION'OF FEDERAL AND STATE AN‘D LPCAL FUNDS
IN SECONDARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS CLASSIFIED 8Y PROPORTIONS OF
YOCATIONAL EDUCATION SJYOENTS WHD ARE DISADVANTAGED, FY 1979

- .

-
i

Latgest | ----mme--n- ,Quartiiesz B ket
City” - Low \ Low-Mid High-Mid  High
- federa] VEA Funds :

v Colorado 1.31 . 68 .59
“lorida .95 1.23 .78

T1linots .92 .64 .99 ¢
Kansas 23 ;.32 g5
«Pennsylvania 2.20 Y .70
South Dakota 2.47 . ¢ .42 . .84
Texas 1.74 .76 1.00
State and Local Funds -

° i LN
golorado N Lo LT, 8 L3R
Florida .97 .1.16 .92 1.10 .93
Iinos .98 .88 1.04 1.03 & 1.08
Kansas i 7 .96 1.09 1.19 1.568
South Jaxota Y 92 .84 1,26 .65 .87

/
1. index represents expenditures per student 1n quartile ccmpared .to
statewide average pxpendlture per Student.

a

2. Farst quartxle,gi?ow,” includés the 25 percent of the enrollment

in disteicts wifh the lowest concentration of disadvantaged stu-
dents, next quaretile, “Jow-mid," 1includes the 25 percent of the
enrollment 1n districts with the next lowest concCentration of dis-
advantaged stpdents, etc. -~

D

/ .
Source: Data cgllected from States by the University of Califorma,

1980 /
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Kansas was the only State examined 1n #h /CL‘ both the VEA and’ the
State ang local expenditures were below average for secondary districts
witnh high concentrations Jf handicapped students. In five of the eight
States, expenditures’ per Spuprl  tn t'nefmsz.:mts with high-mid

‘concentratxons of nar’{dmapped were also higher than average.

\
¢ S!xuofoseven St ates examined showed high VEA expenditures'in dis-
tricts with high concentrations of disadvartaged students. Florida was
the only anomaly. In five of the States the expenditures per pupil 1n
nigh oncentration d*.,stru::s were at 1eas:’ 30 percent above the state-
wide average. .n §1x States, tne districts 1n tne high-mid quartile
,a1s0 snowéa higher than average expenditures. High State and 10cal
axpenditures, however, did not follow consistently the concentration of
lisadvantaged students., The patterns of expenditures of State and

local funds were Tuch more random wWith respect to concentrations of
- *
spectal need students.

In the States in wnich the 1independent effect of the concentration
of disadvantaged was tested at the secondary Ieve] three--I111n01s,
Oxlanoma, and Penny]vama--showed staustn:aHy sxgmﬁcant effects of
concentration of disadvantaged on total federal expenditures per puptl
(see Table [[1-14).w In the other five States there was no 's1gnificant

effect. : ' .

Three States, California, [l1inots, and New York, showed signifi-
cant effects of concentrations of handicapped on expendnures per pu-
., In the other six States, the tafget population shOwed no ndepen-
“dent effect on the distribution of funds. Since the proportion of
funds set aside for LEP 1s small, the effects were not tested.

Th1s anaI/sxs indicates »hat with the current funding procedures,

even mtnout specifically—targeting the distribution of funds to spe-

cial populations, Federal dollars would flow preferentially to those

o . L
EMC«. 9N O —nl-—12 ’ ) .

¢ 7
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5 ) © * . . ' .
*EFFECT OF ONCWT‘RATKON oF DISAﬁVA:‘H’AGED AND HANDICAPPED
s, STUDENTS ON EA XPENDITURCS TN SECOADARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS,
- Fi 1973 Y .
W * [ N . ,
[ 7 . N [} <
* * Digadvantaged - Handicapped '
- - S .
. R “Independent ], l‘dependent1
State v ' Effect ¢ Effect
» b4 ’
Catiforma ’ . NA | EEr
P ¢
Colorado None ~ , one
; . .
“lorida ' None : . 5. Yone, '
Yew York , \ None \{‘ \ xR
1141013 ’ S St +* ’
. 1 f ‘
. Oklahoma o MRS S e « » None .
' y - El
Pennsylsania . -* * Ny None
Soutn Daxota ~ T MNene ~ None 3 .
7
Texas . Nope - fione «
. x\ . e ,
* Srgnifrcant at p < 0.05 ooy
= Significant at p < 0.0l ' . R | -
*«* Significant at p < 0.001 . PO .
—_— i, 2 . ‘ q p‘
- < . ) - ®
1. The independent effect 15 the regre’sswn coefficrent, which mea-
Sures the change 1n the allocation resultind, from a change m one
tem, with all other 1items held constant. y o
{ -
- ' .\
Source: The Distribution of Federal Funds Under the Vocational Edu¢a-
tion Act. Interstate and Intrastate Allocamons’, University
of Calnformg, 1981 .
- . .
N +
. . .
~ “
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@1sTricts  with  znes nighest c¢oncentrationg of cisadvantaged. 2

handrcapoea. Tnis analvsis indivates how funds are aistributqd 0
-

hd -
41$Tr1CLS «1TN respect 0 aggragate peed, 1ot 3n whom they are spent of

. - - &
(3 Now . . o ® 2 . e > | ..,p‘
. v I v - .
. -« -~ . - ‘ - o
. Though” most of tne attention on ,sé»;w;es for wne specal popu'a-
’ .

. cjoB§ nas deen at the classtoom level, the set asides also apply 0
.. - Y '
Suppart 3 funds, ?rog:en Lpprovemest anc Suppo::we Seevices.  Thus, -
s A
- tne “intent of <he Act s fon(SuDDar: 3 funds, sucn as those far™ -
: 7

-

N
.

research an¢ currtc. um cevalopment. T3 D2 usec 2isc for specta’
sery'zas ‘3r tne tirzes2sc oo, 2tians it tne State,

.ntt2a States as a wn>'2, tne SZAs ~encttec spenks

W

sercantages of Fecesd’ fungs 35 set 2sizes IF 2xC2ss 63T, A 23Cn, 3
tne Tageslatsl acTiviiUas Surdance ana loynseling, 3 ooencent, 2r2-

<

2na lnsersciz Traintng, 1) percent, Curriculum Cevelsenens, 23 peqcent,
- - kS .- b .
Researcn, 23 percent, Ixenpdary “rograms, o jertent;T 4 0 case
D

was tne exseritura near tne 30 gercent nancica

rset asrdes, wnat 309’ tes 3o tve Section 112 2} funcs furinerory, tne
1 - .. N
Stasas <2 not maton Cacera’ set-3%tce 2oilars, ssending on'y L oStated . .-
. .
or tsca’ z207iar for evary 3 Tace®s’ opilars. .
: 3réfacancas anong facriizge’ States were ever mor2 sITing. .

.
Zatieornta accourtads ‘ir qeat’y hal€.of tne State ‘uncs .se¢ for tanget
y -

) - ‘ . . .
popu’attans, Twertg-stx Suatasg arc at” of the terwIortel recortec no

axgenzit,res M.t 3¢ S.opart 3 sutavs spect ficdliy earz}:ee oo ene °

hangreapoea and zisadvantageg anc Tymidec Iaghisn-orofrctent for frsca”
vear 1979, Therefora2 <ne durgent f2il on tne !ace‘. educasion agencies

.
10 "2Ke D tne <rffergnca. Tre fuTl set.asides nal 1o cong out of amet

o

> was 21sTridutag T e @3strists, wnicn teant that treir. e‘iec::/e

hd ’
sercent s$at, asties wer2 act.ally 25 opercent hizrer [tne ratio of ,

Suoparz 3 funes <o Sutoar: 2 funds) and effacTisely <omprisec 25 and ﬁ <

¥2.5 percedt 2¢ cne-g grants, nct 20 anz LJ percent °

L 3 ° )
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‘x‘ Distribution of Resources: Occupations
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!The distris®@fyn of resodrces accordipg to the ocgupatidns for

tonal educatipn :o}iars are 7ot accounted for,\gy occupational oro-
,_\d' ana tays thgre are no data o andiyze Ine flow of finds ta pro-
jrams fa fiscal gear 1379. _2rograms for d1f‘erent occupations T\%ﬁ-re-
L}u'*e iary different Der pupti expenc'tur‘es, yet:. most States distribute

£
2
3N
”n
Il
Q

2l1g1n%e ~eciglents an tne sdass of @ straignt formela dis-
SuLrsemens, WhIn ts tngagengent 3f tne ot “ferfences 'n costs associated
S B SRERE I “toupatoans. 1 Zhose Stdtes tnel use 2

S2ST t2Tdursemert tage "e"’o‘,- <ne 3ccupatiang’ arogram costs ar

— . f +
2,7073TN 2 4 tdken talD aclount o0 :ne “2CidI2Nis axplencdrtyres.

e : 34 " ,‘A/

Sesstie s Tacc 3% srogran cose accobintang date, m.‘or‘né:xon
2830t tme use ’an'_‘ trus drswriddiion 3‘ resgurces for Pccapatiogs can de
imfarm2¢,  Most us2ful for thes er\ence o0 17e are 1)"<he iotaT'en-
2t *~@rzs '~ eacn ¢f tne va 10LS ‘oc'c.me:‘ona\j progrnns (?) the opas-
ter=s 9% _2nfylizenzs By uca sex, a2imméity, -and target population,
arz I, wne zattepas ¥ e"-r‘:‘- "ment accarding to.:ne‘ expectad wages and
23’ :y”-eni, :occr:m;:xe’s of tne sclupatigns. = .

« . M o .

tnrollment by Occupation L, .

P -

ATsnougn tnt total anraiiment 14 vocational sduation a fiscel
g2ap L33, 1ncTiCcrg Tros2 ia shorz-zera aguit progra_ns‘, was 1,:.3
a2 Tiaa, anly 25 percent 0f the  studgnts weré 11 occupationd’ly
ssecifc soregrans--tnose ”nce'\’rﬂupg 2n a’gisen ‘relc m sufficient
zeoin o ze zesfed sreceraiion ‘or enploymedy 1n tnat frele, ’

- N ‘ v N

ne orooortion of stucents ta occhpagtonelly soecific orograms
N
eart2c IInsTlerad’y Dy tavel of adycelion. Seconcery progeans, because

3¢ 1 ra2'attse i=portancalcf’ Z§-L anc incistirial arts, and because of

- " . -
, v « 1 : .
- e
/' 11140
- .
» ‘ .
. . . .
- . - M
e e . P e e - -

- ¢ training 1s offered canaot de descrided directiy. In most States’
a

.
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the YEDS reporting procedure whxch counts all students below the llth

grade as berng in non- occaoa'wnaHy speci.{c programs, nave the lowest -~ .
prooor'wn of occuoatxonally spectfic enrolliment, Pastsecondary
N programs have 'ne n1jhest proportion (see ‘abla I10-15). ——
= e TABLE 110-15 ‘
. L]

,

PERCENT CF TOTAL ‘(ROL‘WE‘(T ™ OCCJ?AT! NALLY SPECIF IC PROGRAMS N

- .

. .
gve’ "fXCa ion . ' dercent .
7= i :
5 Seqa~cary Z Q v 28.3
N 9*s'sef3"‘= 7 3.0
-\C«w, ‘ang term . - 37.%
: Acy’ * swor' em 51.0
<
. v e

. 3
Sourc's  Tne-docatinnal Scucation Jate System, 1979

‘

Tre aumsers anroilea ca occupationaily specific prograns 2lso var-
. 1ed amgng Sé::ek, Su;gES:Mg d1¥%rens orisrities 11 tne use of =ecer\a‘: !
fincs. T States «i1tn tneTrignest aroportion of §:ucen:s' il sce:l,"'.c' g
,,40 Srazaraz-aon ovn" M se rcent, ere M&iie, Mianesota, and aasning-

t20. The Sg_:es aren tne lowest percentage [lass.tnan 20 perlent; were

o Arrzona, owa, New .ersey, aisconsin, and dymgf ) N
L] * > o . .
Tne (23S 2ascmTzes .enro??ﬁen:s w ~ore than :20,.ct¢ferant ocludae-
itanal orograms oy secondar !

y, costseconcary, and d¢ult earci’ent. An
2xantnazion 3% tne wevative.stze of <he sacofdcary 2arailnents, however

. . , . .
l" reyea’s tnat 2dput Ing-Thi~c ot the stucenls are conCentratec 0 only '
S1x gccupational “srograms.  Sgricdltaral Preoguctvon, General Mercnan-
. ’ ~ ~ -
' 251G, Accourttag eng Comoutceg Jccupatogns, 17 ling, ffice Macnones, /

%
>~ and lZanaral J-ce, 318"09?‘54"/ Sacrezarial, ‘anc‘ qelatae 26cupatiins,

. ang duty vecnamics.  Trese 272 anong lne -ore "'ac”'"na‘ weatlona! vt con
4 .
o educat-an s‘r:grms-so“':e ocIa.pations, vQocatigra: agricytture, and the
* - . v o
Aver-p0p."2r 2Lty mechantii.c L iy J0es nol Te2n, moweser, nat Dragrams Ae
. : Pl d° .p 3% -
Ve “3r newer cccma:wn% ade agt crcreasing. 1T 1s more licaly 'he. the .
[] ’ . . ) . N ° .
N - W\ ¢ , -. e L,
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v ' . Yoo m dx . - M
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S1X prograns are s1mply thosé,,\.hat are more commonly offered, smce uhe
sml'ls (wish tne exception of agricultural production) are nor. Ioca-

. tion-specwfic, ©
T e SN k

in the postsecondary enroHnené there~ 1s also. a concentration:
.o ‘Dout sne third of <he enrollees are “still In S1x prg‘grams but the
dqmmam programs are 1 fferent. The most common ‘postsecondary pro-
grams are Rear Zstate, Nursing, .Supervisory and Administrative Manage-
negt, flectronic Tecnnology, Accounting and Computing Jperations; and
Stenographts, SeC('e:an'al., and Related lccupations. Given the .titles
sseg, tnese orograms  appear +2 he more ctachnical than secondary

2ragrats ang ass:c:e:,bc 4170 new and ‘emerg3ing occupathonal neecs.

, ) "

Y

Jf tne snors-t2rm adult orograms, =1renan mammg {frequently for
(olunteer -Zeparzients z}n rural areas) dommaued tne enroliments, witn
+ Office Jécupations tne next most popular.

-

LN .
he Ynvsersity of Cagnfornmia analyzed enrcllments 5y occupation

- " Zolorado: At tne secondary leved ' there was sgme deviation from the
national enrsllment pastarns, but all nad very nedvy Bnrollments 1n the
3f%1ce occupations prodrams. In eacn State there «s at Teast ,Sne
dccupational nome 2Conom1cs orogram with & sery nigh enroH‘lem, dut 1t
Wa$ 0% tne same program tn.eacn S{aLe. @

. « y \
Enrollment by Sex, Race, Ethnicity, and Special Need

’
t k]

Tne six progrems tnat had :n.\geates: concentratian at ‘she ec-
.. opdary Tevel ha& pregominantly fomale ” enroHnenr.. . Because womén are

4
nucnnore conce.ntrer.gd 1n a small number of prograns than ~en are,

wcmen are tac'ng advantage of he complete range df opportunitres.
L] * y i
- . <
P ~ . . % o

RIC 482 g

Aruntoxt provided by Eic N
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hased oa dana ‘ron faur.States, Californta, [1linots, flor@a, and
- '~

21ther w~cmen, have deen offered nore limited oppor:um::es or ‘awer ¥
. ~

N
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There wére mora d1fferences 11 programs at the postsecondary level
in the four states than at the secondary level. [n Calrfornia the most
J0puiar programs among women were Real fstate  and Acgountings 1*n
.Zﬂmms tney were “ursing and Bookkeeping; 1n CKIorad'o they were

—ﬁwﬁaﬁe—r@ﬁw&mﬁvﬁ—?@mm%nd Accodntingy—apd—t———~
Florida they were Nursing ang Adminmistration, followed by Law Enforce-
bl L
qent. : o . '
) ) e @
i the four States -there were ng discernidle patterns 12 enroll- 4

5 .

Ments sy r~aCe Of etnntiity, as theré was for sex, A simpl e orog}-em-by-
2rIGRaM CEMPAr 30A 3y race Or eTan’Illy wOu": ne, “rretavant because,
AT <@ women 3f nengicapped fdoulations, the preporttans of 2'accs ot 7
~15panics 2r2 10% JnTford acrass the country. One‘mi}; no: exaeji,

‘or exampia, t0 ‘1ng 2 Targe tumber oF dlacks 1n Jocational agriculiure -

* simply because tnese programs teénd to dDe strongest 1n S‘%.a:es with rela-
t1sely sma’s Mnority populations. ﬁ}r:ner,‘ due o' the smail aunoec of
2araiizes ®or some 2thaic groups afa some targeted popuiations, per-
centiges 3r‘e".ess Jescr1dtive ana -ore susceptible 0 stitisticel
arror! Tnereore, a more appropriate juestion wnen 100¢1ng et enroll- .
Temts 1S wnetner there ara any d1fferentials Dy “ace, ethnigity, and
'sex 1n terns of gne employment ocportyntties €or wnich tne <training s

. A
drcected.s . R .

Tee Economic Potential of the Programs: Who Is Prepared far the -
. “Better® Jobs? . v ’

. a )
. . .
» R B '
4 e
.

“~ The anal’st:y of Caviforara created wo &e'asures af Ine econemic
' 4 L[4 . -
potentv$1 of the octupational program: = (1) the raiative thng of

.. .ex*a’esze? da;;es of the occupatlons for ~hich the training 1s intended,
: angd~{2) the relative ranking of the expected emqloyment opportunities
.;py:,o,f she* ocw”twons‘.‘or am'ch' the t}aw:ng 's 1ntended, ™ The precise
i ¥ nethodoiogy 1se descrided 1n Appendix F.. The Calrformia researchers

v .
e then rankedsail occupational programs far which emgloyment date were , .
i N 0 R . ‘'
. N
. » . ’ .
) I[1-43 . . '
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warlable according the tdo measures and. fors each measure di/1ded
Yep T,
tnem 1nto migh, mig-nigh, wid-low, and Towi'gygrtides. The, high

Juarziie® ‘or tne first measure, for example, contained the programs

%0 <ne 25 percent of tné enrolinmenys that could expelt the highest

~ages ‘Tne enroilments 11 eacn quartlle were then analszed with
.
respect 3 characteristics of , those enrdtled, e.g., sex, race,
atmnicyty, and spectai neea, for bdotn secondary and postsecondary
i " '
2rogr g
Expected wages
4 ’ .
- . . - * raCR) .-
s Taz oes Llie.% @naz Tll-l7.snow, tne Tost sthi«11gt 2attern In

s~ sapms 3F 2xDectad ~2G2S 'S INaT women are precominantly

' 'ow-4ade prOGgrams. N secongary oragrans, arly 70 percent af tne
v ; Y

selow-average wage oc:upa:’?ins, ane lass <than 13

aonen were 1n\ine

perzent wsere enrd’'2¢ In programs’ l2ading W niinest-wage 5055. n
-

postsecantary cragrans, 1t s only sTigntly less siricing, about 50

‘n nellw-1/2raGe #a3e 0rograns and aoout L2 cercent wsere

. . v
1A tne n'jnest-wage oragrans. Of ine nen, however, oniy about 13

P T e
Jen~gens angd .3 sercent, n2s5peclliely, were enroﬂec mn seqondary and
. ?

cosTsecancary orsgrams ‘or igw-wage jODS, ang wore than 15 perlsat und

e 3 .
2oous 35 derlent were n_programs expecied t0 lead 3 hignestwege
p :

s, * »
.
. ; .
Tne gatterns 35* race ang etnnC'iff were Tess pronouncad. 1N WO
States, oiloradc and €€'grida, 2iacks were wuchn lasd Yikely %o e

trar~eq for high-wage [90s and ducn fore I*}keu £y he trained ‘or low-

v s o f
#2gejijaps tnan 1095H1SPaNIC whizes at tne saconcery tevel. In [T1lingts

Y

nowever, 513Cks «efe more Neavily egrolleg 1 secondary prograns for

the, sane c'a::em'anergec sut 1% was lass pronounced. n California,

h-jh-~age :0DS tnan wera non-n{ﬂ.sp'anlc whites. K Hispanics seemed as well

rapresentec as 1on-+rspansc Ym:tes " all  four States, 11 both
secongary and postseconcary prograns. : . - N
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; . - TABLE 11-17 ’ ‘
ANALYSIS OF OERCENT PARTIGIPATION &F G.%OUPS IN JOCATIONAL PROGRAMS
£ L ASSIFIZD 8Y SRIGRAM AAGE INDICATOR, "POSTSECONDARY LEVEL, FY 1979 R
* \ N . . L , Y -
. co . Native '
State faroll.. Male famale Anite Black Hisb. As1an _Amer.

) Zaliforma 3 .
_ow. 3.1 22.3 a,3 30,9 3.9 30,5 29.1 30.5 -
Mig-Tow 21,4 30.3 21.6 20.3 21.7 24.9 26.0 21.4 .

s MrgonrIn 5.7 L2807 25.3 26.3 223 20,5 24,2 237
¢ 3n 221 3LL3 PR 22.3 201 28,0 23.7 23.4 J
. \ .
TITal 3.25065 275,342 218,32, 39 el 39,34l 28,3532 23,33’ 5,254
9
23 2raco . - ’ . .
ow 2i04 W503 38,3 t23.2 27.8 23.2 4.2 27,3 .
M o% 0w 230, 2.3 28,5 29,3 19.5 23.7 28;;’9 25.4
M1 3-n73n 25,3 28.5 KR 270 3.8 88 2773 3.9
=1gn 2.8 32.2 5.7 19.3 21.9 33.7 23,5 27.%
$ * R Ve 33,210 3,735 13383 28,534 1,332 2,529, b3 RES
- Qe -
°'irrcd e : i p
_ow W22.F 0 L2 28,4 2.5 2% 2 13.3 13.5. 2.0,
My el ow 23,3 25.7 25.3 22,7 23.7 3.3 35,4 235
. M>1-n12n 23,7 22,3 ¢ 38.% 3.6 2.6« 248 22.0  29.:
= gh 23,4 37.. 13,32 24.3 25.3 3.0 2820 26..
BT > . o R R . . . .
Tise 75,531 85,331 30,538 1 37,387 12,307 5,436 9 27T
“’10‘5 - . v ' -

foe ‘ / . -
20w 22,2t L8 38,3 21.8 28.2 23.3 23,3 23,3
Mra-tow 23.2 - 35,3 21.3 23.3 27.0 2.0 Y 3,3 307
Migenign 2435 5.9 31,3 25.2 ' 22,5 . 21,0 23.0 229
“1gn L8 372 £12.3 . 2470 201 4 241 21.3 243

z A . 2 o - (.L‘d;, . >
-3TaL oINJO7Qe 35,241 51,829 2% ,185% 13,308 773,108 (.07 82
. e . . e ¢
K.—*. c e . cb . ‘.,
Source. ’}e J1strwoution of Sederal funds Uncer the Yocational Zducation
® TCt. Tnterstaves aac. Intrastate 2llocatlons, Universyis of -
califorma, L_Scr ] ,
] . . .
* ’ . ,
. ‘ TTi1io46 -
+ .
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. -y ot
Q . w o B
oy > <
. . ‘ . . s
LN v




The patterns fo
ng, since one mignt
§pe programs Sor the
'n*“wh;':n data Twere

r tne target populations are particularly. surpris-’

expect the target populations to be excluded from

highest paying jobs.
analyzed,

In fact, 1n the three States

M
the hendicapped 1n high lschools were

gnroiied mﬁurograms for high-wage jobs at i much higher than average
te Table II’-LB).
tne o Stales examined” for which data were available.

Th1s d1d not hold at-the postsecondary level 1n
There the
J1sadvantaged Cnd handicapped were enrolled more heavily 1n programs
- prepar.ng for*the lowest paying Jobs. &

. - .

‘ “ne  :tsadvantagec serz ensolea n sacondary programs for hign

about tne same ratz as the total-State 'enron‘nent, but
tney 2is0 ~er2 more neavily enrolled .1n, progrims for the low paying

ip! [ r:l:u‘.arIy 14 Flor1da « (50 percent}. At the postsecondary
N 1

avel, 1n Tne twWo Stages examined, they were more l1gety to“be n low
L}

2xpected ~age programs. s .

I3

. It £
Sxoeciad 2ges according to'the s1z¢ of the community {Table !11-

1A

13, 1i¢icate no cansistent patterns amodg the five States examined.

05 3ngeles seems o off2r programs ‘or higher-wage Jobs than tne rest

3¢ Za'1%ornia, 2nd rural South Caxota offers very few programs ‘l2ading
.

23 ni3n-wage :0&s. Otnersise, localizles' patterns are relatively s1m;

tlar %5 State 2varages. . =

0
! %

Zmployment Opportunities : ’ g

. '

An examipation of programs W1th respect %4;’ the expected employment
Jpperiuntztes Melas cutte ¢1¢ferent patterns by sex (see Tables [11-20
and I1i-2.). , 4omen are Tuch Tore concentrated 1o h]gh opportunity
ﬁroé’rins’,at te secondary Jlevel 1n four of tne five States, and 1n
t‘xree' 3t of four 1n R1GR 0DpOrtunity programs at tne postsecondary

Tevei. Toloredo 15 tne ogly excepttonto “thds pattern.

S J ]

N

0

-
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ANALYSIS OF PERCENT
IN VOCATIORAL PROGRAMS

i
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TABLE 111-18

PARTICIPATION OF TARGET POPULATIONS
CLASSIFIED BY PROGRAM WAGE INDICATOR,
FY 1979

[ 3N

Limited
K English-
State £nroliment Disadvantaged - Handicapped Proficient
. T
Secondary Programs
Zolorado
LOW 34,2 36.0 22.5 15.9
Mrg-tow, 13.7 , - 16,3 13.3 29.5
M13-n13n 23.3 26.4 24.8 1.5
. Aigh 25.3 N 20.7 38.4 - 23.0
- - o
Florida .
P 25.1 49,7 37.9 N/A
M1g-1ow 27.7 9.3 14,0
Mid-hign 26.0 21.3 19.3
41gn . 20.1 188 28.8 -
{111no1s -, .
Tow 2043 23.3 .. TR . 307
M1d-1ow 25.0 < 21.5 13.5 ©17.0
Mid-nijh 23.9, 23.7 f24.2 . 20.5
41gh 26.2 26.9 28.% 31.8 -
: Postsecondary Programs ’ .
(S
oiora . S ' " "
2 25.4 27.4 43.6 26.0
Mig-Tow 29.3 2.4 ! 22.9 20.7
" . M12-nign 258.5 22.4 11.0 36.1
=1gh 21.1 7.8 17.4 17.2
"
“11inots ; . * .
- Low - 23.2 - 28.2 28.7 22.5
Mid-low _28.2 35.5 . 32.9 46. X
M1d-nigh 24.8 20.8 21,0 12.8
A1gh 24.0 15.5 B 17.4 18.6
Source. “he 2istridution of. Seddral Funds Under the Yocational Educa~
tion Act. (nterstate and Intrastate Allocations, Unisersity
2* ZTalifornia, 1381 Y- °
- e 2
v
) o “111-48 .
. ) . .
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PARTICIPATION 8Y STRATA OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
CLASSIFIED BY WAGE LEVEL INDICATOR, SECONDARY; FY 1979

- .

Source

The Qagtributipn of Federal Funds Under the Vocationa

S 'Small ., Lérge . Suburban Largest :

State “ Rurgl - Citres . Cities  Ring.  * Caty Jotal
Califorma ! ‘ . S .
Low * % 28,58 28.57 30,15 26,23 12.78 25.79
#rd-1ow 22.25 28.83 34,65 29.09 14.70 27.19
Mid-high 33:51 27.64 21,31 25.84 25.08 26.02
A1gh ® 15,66 14,96 13.89 18.83 4738 21.01
. Y e -
Total Number 15,083 - ‘;17,005_ 54,084 41,578 - 48,243 277,743
. <+ <
Colorado | .

) Low R - 3.7 . 20,3 33.4 25.5 21.5 25.8
Mid-tow L7282 » #.5 22,1 16.6 38.5 *27.0
Mid-nigh 10.1. ° 1579 25.9 22.7 15.5 18.4
Ai8n 29.9 29.3 18.6 35.2 « 24.5 28.8 -
Total Number ‘3,5‘502_t 6,484 - 5,282 13,104 9,315 40,735
Florida . & ..

— v Low - aen 2381 ——— 25,93 - 25.’!5 . 28.10 26.1G-—-
. Md-Tow 23.98 27.01 ° 26.64 + 33.50 27.72 :
M1d-high -3L61 . 27.39 24,88 22.35 26.05
High - . - ¢20.80  , 19,57 22,59 16.05 20.13
Total Npmber 17,541 81,058 73,281 34,887 206,767

Iilino1s e PR .4 ‘. .

Low 21,92 25.6 “19.91 29.18 21,00 24,89
Mig-1ow 30.0% 23, 23.08 19,58 30,35 24.99
Mid-nigh 25.14 . 28,46 24,62 . 21.53 23.87
High .+, 22,90 S 31.56 26.61 27.12 26.24

b » -
Total . Number 36,474 ,56/056 _6,430 "‘58,037 48,976 215,973
Soutlf Dakota  ° Lot ) ‘ :
ow .17 5,16 0 7.89 14,3 =

« Mid-low ~ 80.27 / 5.16 100.00 - 6702—- 37.9

v Mig-high ° 12,94 40,32 0 55.18 32.74
High 6.63 < 19.35 . .0 3l.10 10/96
Total “umber 603 310 ' 66 o 299 ,961

£duca-

tiom: Act [nter]

stateand [ntrastat

‘Califdarnmia, 1981

.

ERIC.®

W
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SECONDARY LEVEL (11TH & 12TH GRADE), | 1979
R . Q
) T Native -
' Sgatec Enroll. Male Female Wwhite Black Hisp. Asian _Amer.
California . * *
" Low 1.7 21.5 4,2 11.8 11.1 9.3 10.8
* Mid-low 37.5 45,2 31.6 37.2 40.1 34,1 39.3
M1d-high 18.7 15.4 2% . 18.8 17.4 20.3 17.9
Hign 2.1 , 17.9 437° 32.3 fl.S 36,4 32.1
TJ'AL" 269,510 115,580 1%3,029 175,625 52,760 11,08F 1,450
* golerado . ¥ ~--
) Low 33.3 17.2 46,6 33.2 32.2 40,1 ,23.8 | -
Mra-Tow 30.8 53.1 11.9 31.5 28.0 77.4 " 35.9
“ My1-mgh 19.3 13.1 24.4 18.8 21.1 1704 20.6
Agh - . %.8 . 16.5 17.0 16.4= 18.7 - 15.1°* 19.6
TOTAL .31,238 14,124 17,114 25,352 1,166 4,222 212 281
» Florida ; e (
Low, /) 351 47.6 28.2 35.2 29.4 33,7, -34.0..34.5
Md-Jow 18,4 13.8 21.3 J16.0s  23.5 15.5 12.5 18.7
M1d-nigh 17.3 21.8 14.5- 17.9 13.0 . 12.7 17.7, 24.1
High | 28.6 16.9 44,8, 31.0 34.1 38,2 ,35.8° 22.7
TOTAL 189,673 73,933 115,740 142,294 40,284 15,744 1,36 203 &
. Hhinors -
Low 30,5 -2 8.9 w7 28] 27,4, "32.6 27¢l
Md-tow 1474 3.1 15.6 12.3 21. 25.3 20.4 13,0
Mid-high 26.2 . 23.1 29.1 24.7 32.1 29.6 2673 30.5
Hign 28.9 10.7 46.3 31.3.  20.8 17.7 _ 20.7 29.4
T0TAL 208,341 101,671 106,670 163,551 36,091 -7,381 1,141 1,
. Lo
W South D&kata . .-
Low 3 51.5 10.8 - - : - A4 - ¢
“d-tow 15.0 T21.9 0.5 , - - - - g.B
Mid-nigh 12.9. / 10.5 8.1 " - - , - - . 33.3
High 33.7 16.1 70.6 - - - - 55.1
TOTAL 1,892 1,286 609 - 3 a2 8
"Source: The DAstribution of Federal Funds Under the Vocational Education -
Act: interstate and Intrastate Allocations, Hniversity of
« Taliforma, [98l | = 4
. . K .
- ‘. f‘~ '
»
. oo : i '
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ANALYSIS OF P‘RCEN’ RTICIPAT‘ON ﬁF ETHNIC, RACIAL, AND SEX GROUPS IN
VOCATIJNAL PROGRAMS JCLASSIFIED B EWPLOYMEWT JPPORTUNITIES INDICATOR, -
OSTSECONB Y LEVEL, FY 1979

o / S
. : = Nativ
” . Vg

State Znroll. ale | Female White 8ldck Hisp. Asian  Amer,

.

California

Low 19, .12.6 19.1 * 17,6 19.0 21.9  19.4
M1d-low 29. 28.3 29.8 30,1 30.7 30.3  30.6
Mig-high 32, 34.3 33.2 29.5  28:9 32,3 30,2
Arvgn 13, 24.3_. 17.9 22,1 2.4 15.6  19.9

TOTAL 504,306 271,138 233,663 389,467 38,766 47,961 23,453 5,139

\

Colorado

Low- 28,4 31,5 24.5 28.8 26.3 24.6 32,9  23.7
Mid-low 25.5 27.2 Pkp) 24,9+ 30.0 .28.5 25,4 29.1
Mid-h1gn 25.5 18.1 34.9 24.9 28.1 2.0 28.1 27.9
Hign 20.7 23.3 17.4 21.3 15.6 17.9 13.6 19.4

TOTAL 33,174. l8,72( 14,448 28,561 1,332 2,517 413 350 L

Florida

Low 1.0 41,1 23.3 29,4 33.7 41.3 35,3 32.8

Mid-Tow 19.9 28.7 12,5 19.8 21.8 17.3 24.1 18.5
+ Mid-nigh 34,8 26,2, 41,1 36.8 27.1 25,1 29.1 34.3

Hign 14,9 6.0 23.1 14,1 17.4 16.3 11.5 7 14.3

TOTAL 74,662 34,346 40,316 56,268 12,044 5,397 688 265

[1lors” >~

Low 26.0 41,9 11.9 27.0 21.4 27.5 ¢+ 24,1 - 27.7
M1d-+1ow 25,0 20.1 27.6 21.8°  33.6 27.7 31.5  25.8
Mid-high 16,7 23.2 10.8 17.5 13.3 14,6 14,1 14,3
High 33.3 14,3 49.8 33.8 3.7 ° 30,2, 30,3  32.1

TOTAL 115,105 54,412 60,693 91,423 18,744 5;072 - 1,%90 476

2 ' v
¢
Source: The Distribution of Federal Funds Under the Vocational fducation
Act: Interstate and [ntrastate Allocatlons, Universijy of
California, 1981

-
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'41‘nor‘—t‘ty stugents are more concentrated 1n programs wWith higher
sthan ‘a\7e'rage empl oyment ,0pportunities 1n Floridae, less concentrated n
1111n01s, and apcut average 1n the other two States. In secondary
1nstitutions, the specral needs populatiens enroll .m gredter

jercentages 1n programs with more anploypent opportunities,

v . ‘

' SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
N « ' - '
In mandating the stucy of vocational education, the Congress re-
iwessea nformation om the mstr"xbutxon of all vocational education
s,n2s oy four Jpjects. enrolliments, services, target “populations, anc?

N ) .
occudasions. Scnools do not normally organize tneir financial accounts

™

1a terns’of these objects, dut the NIE study has responded’ not only to’

she Juest!ins 11 wnich the (ongress declared <an Tntergst but also to
tne policy 1ssues fm;n those guestions 1mply. &

N

Enrol‘ments ang the Listribution of Funds. The Federal Govermment
d1stridutes /EA funds to the States and territories on the basis &f

population, not ‘vocational education enrollments. Within 'States, how -
aver, enrollments drive the distribution of all vocaticnal education
£.nds. All States aistrioute YEA funds by @ formula that includes en-

rollment 1n one fashion or anotner, ¥

-
< -

The absence o} enroliment from the formul'a/dfetenmr.nng the Federal
grants to the States’ hes mplications for the number of VEA dollars per
student, becausesenrollments are not proportional to population. voca-

~t1ona1 education enrollments per 1000 population vary among States and
terr1tor1es oy a ratio of “nﬁre vhan 3 to 1 for total\enrollments and by
more than 4 to 1 for the occupationally specific enrollments. Theré-
fore, States wi tn,)cw rates. of enrOHment retelve relatively more
dollars per pupa] than States with high rates of enronent. Thug, the
impact of YEA funés on programs can vary substant!ally amo\ng States.

¢ »
P

~
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» ot onky earollments 1nfluence the ‘drstribution of funds;
particuiar charactersstics of: enrollment; such as level of educatipn,
race and ethnicity ,of students,” and canmunity size, may afo af fect

dxst'rxbu.t]on. - o ]

A4 ~
’

’,

Enroliments by Jevel of education o pot seem to be related sys-
tematically iIto the dxstrxbdtlon of funds. The VEA set asude for pos'
secondary and adylt programs is 1: percent of the funds avaxlable under
Subparts.2 and 3, but the actual out]ays 1n fiscal year 1979 for these
programs came to aboué 26 oercent of the funds. Forty percent of the
total vocational educatton‘ enrollment waé 1n postsecondary and adult
' programs in that year. Sixty berc'ent of the total rollnent 1n

occupatxonally spec1fic progtams was 1n postsecondary and adult
L programs. The States show no syStematic.associatlioh betwejn rela’twely

s h1gh enroll.ments m postsecondary and adult programs and relatively

mgh VEA expenaxtures on those Rrograms.

J
v . .

Swmilarly, theré does not seem -to bé a systematic association
between relatively haigh enrollments 1n postsecondary and adult pragrans
and relatively high levels 'of State and local expeaditures on these
programs.l Tms may be due to the fact that postsecondary and adult
programs havg: gther sources of rewenue that are not reperted, the

- Iarge?,s of which 18 tuxtxgn. For thus reason,.the' needs fbr'- Federal
. fungds t‘hat"postsetondary and adblt programs® may have are not strictly
w"ct:nparab]e to those of secon‘dary programs, 'wmch' do hot pro’duc@ tJition

income. * 7 . 's;. ’ . i
. ] " . b -
. ~Enrollments by race and ethnicity are not used asifagtors in State

- distribution formulas. VEDS data shoy that racial and ethnic minori-
ties are generally represented 1n secdnddfy” prpgrafls at lower rates$
than are nomminority students, which means that they benefit less from

VEA funds. i . - . R .
o, ) R .
s P ) .
» . <7
hd -~ -t A » * -'.
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‘are proportionally greater than,’thoge of other distgicts.
3

W

A question frequently raised'm th respect to enrollments has to do
with the effect of community size' upon the distribution of funds. Are
the recipients of vocational edicatian funds advantaged or d1sadvan-
taged 1f they are located 1n a large city distrist, a rural distr'ict
or a suburban district? The rural secondary LEAs 1n most of the States
analyzed received fewer VEA funds per pupil than other secondary LEAs,
even though they generaHy had h1gher per unit costs for programs
because of their- small -size. The largest cities 1n the same States
received higher VEA a]locatwns than the State average, but the1r State
and local expenditures v.ere »r_ela«nvelyv ]ow.
those 1n small districts, hpv'e'mgher than average operating costs, and
they also have more cornpetitu;n for local tax jevenue. Therefore, the

financial needs of both large city districts and small rural districts

3

< .
Services and the Ni1stribution of Funds.
they are Tisted in the sub-

which services are specified in the Act:
parts as elther mandatory or permitted activities; they are targeted to
spec1a1 services for the special populations;® and they are stated as
priorities for s&ervices to be used to improve and expand prograns

rather than maintain ex1stlng programs. . <

The services and’ activities mention in the’ Act--an most 1n-
stances ‘without mandatéd levels of expen 1tures--have not generated
significant expendltures of either VEA or State.and, local finds. In
fiscal year 1979, more tharf 90 percent of the VEA outlays and 92 per-
cent of State and *local® out]ays for Subpart 2 were reported swmply as
expenditures for genera] vocational education -prograns and admIpistra-
tion.' Less than 10 percent of the YEA funds were reported as expendi-
tures on the more specific services. What ws spent on these services
was highly concentrated in a small number of States.
particular serv1ces§or_activit1e‘s‘r are meant to stimulate expenditures
ana bring about change, merely permittidg them is not an effective way

@ 1 T -

o
I11-54
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Large city programs, Tke '

Therefore, if the-

There are three ways in .
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{0 accomplish it. The fact that some” States incurxegd large expendi-
tures )for selected services and not for other services indicates that
States will fund legi slated services, but according to their own

.

priorities. .

.

Within the leglslated activities, those‘(that are designed to over-
come sex sterotyplng and sex bias are. a Federal prwrlty The expendi-
tures on the specific Serv1ces and acrlv1t1es amed at sex equity were
smdl] 1n fiscal year 1979--0.9 percent of the VEA funds (dyscounting
the required State level expenditures on tr§ sex equity coordinator)
and less than 0.1 percent of State and local -funds. Apout 22 percent
of all secondary districts and about 40 percent of all postsecgndary
1nstitutions that responded to the survey said they spent sofie funds on
sex equxty, but the average expéndlture was quite low.

> -

< \

The second type of services are those that reflect the extra Costs
of serving target ‘popu~lations. Even though funds are targeted, some
States did not spend their entire set aside and ::7 spent much :'nore
than the mnimum. VEDS data show that--relatively smdll numbers of tar-
get students are being served with the set ~asides, comparedato‘mat
would be expected based on the relative size of the target populatior

s 1n the general papulatmn. The NTE Survey data, however, reveal tnat
many more hand cwapped and disadvantaged were enroned in programs than
are repoM VEDS , 25 beQ,eﬁtIng from the set aside. Thus 1t 1s
likely that some dlsadvantaged, handicapped, and lmmited English-
proficient students do not pequire special services and that oth%m‘ay
receive additlgna;/sernces, but the .expenditures are not recorded or,

.

. reported as excess costs.

.
«

Servi'ces are also linked to progran improvemedt and expansion or -
maintenance, but it is almost impossible to show the use of VEA fun.ds
foc these ‘purposes. , Therefore total expenditures wete supp,lled.

) SChO(‘] administrators estimate that 1n secondary school districts alt

- L - v .
. . .
Y L4 il
S f
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N )

_vocational education funds were used ovbmhel_mlngly for program main-
Most postsecondary schools also devoted most of their budgets
, to program maintenance, but they were likely to Spend somewhat more on

tenance,

' mprovement and expansion than secondary' schools.
\

Target Populations and the Distributian of Funds.
tions directly influence drstribution patterns because of the set-aside
provisions 1n the Act.
target popufatlons, including using coficentrations of such populations
as a factor 1n their formulas and setting up pools of funds for special
Districts with high concentratlons‘of target populations
Therefore,

Target popula-

States use varidus methods to get funds to

services.
show -higher per pup1] expenditures than the State average.
1t 15 safe to say that relatively more funds arg being spent in"dis-’
tricts wth high concentrations of target populations than in districts
with low concentrations. It 1s interesting to nota that 1n many
States, high concentrations of target popﬁlatgns 1n districts turned o
'out to be the dominant factor 1n determining the amounts 9f VEA funds

they receive.
e,

Y

Occupations and the Distribution of Funds.

v

*
The Federal Govermment

does not take occupations 11ta\acccun£ in the distribution process.
The States, however, do. One of the mandated priorities 1s new pro-
grams for .ne\g and emem‘jmg tndustries, wWhich wmplies new occupations.
The States are also required to show that programs ace related to occu-
pational demand, 1although there 1s no explicit connection between this

planning requirement and the distrioution of funds.
Expenditures were not reported by occupation 1n fiscal year 1979,

L] -
and' 1t 1s unltkely that expenditures of VEA fun®is can be séparated from
expenditures of. State amd local funds. It may be assumed that the dis.
tribution of funds will generally foll(v enrollment patterns 1tn voca-

' tional education programs. .

»
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The enrollment data make
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4t clear that VEA funds are not used

solely for occupationally specxfxc education,

More than two-thirds of

all secondary

dents are.in o%ger than occuoauonally speclffc programs’.
proportion of VEA dollars 1s spent on non-

but stnl substantial,

occupatxonal ly specificteducation?

An unknown,

<
-

.

Most of those who are enrolled Tn occupamonally specific programs
are concentrated m a small number of programs, many of which are cler-
u;al and canmon to nearly all busxnesse's and i1ndustries, such as secre-
tarial- The funds, therefore, are alsq Mmghly

{
concentrated on a small numbersof programs.,
s (-

and general office.

Oceupations and Economic Opportunity. Analyses of data for five
yStates show that women are predamnantly enrolled‘ n a very sma\num-
ber,of programs and that they are also much more® heavily concentrated
particularly clemcavl

t n?men mn programs leading to lower-wage Jjobs,
and secr,etarxal programs. The demand for workers
been relatively hig
than men 1n orograms leading to Q‘reater empl'oyment oppogtunities.
\These patterns occur 1n both secondary and postSeCom?a‘ry programs. The

differences 1n economic opportun1t1es between men and women are much

1n .these Jobs has,

w

-

Qrollments and about half of atl short-temm adult stu- .

.

so that women are also more heavily concentrated =

&

*

greater th differénces between ractal or ethnic minorities and non-
o .
minority s dents,‘or between target populations and nonhandicapped apd
nondisagvantaged students.
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' FOOTNOTES
X : _ ‘

]
l..  Ths information, Hy State and by level of education, w11l be
v 'presented 1n tadle 'form 1n Occupational Education and Training:
A Data Book, t&sbe prepared Dy the vocationa Education Study.
2.  Rankings of the States, 1980, (Washington, D.C.: National
“Education AZsociations | , po 1607 ’ . .

- 1
3, In the multiple regression analysis, thedunit of observation is
the district, with each district equal to every other district
,regardless of size. In order tg control district size, enrollment
wasantered first as an 1ndependent variable.
S *
4,° James P. Greenan, Use of State Spec1d) feeds Set-Aside funds for
Program Improvement Activities, Draft report from the Leadership-
%F§1n1ng‘Inst1tute [Orbaga: College of Education, Unmiversity of
1tinogs,, July 1981). This s a survey of Research Coordinating
. Unit Directors condlcted for the 0ffice of Crvil Rights.
. ! ~
n' . - /
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' CHAPTER V. ASSESSIN_G EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS, .
- - ¢ . ‘ 7
V ' Introduction : ~ , —
.

. The first attempt “to assess the Yation's puihc school vocat)xonal
education programs and, cogsequeﬁt]y, the ad‘eqqacy of Feciera] voca-
tional policy was undertaken 45 year% aft{zr’:he adoption of the Smith-
Hughes Act of 1917. .In Ocfober 1961, at President Kennedy's request,
the Secret'ary of Health, Education, and Welfare appointed @ f)an'el o‘f‘ ’

consultants to review and evaluate “vocational .education. Its report,

Education ;for a Changing World of Work, cempleted at the close of

November 1962, was the basis. of the Yocational €Wucation Act of 1963

(P.L. 88-210), wiichs, as hds been saidy redirected and expanded Fed.eraf

pohcy.v Onder the Act, the Federdl Sovernment now undertook to assist

the States in order to provide fo\x all citizens access to vocational

education programs tha.t‘ were realistic jn te)rms of the Nation's r?eeds .

for semskﬂ_led and skilled workeers and job 6b\por:tum&ies.
r . . e N ,
o . . M R T ‘.

The Act also “described for the first time 1n Federal vocational
education legisiation the function of State -and loca.l evaluations of
+ programs and services. In devaloping their plans, it declared, the

M i v ——
States, were’ to follow “policies Jand procedures” that "insure that due

consideragion will be given to the results of periodi ayaluations of

regarding current, and\ projected manpower needs and job oppbrtum’- .
ties . . .. (Sec. 5{2)). In addition, the Act facilitated the per-.
formance of "periodic evaluations" by authorizing the use of Federyl

N funds to carry them out {Seq. 41a)(6)). - . , = -
, ' : : e -

L. Provisions dealing with evaluative activities have been a distin-
-~ guishiong and expandfpg' featur? of Federal education legislation since
1963, with the most notable early development being the evaluation

requirements of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.1

r A R
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The 1968 amendments to the VEA (P.L. 90-576) continued to call upon the
tates } give "due consideration” to the results of "periodic evalua-
tions" 1n shaping State plans and to authorize the use of Feder'al

grants to conduct such evalpationss? ..

Thg connection between program evalua.tlon and' more effective State
and lozal Pprogram plan/n_i,ng‘fn the light of needed sk1lls and present
and future Job opportunities, on the one hand, and mprovement in the
quahty of educationa) programs, “on the other, had been registered 1n
the leglslatlon of 1963 and 1968. However reporfs issued n the mid-
1970s ghowed that the connectlon st111 was not being made.3 Further,
these reports documented deficiencies 1n the information “presumably
useful for planning, mncluding nformation front evaluauan' Both the
House and Senate wgé‘e heavlly influenced by these findings. The House
Report, for example, nqted that the States were not providing informa-
tidn oOn tne effectiveness of vocational educatlon programs 1in Felation
to the goals set forth 1in.Stafe plans and‘the economc returns to stus
deﬁt_s. The very. "lack' of systematic programmatic evaluation” dunin-
1shed the chancas fOr engagmg in raktional planning and for reachmg
ratwonal resowae dﬁlocatlon decisions.t t

N ) . .

0
A} 3 . .

,c 1The 1976 leglslaglon‘so_ugh; fo correct these major dgficienties n
the vogétlpnal education ent(fnse by providing \for (1) systematic
evaluations, (2) Tabgy. marﬁe\-\

riented planning, {3) 1mproved occupa-
’tlonal information. systems sand (4) the requlrements for new data for
accountamhty. Congress clearly saw al'l these as 1nterrelated ,ele-
ments. The Sepate Repdrt, commenting on the_ features of thg proposed
legislation designed to correct ‘current weakhesses) said that

°

of procedures for continuous planning and evaluation, 1ncluding

¥ ope ‘ie_y element of the comprehenswe plan would be the'development , )

the regultar collection of data, to be avaﬂable to all parties in
the State to whom it would be of interdst. A sol1d data hase will,
dive a State a*sts for program evaluation. Evaluation will,
hopefully, 1ead®o 1mprovi.nent in program quahty 80 h data and
evaluatlon can result in improved planning’ capablhty ’

-
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In than1976 amendments, then, the new provisions affecting evalua-

«tion constitu ‘a key feature of Federal IegISIatwn.6 fFor the
first time, Federal and *State Governments were fequired to conduct
sysf:emanc program evaluatwns. A sharply enhanced e@hasw upon
evaldative ,actw1t1es sought to tie annual and longer-term vocatwnal
ed'uc'k

occupational skills an

v

ation planping and program offermgs to labor market demands - for
hcqual JOb opportun1t1es.

The 1976 Evaluation Requirements .

. 9
Under the 1976 statute (Sec. 112), each State 1s directed to eval-

uate tne effectiveness of eachaprogram assisted during the Tife of
1ts 5-year' plan, and 1s authorized to use Ffederal funds for that
pur‘pose.7 Each State 15 further directed to use the results of thesa
édvaluations to revise 1ts programs and to make them—evailable to the
Statk Advisory Counc1l on ‘locatfqnal £ducation (S&CVE), presumab'ly to
be used for its independent annual evaluation of State progr;ms and
s-services. States are.also to use therr results in assisting LEAs'and’
other eligible recipients to 1mprove their programs. Each State,
moreover, is directed to conduct an evaluation of "each . . . program
within the State which purpor;s to mpart ,entry  level  jeb
,sk1lls. « . " The criteria st1pulated.for these evaluatwns e "the

extent to,which program completers and Ieaver_s-- <v
N . * -

(1) find employment 1n occupations related to th&r .
training, and

(ii) are considered gy-their employers to be well:
. trained and prepared for employment, . . . "
(Sec. 112(b)(8)). . -

These criteria do not apply 1n evakuating_ prevocational and so-called
nonoccupational programs in industrial arts and consumer and homemaking

education. M . .

. ) 1v-3
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ntions no other criteria

-

’

for States °to
evaluating the effectiveness of all other programs.
crateria are specified,
19]7.8 These state:

use in'

A large number of

-8

however, 1n the regulations 1ssued October 3,

during the five-year period of the State

plap, evaluate in quant1tat1ve terms the effectiveness of each
.formally organized program or project supported by Federal,

and local

.

funds.

. ’ - € - ‘
a) Planning and operational proce?ses, such as:

. 1
te)
(3)
(4)

()
(6)

{b) Results of student achievement as measured,

)
(3).

{c) Results of student employmegt success as measured,

ple,

g et S

(1
(2
. (3
(4

These evaluations shall be in terms of:

‘State,

Qualjty and availability of insiructional offerings;
Guidance, counseling,

services;

Capacity and condition of fac111t1es and

equipment ;

Employer participation in cooperative programs of

vocational education;
Teacher/pupil ratios;
Teacher qua11f1cations.

.~

and placement and follow-up

and

4

for examble, by:

Standard occupational proficiency measures;
(2) Criterion-referenced tests} and

Other examinations of studencs‘l Shlls,

attitudes,

by:

knowledge,

and readihess for entebing employment
successfu]ly.

B

Rates of employment and unemployment;
Wage rates;
Duration of employment, and
Employer satisfaction with perf
education students as tompared

pr

for exam-

ance of vocational

ith performance of
person who have not had vocational education.

\
(d)*™The results of additional services, as measured by the sug-
gested criteria under paragraphs {a), (b), and (c) of this

"section,

cial populationS'

(1)

Homen.

-

Iv-4

»

that the State provides under the Act to these spe-




M - v ’ * *
- . i/ °' .
. AR L1997, , .
, , d ) - .
. o (2) Members “of mnority groups; ..
. . (3) Handicgpped persons; o
- « (4) Disadvantagéd persons; and  * v .
. -7 (5), Pefsons of 1imited English- speakmg ab1hty .

Under gach of the four dimensions of prpgrams' and services to be .

‘+ evaluated for effectweness, «the regqulations h‘st relevant cm‘ieria

that differ one from another in nature and also In ease or di fficulty

ay
_ processes inyolve resource factors, for the most part, wmch are
“1nput” variables qr measures. For studerit achrevement and employmerrt
success, however, the criteria are outcome variables or measures.

. For evaluatmg the resufts of add1t1onal services for meetmg the needs’
of spécial popu]atwns,9 the cr1ter1a are both nput and outcome
. » endty
Measures. * - ’ . * c,
* -~ / —

The pr1mary purpose of this chapter 1s to analyze the 1976 State
evaluatwn requirements snd criteria, and 1ts secend purpose Js to
report on the progress of the States 1n implementing them. First,
however, the manner 1n which the:.requ]rements' have been 1mplemented is

" reviewed. " -~ . : ’

" . - -
A}
< *  Implemeoting State Evaluation Requirements

The more critical of the evaluation requirements n the 1976 leg-
1slat1o/are those to be rfulfilled by the Stdtes, because they bear
most directly and 1mmed1ately upon program planning, revision, and im-

provement at the State and local levels. H'w a State conducts and,

uses' the evaluations can determine the\ sucoess or failure of one of the
mechanisms upon which the 1976 ]eg1slag1on relied so heavily for
"improving the performance of the vocationa) education enterprise.
‘Consequentiy, the NIE has assessed the State eValuation performance at

\'three different times. in the spring of "1978, information on State:

evatuation proceeure was sec¢ured from all States through documentary*

. .-t : I, ) .
. .
-
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Iv-5 o
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2 materials and per§onal m_terviews.10 During the 1979-80 school
. year, Information on State and local evaluatjon practjces was cpllected
. ©as part of case, studies 1n 15 States.ll Fmény, 1n the spring: of
" 1981, information on evaluative capab1ht1es was coHected through a

s survey of State d1rectors of vocational educatwn.l?—

’
.

. Before thé. 1976 amendments; ev'aluation of vocationa] educdtion -

) programs in most States was done info;nmally. Few,’If any, Sts.tes wetre .
conducting evaluations as extensive as thoseja’ter cakled for in the -
regulations, but some of the elements for developing fogmal systems -

. were 1n existence. For example, most States reviewed logaJ programs,
but only mfreqoently, as. part of a formal statewide evaluation. Stu- | .
dent .achievement was measured at*the local level by teachers and, for ‘
some occupations (e g., practmal nursing), through State hcensmg or
certification examinations. Student placement data were collected 1n
many States, but often by teachers in ways that‘did not assure reliable K
, and valid mformatwn. In response to the 1976 leg1slat1on, States be-

-l gan to Systematue evaluatwn procedufs. ) |
9 . ’ ’ ¢ .
By the spring of 1978 some 6 months afteér the regulations had
. been 1ssued but before a poﬁcy memoranduf qp evaluation had been cir-
\ culated by BOAE, work was underway in most States to extend or develop i
\ evaluation procedures. State educa§1ona1 off1c1als were reported as ’ |

asserting that they were overwhelmed by the prospect of implementing
. the detaﬂed, complex, anqﬂ‘costly requirements of the regulations.n_
. Moreover, ‘during the first .year developmental work had to proceed at

. 4 State expense, because Federgl moneys had not béen appropriated (under . -
Sec. 1Q2(d))sfor this purpose. ) R Y
* * -

of the four dimensions of prgg_gms_,gnd services specified for
evaluatiop, in the regulatnns--plannfng and operational processes, stu- R

. dent achievement, student employment, and services to special popuJa-

‘tions--reviews o{ ,plann?ng and operational protesses and assessments of

. .
’ -
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student plaéement were being given most.attention, Reviews of’planmng

and operat1dnal procedses, usually caHed "program rev1ews," werg being
.o T conducted 1n 13 States and being rev1sed and systemat1zed 1in another
37. Procedu(es for assessing student placement were reported to be 1n
/place 1n 20 States .and were be1ng revised or developed 1n amether 25
Far less attention was being g1ven to systematic statewide eva\uatlons
of student achievement, for 'these required the use of 1nstruments which
" had not yat been developed. Almost every State, therefor;eb cont1nued '
* to rely upon teachers to assess student ach1evement and waited to 1ea’rn'

-

what other States proposed to do. . -

-

By the school year 1979 80 NIE-supported f1e19 work 1n 15 States
showed that evaluation capab1ht1es had generally been enhanced but
that pr1mary attention was st1ll being devoted to planding “and opera-
rednal processes and student placement. Far léss progress had been ,

T 'ma'de 1n developing ways ‘of measuring student ach1evement and 1n assess-
1ng the extent\t‘é which the needs of special populations were being

met. N

%%w SR . .

¢ The ';iu'vei bf all the States 1n the spring of 1981 showed that ad-
-_‘.”d1t1onal and even. major steps .had been taken toward implementing the

. requirements n the regulations. Questionnaire returns from 50 States,
the. sespondents being® State directors or their designated representa-
t1.ves, gave the following acpount of. the extent to which evaluation re-

.

quirements had ‘been implemented. .

. ~ 0 ! ) .

¥ *  The picture delineated by Table IV-1 may be an‘optimistic one. It

does not 1nd1cate in what ways requ1rements were being quy imple- -

mented? nor does it s1gnal whether the quality of the procedures ds

sufficiently ‘high.: As will be shown later, measures of student

. “achievement are not avaﬂ le for all occupations, and other research
shows that almost n.o asgessment of speam—n/eds services is tak1ng N

+ place. Hence, 1t appeared that even though all States respondmg tot

. - -
< . i ¢ ) 4
* - e ’ .
~
. Iv-7 . .e ) *
. " L~ e
- .
Ld -
. . - R B}
- - \
= ‘ st . .
' .
e Ll L
O . . .
b o - »
v y . o J . 5 —
N~ . BOQ, :

“ERIC T -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . - y =7

oo



E

™\

“$7

202. .

(N -
thé questlonnalre had madZa start on -implementing the requirements,
much ‘remained %o be accomphshed.

v

&

TABLE Iv-1  * -,
w  STATE_IMPLEMENTATION OF EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS, SPRING 1981

. v
i ,
! N

No. g;f States No. of States

. ReOuirement . Fully Implémented In Process
Placement level of graduates e 35 15 .
Empl oyer assessment of graduates > 27 20 '
Assessment of plarning and ) ) T

operational procedures N 21 24
gAssessment of special needs services 18 029
“ Assessment of student performance 1 . 30 \\
.l ‘ ‘ \“
Source "Tim L. Nenthng, A Survey of State Directors of VOcatlonal\
Education . R \
- » . ' -~
- Among the reasons cited for the partial |mj)lementation were the

'lack of resources to develop and carry out the requlred procedures, the
minimal technical’ asslstance provided b QAE, 1lack of guides q“d
books, and 1nadequate Federal guudelines.13 Lack of State interest

dnd effort does not appear to have been significant in accounting for

, the partial mplementation. The States, on’ balance, asserted an 1n-

creasing commitment to evaluation, a belief in 1ts usefulness, and a
willingness to develop capabilities. . ) R
roval of the
According to

By the .spring of 1981, State directors registered a
evaluation systems then in place or being develope

« their survey responses, evaluation findings wer
improve programs, prepare accountabili repoc¥s, and assist in deci-
sionmaking. Asl:ed what evaluat)ons they would .conduct if the Federal
requ‘frements were eliminated,/.the resporldents Zn effect repltied that

*, .
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o\
they would fulfill most Federal requirements, as Table IV-2 shows.
Whether 3in fact this would fake place an the absence of .Federal
* requrrements Gannot, of course, be known. ' : . e
. . ~ .

;' TABLE V2 .
TATE PREFERRED EVALUATIONS IN ABSENCE'OF FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS,
‘ SPRING. 1981 v

Type‘of Evahuation : No. of States

Placement 43
Employér reaction e * 35
Planning and ope;atwna]' 38
- processes

Services to speciak populatwns : 36
Student ‘petformance* 34
- Total program : .

> Nong .

- ’ /

Source:” Tam L. Wentling, A S’urvex of State Du-ectors of Vocatianal
Bducation * ’

‘e
¢
.t

. The State officials also reporteds that -tpey were 1n” considerable
agreement with the indicators of program quality explicitly stated™ in
or xmpiled by the statute and the r?zgulatlons. Thus, as Table ,IV-3
shows , almost all ssate directors “favor using employer Judgments' and
placemenr“ rates as evidence of program quaht.y However, as will be

“ Geen’ later, vocatwnal educators have obJectqd,;.o +holding vocational
education, responsible for the empl.oyment of its students. A posswle
explanation for the fontradiction 1s tHat while State offxmals believe .
that vocational education programs must be evaluated 1n terms of theirg
relationship to laboM market demand they do not favor the particular.
way in which the legislation chose to do this. - .

o .

Legislative Requirefients: Problems of Criteria and Data
. The 1976 legiilatwn requires data on the employment of vocational
education program completers and Jeavers 1n entry level .jobs related
e

bR




TABLE Iv-3

INOICATORS OF PROGRAM QUALITY
FAVORED BY STATES,
SPRING 1981

. No. of States
Indicators . , Favoring

Employer feedbagk 4
¢ Placement level 44
Quality curriculum materials - 37
Job satisfaction of gradyates 37
Instructor performance « 36
»Student test performance
Cond1tion of equipment
: School staff morale
Participation
Serving special needs
Instructionatl preparation
Facilities
Instructignal materials
Retentio of students
Advisaory committee use
Guidance, counseling, and placement

. . < . ¢

Source: Tint L. Wentijng, A Survey of State Dirkctors of Vocational
Education

e —_— . .

2to their tra1n1ng and on t:hetr employees' assessments of the“ir training

, " and preparat1on for work.- Such data are aggregated and reported by they
Stdtes to the Federal Government under the new VEDS. On theSurface,
it mght appear 'that' these data would be relevant first,.for%ﬁdging B
whether the vocational education pragrams pursued by secondary students
correspond to labor market demands” for skills and to actual job oppor-

tunit1es, second, for ravising program offerings and plans; and third,
for sugYegdng how programs might be improved by indicating deficien-
cies. Ho*er, ne1ther category of data is very useful for any of

these three purposes. . B

.

¢
(
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Placement Data ¥ . -
. - &

The Interim Report stated that, ‘by and large,. in the 15 States
studred,. placement data were not being used toa‘rense progcam offer-
ings, as the \law had intended.14 This seemirig farfure smould not®

" be viewed negatively, however, since a number of probléms are associ-

E

ated with using _the placement measure 1n decisions on "program offer-
ings. First of all, the variabﬂiéy among. the procedures used to
}\Secure pla‘cement data raises questions about the valfdi*ty and compara-
bility pf local and State aggregations of the data. 51m1larly, 1t
certainTy raises quest?ons‘;bout' how meaningful nationally aggregated
placement data can be. A second and more severg set of problems
extends beyond technical problefns to the basic 1im1tat1on§ of placement
rates. AN N T
Gne pof the technical difficulties 'ca;es 1 determining what 1s
Mleant by the statement that apcertain proportion of com'pleeers and
leave® from entry level programs are employed "in occupations related
'to their training.” “The 1dea of "rel dtedness” d1ffers {rom one
ocgupational field to another, is affected by the d1st1nct1ve qkﬂ]
featurgs associated mth a part1Cular Job with a quufu: enp]oyer, and
clear}y does not have a self-manifesting meaning. In follow-ups,
sometimes teachers decide whether a job 1s related to training, but the
determination is usually made by students. [n very few cases 1s it the
result of a systematic comparfson between the occupatwna! sk1lls
taught in a vocational education program and those required for thé
job. Thus it ,is'risky to rely upon the reported data “relatedness"
in assessing the fit between the con‘t\ent of ent®y level training and
, the skill requirements of jobs found by completers and leavers. One
.Study, comparing the >judgments made by teachers on the extent to which
the two are related with jutign"ne;\ts‘ on educational requirepents made
through anilyses of the oécupat‘ional skills of selected job titles in

-

Q 5910 0~81—=14

RIC™ 77 .




. ‘ 206

N

the Dictionary ofkt)ccubatlon'al Titles, found only a 55 percent
correspondence between the two.l5

. ' i \

Against what base shtuld a "p'lacement\ rate" be calculated?

Should
the base be all completers and leavers from a school or 1n a LEA, a
loca\ labor market or a State, who seek employment? Should the base
tge program:spemflc? Should the rates take into account onl)ffhose
looking for full-time employneqt? Placement data, of course, apply-

_on\; to the slightly more than haif of the'compluers who annually now

0

*

’

become new entrants into the labor force. This nncludes those who,
while continuing with thdir education, may be working part tmme. [t
should be added that plhcement data are not likely to differentiate
between ;tudents

vocational education classes’

v

enrolled mn

. 2

occupationally specific and others

N

Smce the procedures used[to calculate placement vary frop place
0 “schoot!, for
example may calculate placement rate by dividing the number of stu-
dents placed in jobs related to' their training by students looking for
Jobs . In'angther school, the denominator for de_terminmg the flacement
rate mlght.consut of all completers‘ and, leavers,: whether or

were looking for a joo. :

to place,, the resultifg data are not comparable.l6

not they
[f- stanfardi1zed procedures were used univer-

.. sally, aggregated placement rafe data would be meaningful,l7

] .

JA,nother guestion conc;arr;mg the s of .the response is Mlustrat-
&d by a report, on.0akland, Cahform\&made by the NAACP Llegal Defense
and Educaton Fund. The report asserted that® the 37 percent of the
stud’eﬁts followed up who did‘not return the\i{ postcards are more than
likely the very persons who are unemployed and not wish to admit 1t.
The schoo\ district reported optmistically that/only 3 percent of the

respondents are unemployed, fa. although the total ‘teenage employment

rage n the United States was 16.1 percent and bla\k teenage?‘gnploynent

* »

210 .
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.The probtems with the placen.lent rates that have *been considered
could presumably be solved, though with great difficulty and at great
expense, tnroush changes of a technical nature in the proc‘edures' for
sacuring data. Yet a question still remain$ about the utility of
place:nent~data--even if they were much more valid, reliable, and
comparable 1n character than they are now--for reaching decisions on
changes 1n program offerings or c)r making program improvements. At
test, as they do now, they would ¥ignal ‘the existence of a problem and
invite 1nquiry. Thus, a lower than average placement rate for a school
might reflact the fact that it 1s located 1n an economically depressed
area. IJr it mght prompt an investigation.to find out whether students
were enrolled n programs preparing for occupations 1n which supply far:
exceeds demand, ghether students were being poorly educated @r Jjobs 1n
high demand, or whether schools lacked placement resources.

Placement rates overall orsfor "related" occupations may invite
inquiry, but they do not alone suggest corrective action. This is par-
ticularly true for State-aggregated %at.a reported by broad vocational
field, such as trade and indUStry or health, wh™h the States provide
for YEDS. Obviously, district or school placement rates for specific
programs of 1nstruction, such as food services, automotiye technology,
or'ornamen'ta\ “horticulture, would be more useful for finding out what-
"Yower than average rates signmified.

N A
'

Placanent)rates, finally, are weak indicators ‘of _the extent to
whfch the programs of fered correspond to the current demands for semi-
skilled and skilled workers. First, placement rates report on the em-
ploymeﬁt successes or failuressof students who had been enrolled in
programs that were offered. They provide no information on situations
in which there are high *demands for ocgupational, skills which could be
acqw through programs not’ being of‘;ered. Newspaper advertisements

or increases in wage rates, however, would. Hherew acement ratgs give -

)
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. information on current labor market slltuatwns, they‘ma‘y" prompt program
. changes that cén create proglem's. 8y the time new program are initiata-
ed or old ones modified, labor market conditions r'nay have changed.
Fluctuations, sometimes qu1te',sharp, occur in the demands for skills.
Shortages 1n an occupational field may*vanish during the 2 or 3 years

(1t may take-to train new workefs with the required skills. A X

“ '3 . . . ‘ﬁ - ‘
Employer ‘Satisfaction e s

Whether employers tmnk! thats completers and leavers from entry-
level programs are well. trained and prepared for employment 1s held
th be Impolrtant and useful information by Federal legislation and 15 SO
perceived by State directors. Unfortunately, the problems associated

- with data on what 15 commonly called “employer satisfaction" are even
more” acute than with placement data. :

-

e Employer views can be Bdbtained 1n several ways. They .may be
solicited by school officialss or registered by employer members of
local advisory councils. They may be gathered 1n conjunction with pe-
r1odic surveys of employer needs for workers in the future. The 1976
amendments required follow-up surveys of employers on student training

»and preparation for emplgyment. The aggregate State réSults of these

7. surveys are.reported under VEDS.

.
[
e

' For; several reasons, the empl‘Oyer assessnfe[n data collecteé by the
. States have very 111 ted value. First, the response rate on the
follow-up surveys 1s too low to be meaningful: 1t {s frequently not
higher than 5 percent and may not exceed 15 'percent at best.19' A
second reas;\’ 1s that the data are likely to be biased: often students
tdentify emptoyérs for follow-ups. Vocational education students who
“thought their,emplioyers were d155at}sf1ed with their wor;\g 'would not be
l1ikely to 1dentify.ehployers for follow-up. _On the other hand, employ-
ers who had had unsatisfactory experiences with \iocatwr)al educat}on

1 B .
“t
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students would not be ‘hkely to hire them knowingly and, consequentﬁ,
would not be ‘identified for follow-ug surveys by their empldyees.20

[

Third, the terms "well trained” and "prepared for employﬁent:” Ry )
mean d]fferent things to different e‘:;ployers and for different occupa=-
tlons. Smce the standards against which employers rate their voca-
twna‘ education employees are not known with any preclswn, 1t is
risky to place much rel1ance upon their assessments. Somet1mes~employ- -
ers are asked about the "technical knowledge" that vocational education
completers and leavers bring to their jobs and somet1mes they are
mereLy asked wnether they are satisfied mth the students preparation
for work. Fourth, employers are not l1kely to know whether an. emp]oyee

is a vocational education completer or Teaver, and, therefore, cannot
compare his or ‘her perforhance with that of new labor force entrants
who \ﬁad not been enrolled 1n vocatwr\al educatwn‘ programs. Fifth, 1t

1S reported that employers. have been reluctant to furn 1n ,negative
reports because they doenot Kknow hgw then w!ll be used. Many often
belle;/e they have nothing to gain and may have something to {ose by
‘responding to surveys. There 15* reason to suspect that employers who
respond are those who can report favorably' on the performance and
skills of their vocational education employees.

During the schoo! y;ear 1979-80‘, in the 15 States 1n which case . 4,

.« »

.

studies were conducted, the situation varied in the work underways\on

indicators of en'iployer. satisfaction. Formal eﬁ!ployer follow-up data —

l were being collected Jess commonly than studenf fo‘l]oy-'up data. Almost —
Ralf of the 15 States lacked statewide follow-up procedures with
employers, for either seconda‘r'y or sostsecondary students in that school
year.2l  Although in the 1981 survey State directors registered

. appnoval of the employer evaluation requirement, vocatignal educatdrs

had often’voicefi doubts about it worth as an indicator of program

effectiveness when they were earlier 1nthv1ewed for the 15 States'

case studies. In one State, employér surveys were not planned because

- -
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1t had been learned that employer follow- -URy Was - S0 mghly correlated '
“with student reports of emplo,wnent suGCess Wpat separate measures of
employer satisfaction would swmply be duplicative. . -
. N L J o

Like placement data, employer assessment data” should not automati-
cally trigger progr,a:mntlc decisions. They do not alone serve to den-
tify either m:smatches between program offerings and labor¥macket de-
mands or deficiencies in parb®icular programs wlth sufficiént spetifi-
city to point to corrective action. A€ best, they pro‘wde information
about past program offerings rdther than guidance for future pgtentlal
programs.

Evaluation Requirements in the Regulatwns

-

d ~

Members of" the Congress belleved that the two evaluatmnlrequ\re-
ments Just dlscussed would "show most clearly .whether- persons m
vocatmnal»educatlon are showing the results-of such training, n22
out thgy d1g not preclude the use of other measures 1In determ{nmg the
effectiveness of vocational echatlon programs. The regulat,mns, as -
has been seén; set forth other evaluation requ\rements whlch m-ll now

.

be exammed

.

Planning and.‘operatitmal Processes

Evaluatlon of plannmg S‘nd operational processes (In ordev: to.
devermme effectweness and program qual ity invofves the applncst\on,
of cr1tar1a whnch represent resources essential for‘\nnductmg program
and-;\ov g services.. .éuch evaluatlons, frequently called "prog J
rev 1eMs,"” can 1dgnﬂfy the strengths and weaknesses of the resourc
base and be acutely relevant to program mprovement efforts. Program
review precedures vary, from State to State, byt there 1s gne that 1s
fa”"y typrcal.23 [t generaldy ‘begins with school or district:’
self-study, which is followed by an on-site reviiew by 4 team of experts

.

£
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from OutSIde the dIStrict’. The topics that may «be considered are”
numarous, as Table IV-4 shows. Sometimes they -parallel those covered

n accrtetatim.reviews, sych as quahty of facilities, equipment
material, dnd supplies, and certification of teachers. Somenmes

pr'ogram reviews focus- on topics emphasized by Pederal policy, such as
= access ios-progrws by the disadvantaged-and handicapped, the reduction
of sex” stereotyping, or the use of labor market 1nformamc;n in

Qplanning. . . “-

. [y

a 'S .

The more the obJectwes of Federal pohcy—-such as improved plan-
ning, readxer access to vocatmnal education programs for target popu-
. _1gmons, or greater corresbondencé between program offerings and Iab'or‘
ru;ket demands for occupational skills--become topics:in- program re-
v1ews at the loc © level, the better the chances are that they will bes
realized through actions taken at that level. The Stétes,: by and
Iar‘ge, can exercise 1tt¥¥® control over local programmatic decisfon-
makmg.' Bu‘t ‘their combined ﬁomtoring apd technical ass]stance role in
connection with program reyiews 1s widely accepted by LEAs and schools.
Consequently, to the ektent .that States enphaéi:e Federal objectives n’
N this conte;t, they can nfluepce Yehavior at tpe lecal level. -

' R
fnff:he 15 States étud1ed\1n 1979-80, voc.a}*fonal edulcatlon, of fi-
cials believed tha’t‘p}-ogram reviews would primarﬂy be used t9 improve
programs and to show whether 1dentified weaknesses were bemg cor-
rected. ;
made of the reviews. About half asked th,g local agencies ,to state in
writing when and how they pl anned*we”correct deficiencies revealed by
reviews. Some merelyﬁommunicat'ed th:a‘resu}ts and left it to local ad-
ml’hstrators and teachers to decide to act on them. Many, but nof =all,s
3% the States studied offered technical assistance in improving pro-

24 —
gramg.
) ‘\ Al 3
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owever the States varied con§1derab1y in the actual use they
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TABLE IV-4
COVERED IN PROGRAM REVIEWS

nagement *

Administration
Supervision
Planning and eva
assessment, sh
data) ’
Facilities
Equipment

.

~ -
fuation (philosophy, goals, objectives, needs
ort- and long-range plans, use of follow-up

S
1

O

ERI!
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Source:

c

Matertals and supplies
Guidance services
Placement services

Sex equity activiti

es
Access to special pooﬂ%;gns“
Additional services to shecial populat19ns
\

.

Program Information

Curriculum
Learning/teaching resources
Educational resources
lnstructroeal context

Student Information
Rectuitment
Selection
Financial 21d,
Activities - 8 ,
Qrganizations -
Achievement
Placement
Follow-up

<.

Staff Information
PR IR SRS

.

Quaiifications (experience; training)
Professional development .
A ~— °

Community [nformation

<

Communiiy resodrces
Lommunity relations
Local advisory_ggunc1ls\fo

~

.

r vocational education
.

’

The Abt Report 4.
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Student Achjevement (‘ - ' 7 »~

ot seems on the surﬁgceveninentl)/ reasonable to judge How well or

poorty a course, a program of study, or a school does by what knowledge

and skills the students learn. [t 15 assumed that students should have

athieved acceptable levelg of profuc:ency in the knowledge and skills

that constitdte a given d)rmculum. The regulatlons adopt tms view in

calling for evaluatlons of vocational educatwn programs in terms of‘
.the “results of studert achievement,™ which_could, presumably, be mea-
.sured‘m several different ways. ~After the_adoptioo of the 1976
* amendments, vocational educators declared that they s;r)gngU preferred

such evaluative criteria to the criterion of placement. They

majntained then, as thef do now, that the "empldyability," and hor. the

emp) oyment, of vocational -qducation students 1S an appmpmate

criterion, since the placement. rates for students oemployed n JObS

"retated to their training are determined by a host of noneducational

factors. .

¢
.

For understandable reasors, however, prog?am evaluations in terms

) of student achievement were not being universally conducted. As has

een noted, .even as late as the sprlngr of 1981, 30 State dlrectors re-

ported .that this requirement was not fully implementad. The examples

of measures of student achievement.cited in the regulations were "otcu-

pational prof1c1eney mea;sures,’P “criterion-referenced tests," 3nd othes

. ways .of détemnnmg student "Skl”S, know]edge, attitudes, and readi-
ness for entering e«\nployment. ” 2 . .

-
S

- >
.

If the kinds of tests for knowledge and skill proﬁcienci conven-
tionally designed and admimstered by teachers or administrators could .
be. reHed upon, therewould be nd practical impediment to eval uatlons.~,,'~
However, there s a major practical fraoblem with "occupational prof1- )

. ctency measures” and “criterion-referenced tests.” The’ first do not
ye&enst for most occupafions,‘and"criter1on~refer;enced testing is "

e
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, stiH. in its develgpmental stag‘es-. _DeveIOping measures fs a c‘ommex &

and c6st1y process.25 In facg, the déve]opment of competency-ba‘sed -
:ssessment 1nstruménts has been underway _on1y relatiyely

' recently.26 In light/ of this fact, it is probably the case thdt-

A the 14 States whaq reported Ain the 1981 survey ‘that"assessments of *
student performance were fully in place were’not using tests of known

. . rehamhty or validity for atl gccupations. S$ti11 another paint to be.
emphasized is that there is uncertainty @out, the relative weight®of
~~ ,e*h:of the factors that determine .'readiness for entering empl oyment
and abqut the eombmations of knowledge, s§fijls, and attitudes that are
most signjficant. Student achievement measures, rdwever appropriate
and wmportant they are in theory, can be apphed n practu:e only to a

»
K very limited -extent today. . ’

e '

.

’ ~

= +Additional Services to Special Pogulatioms »
. . ] '
W Evaluating the rgsults of providing additional services for -spe-
cial populat1ons, the last of the four dimensions okf evaluation
- redufred by’ the regu]anons was not yet fully 1mp]emented n at least
‘) 29-States in the spring of 198l. The case snud1es conducted 1n 15.
States during the 1979 80 school year showed that specuﬂ needs popul a-
tions were giyen attennon in program reviews large\y vnY‘Ihrespect to
the availability of services and access to programs, Thtf?;, charac-
N (‘ steristic program review questions were: Are supplementary services
provided for the disadvantaged and the-handicapped? Are instructional
, materials nondi1scraiminatory in terms of sex, race, or ethnic' origin?
Is placement support, nondiscriminatory with\resgect to” sex, rage, or
. ethnicity? At the same time, however, very Jstle was being done to
- . evaluate, in terms of planning 3nd operationa] processes, student”
. athievement and student employment success, tie "reSuIts'of' additional
services" provided by States to women, members of minonity §roups, .
handmappeg and disadvantaged stude/nts, and persons of Hgnte'd
Enq},zsh-speaking ability.27 e
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of services and to
aEcess to programs, rather than to the results of additional services
for special needs populations, 1s both understandable and reasonable.
Given the problems associated mth the criteria for student achievement

Thatvattention was gilvem to the provision

and enployment success, the l1kel1hood of securing meamngful outcome
data that would lend themselves to the pqrpose of program 1mprovement
appears very slight. The d1vers1ty of the spec1al needs populatwn,
moreover, calls for a battery of soph1st1cated and costly evaluations.

. Probably very ,fes’v local districts and institut'ivons have the financial
_and technicat ‘s'taff resources necessary tg‘conduct such evaluations.

. They are, of course, under pressure to produce student fo]low-'up 1nf0r-‘
mation, for VEDS showing ‘emplo)@ent,‘ unemployment', labor force partici-
pation, and ‘educational status by sex, race, and ethmicity, and For
those who are handicapped. There is no $EDS requirement tg show what
difference “add1t19r§ services" provided m1ght have had for each
status. Some .veryda'rge school districts maintain 1n~formatxon systems
with data on target populations, and a few States--Minnesota, for exam-
ple--have laid the groundwork for statew'id.e Asaes'smen_ts of their pro-
But this does not mean :that erther States “or localities
are pr:esently in a posttion to evaluate the results of the additional
_ services prowded for spec1a1 needs -population,. NIE supported case
studies of vocational educatwn programs for ‘these ,populatwns in 15

.

« gram neéds.

commumt1es and did not_ find that evaluations of thrs kind were being .,
conducted jin 1979- 80,28 J

7

. B ¥
s B ~ .
.

- CONCLUSIONS ‘
Three major conclusjions may.be drawn h-om the precediﬁg. examina-
tion of the evaluation requir' ts of the 1976 amendments. One
that they significa“ntly stimulated -evaluation activities on the pagt of
the States and Tocalities. In doing that, the Féderal
helped bring about a heightened appreciation of the usefulness of $ys-

is

legislation
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tematic evaluations fqbr program planning and }mprovement and contrib-
uted to enhancing both State and local capabilities for conducting
evaluations. The second conclusion 1s that the required statutory
evaluations of the®placement of vocational education students in
entry-level Jobs related to their occupational training and of employer
Judgments on their irammg agd preparation for employmeny, however

“Justlfled by the need to ef'fect easonably close tie between school-

ing and the world of work, have le the generation and,collection of
data of dubious validity and reliability. Moreover, even 1f these data
were valid and reliable, they would have slight utMlity for the pur-
poses 'of mproving programs and deciding on program offerings 1n Tine
with changing labor market conditions. The tnird conclusion 1s that
only one of the four approaches to evaluating the effectivenass off
programs specified n the regulations--that dealing with planning and |
operational processes--has the potentia‘l to prove” useful for the
purposes of wmproving programs apd decisionmaking on program offe* ings,
at least In the wmmediate future. Even this approach needs much
wmprovement n most States befqre it can realize 1ts full potentlal

[y

. ~

The cohcern of the 1976 leglslatlon yith employment- related out-
comes was well founded. Tbere had been reason to believe~that some
vocational education progr@mnng was lgnormg labor market demand and
supply relationships and that the knowledge and skills taught were not
qu‘y up to date. The statutory evaluation requn:ements’ sought to cor-
rect such deficiencies through better planning and improved programs.
Although the fesultmg placement and employer satisfaction data are not
helpful in this regard, such mechanisms as local level planning might
be. The difficulties associated with measuring the economic and other
outcomes for parfycipants in vocational education programs are substan-
tial., ({Chapter VII discusses what has been learned on this" score’
through well-conducted research.) Even with reliable measurements of
student employment success and student achievement, little car; be done
to effect progra#“improvements, unless rich information on program

Iv-22
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processés'ls also available--an obvious point which is frequently
gnored. This fact, combmed with’ the fechnicat difficulty and expense
‘of assessing student empleyment success and student achievkment, makes
these more appropriate measures for special education research studnes
than for routiine eva\luatmﬁ proocédures. These and other considerations
earlier set forth point to the desirability of strengtfiening program
revlews which emphasize relevance to labor market conditions, progress
toward equity goals, and 1dentify the sources of program neffective-
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FOOTNOTES b

See Senta A, Raizen and Peter A. Rossi, eds., Program Evaluation
in Bducation: When? How? To What Ends? (Washington, D.C.:
National Academy Press, 198l). i -

The Act also charged, the National Advisory Council on Vocational
Education {NACVE) with the responsibility to review the effective-
ness of programs and to conduct independent evaluations. The
State Advisory Councils were to evajuate programs and servi;e:éfnd
report annually on their gffectiveness in meeting the objectives
_ of the State S-year plans. The 1968 amendments also authoriz
the use of Federal funds to evaluate projects for the development
and training of teaching and other vocational education personnel.
. See P.L. 90-576, Secs. £04. 122, 123, and 132.

The two most influential studies were: Repert of the Comptroller
General of the United States, What is the Role of Federal Assfs-
tance for Vocational Education? (Washington, D.C,: U.S. General
Accounting Uffice, 1974); and D. W. Drewes and Douglas S. Katz,

Manpower Data and Vocatidnal Education: A National Study of
Availability and Use (Raleigh, N.C.: Center for Uccupational

- Tducatipn, North Carolina State University, 1975.) .y

Ibid., p. 20.

U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee dn Labor and Public Welfar®,
Education Amendments of 1976: Report to Accompany S. 2657, Senate
Report No. 94-382, 94th Cong., Znd Sess., 1976, p. 68.

See Chapter I; also, The Interim Report, Chapter V, and Gerry
Hendrickson, Evaluating vocational tducation: The Federal
Stymulus (Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Educatian, .
1981). : S -

Other proyisions of the 1976 amendments, 1t mdy be noted, dejl
with evalyations. These are directed at the Commissioner of
Education and BOAE (now the Secretary of Education and OVAE,
respectively) and the Advisory Councils, both National and State. g
The commissioner is charged with including summaries of the find-
ings of all Federal program reviews and State evaluations ip the
Commissioner's annual repdrts to the Congress. BOAE is required
to conduct reviews of the federally assisted programs in 10 states
annually, analyzing their "strengths and weaknesses. . . .y The
National Advisory Council is directed (Section 162(b)), as 1t had
been earlier, to conduct independent evaluations of federally
assisted programs and to review their "administration and opera-
tion," evaluating their effectiveness in light of their purposes.
As they had been earlier, the SACVEs are directed (Section =
105(d){3)) to “evaluate vocational education programs, services,
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and activities,” and to prepare an annual report on their effec- "
tiveness, This chgpter deals only with the State evaluation
.requirements in Set. 112. . :

Federal Register, vol. 42, no. 191, Sec. 104.402. '
|

The term "minority groups” does not appear in Federal vocational *
education legislation. - .

'S
~ 4 » ‘ \
10, Esther Gottleib Smith and Nancy Holt, State of the Art &f Voca-
tional Education Evaluation: State Evaluation Procedures pnd
Practices (Belmont, Massachusetts: CRC Education and HumaE

Development, Inc., January 1979).

-

Vernon L. Beuke et al.,,Implementation of the Education Amendments
of 1976: A Study of State and Local Com?liance and Evaluation
Practices, Final report to the National Institute of tducation,
NTE -400-78-0041 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Abt Associates, Inc.,
1980). (Hereafter cited as The Abt Report.)

Tim L. 48ntling, A-Survey of State Directors of Vocatfonal Educa-
tion (Urbana: University of I111nois, June 1981). The survey’ was
administered by the National Association of State Directors of
Vocational Educatiog, which, however, played no part in designing
the questionnaires or analyzing the responses.--

R

13, Ibidn, p. 8.

14, The Interim Report, Chapter V. JSee also Hendrickson, op. cit.

TS. Elinor Woods and Walt Haney, Does Vocational Education Make a
., Difference? A Review of PreviouS Research and Reanalyses of

National tongitudinal Data Sets (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The
Huron Institute, 1981), Chapter 4, Sec. 5. (Hereafter cited as

"The Huron Report.] The present edition of the Dictionary of
- Occupational Titles has information on 12,099 occupations and an
-additiona »702 refated or synonymous occupational titles.

. lé.a\The Horon”Report, Chapter 4, Section 1.

17.. This can be done. For example, the Department of Labor has
-procedures for determining employment and unemployment that yield
‘aggregated national rates for localitites that can be compared.

In fact, unemployfent rates are related to placement rates and
could be substituted for them with much gain and 1ittle loss.

. Placement rates of students in jobs related to thein training are
a subset of employment rates. So are the rates for students
placed in, jobs not related to their training. Switching to
Enemployment rates would mean that the distinction between the' two
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22,

23.
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27.

28.

& t100 Statistics, February 16, 198l.. VEDS information for Omo,

students followed/up.
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would be lost. .Givea the difficulty of determining whether a gob
15" related to training,” the Toss might be minimal.

v A I
NAACP Legal *Defense ;pd Education Fund, Inc., Vocational Educa- .
Cause or Cure for Youth Unemployment? A Report to the

tion:
Citizens of Uak|aqd5fca|1forn1a, April 1981, p.. 8.

Statement by Os. Rqéert Morgan of the National Center for Educa-

for example, shows & 12 percent employer response rate overall for

The Huron Report, Chapter 4, Section 6.

The Abt Report, p. 80.

U.S. Congress, House, Commuttee on Education and Labor, The Voca-
tional Education and National Institute of Edugation Amendments of
1376: Report to.Accompany H.R. 12835, House Report No. 34-1085,
93th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1976, p. 38. N

’

The Abt Report, 'pp. 66-75.

Ibid., p. 74. ‘ -
Walt Haney, “Federal Requirements for the Evaluation of Vocational
Education Prageams,” paper prepared for NIE (Cambridge, ,
Massachusetts: The Huron Institute, August 1981), pp. 49. & s

. »
The Vocational-Technical Education Consortium of States (V-TECS) - ——-—"
a consortium of 45 States, is developing competency-based curricu-
lun materials which w11l provide measures for tasks performed by
program graduates. In 1979, BOAE awarded a contract to the Amer-
ican Institutes for Research to develop competency instruments 1n
seven occupational clusters. In addition, a 6-State consortium is
supporting the effort known as Students' Occupational Competency
Ach1evement Testing, which has thus far developed some 20 tests.
The Abt Report, pp. 82,98, In connection with questions of
Yaccess, this report observes that "some States had established
standards for acceptable levels of access. One, for example, has
standards for vocational education which spec1fy that the percent-
age of women, minority groups, disadvantaged and handicapped, and
1imited English-speaking students enrolled in vocational education
in the region be the same as their respective percentage 1iving in
the region. As regards-the elimination of sex bias and sex ster-
., eotyping, the standards 1n this State require that programs with
80 percent or more single-sey enroliment have an active recruit-
ment program to increase enrollment of the other 20 percent en-
roliment of either sex.” . *

.
*

Jacques Nacson and Ella Mizzel Kelly, Vocational Education:
Meeting the Needs of Special Populations {(Washington, b.C.:
A. L. Nellum and Associates, 1980).
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< CHAPTER V.

WOCATIONAL EDUCATLON AND CETA: .POLICY AND
PROGRAM COORD INATION

19 -
b ’ A . 3

. Introdyttion ' ~

The re(latwnship between the ffocational Educatwn Act of 1963, as
amended, and the Ccmprehensive Empl oyment and Trammg Act of 1973
(CETA) is complex. It consists of many, différent kinds of ties and
associations ranging from informal excharLges of information on lauér
market conditions to arrangernents for fundmg support .personnel and
services, to contractual agreenents for operatmg tralmng programs. *
The various aspects of the relationship are neither systematic by "
design nor uniform in function. ) . .

. »

>

\. The coordination efforts emerge from two systems that are quite
diverse. VYocational education 1s largely a'State and local program
that delivers education and training programs. CETA, on the other
hand, 15 a Federal system that acts as broker for a variety of Federal

public service employment, and economic

Unlike the

aims such as income transfer,

development, as.well as providing training for empl oyment. ,

vocational education system, under CETA the decisions for the expendi-
ture of Federal funds are made on the local level. Coordination
.between the two Systems is' the product of a history of Federal policy
that began with the” adoption of the Manpower Oevelopment and Training
Act (MOTA) 1n 1962, and in which the most recent changes 171 legislation

occurred with the-1978 amendments to the CETA.

It should be mentioned,

too, that the gpals for
seek to address are also

e{:l;yment af‘\d training which CETA and the VEA

concern of other Federal programs germane

to the development of the Nation’s human resources. N

|

. . c ~ R R
. The relationship between the VEA and CETA is commonly described as
constituting forms of coordination, linkage or -articulation. This re--
lationship’began with a legislatiye mandate under MDTA and has came to

."
1
!
|

Q o0 bosi——1s .
E MC«»—WO ’0 ‘8’1 - 15 , ¢ . )

p . s.




O

E

.
.

RIC

999 N -

comprise the activities of a variety of .State and local agencies and
organiz&wns; both public and private, which are 1involved 1n the more
effective development and utilization of the Nation's human resources
and which may hay’ di1fferent, but not incompatible, primary purposes.
In the amendments to the VEA dnd CETA adopted “in 1976, there
vitation to coordinate these two domains of Federal policy not only
with one another but also with a third, that dealing m‘th vocational
rehabilitation. This seems to offer the prospect of a less fragmented,
even if\not fully human resource

policy.

1s an

integrated, conception of Federal

«

No large-scale, systematic sStudy has been undertaken to examine
the many ways in which CETA and the VEA affect each other. Mest stu-
dies have examined 1ssues specific to the development of particular
progranms, thus precluding an understanding of the larger context of
Federal State, and local policy in which these programs are formed and
operated, The evidence now availablé 1s drawn heavily from the atten-
tion paid to exemplary or selected programs rather than from research
on the patterns of behavior 1nduced by the coordination of the two
laws . Moreover much of the mformatwn essential for depicting coer-
dination is not i1ncluded in the information systems established by the
Departments of Education and Labor. This chapter attempts to describe
the different forms of coordination od the basis of this body of evi-
dence and the results of more systematrc NIE-supported inquiries.
These were the field studies in 15 States conducted by Abt‘@ocwtes,
Inc., the studies of 15 communities conducted by A. L. Nellum and
Associates, Inc., and the survey of secondary and postsecondaryaqsti-
tutions carried out By the University of Califczrni'a at Berkeley.}

’

Coordination for Planning .

-

- By 1976, the Congress was\rnore mterested than ever before 1n 1n-
creasmg c60rd1nat1on between vocational education and CETA programs.

-

-

+




It adopted amendments to the two Acts at ,the same time, amendments sh
similar in language that they have come to be called "“joint amend-—
ments." They emphasized for the first?
time the mutual participation of vocational education and CETA agencies

These amendments were” unique.

and officials ig planning the coordination and use of Federal

re-

sources, availablg from VEA, CETA,

and yocational rehabilitation legis-

lation,

for employment and training and vocational education programs.

s

This was a departure from previous Federal‘legislation, which sought to
effect coordination through provisions governing administrative proce-
dures and the uses of funds and by requiring interlocking mémberships

.« between t\be State Boards for Vocational Educagion and the State Man-

power- Services Councﬂs‘ (sMsCs),
., Traiming Counc1ls (SETCs).

later renamed the State Employment

-

~w

t

%

The 197§ amendments to CETA and the VEA were the most direct ef-

fort made to effect the common use of resources up to that time. In
addition to requiring 1interlocking memberships between the SMSCs and

the State Advisory Councils on Vocational £ducation (SACVEs), with each
organization commenting on the gthe?'s annual report, the 197Q_VEA
amendments required each SACVE to identify, after consulting with the

SMSC,

7 caucation and Tl and trai
the vocational edycation and employmént and training needs of

the State and
employment tr
grams assiste
tent,

éssess the extent to which vocational education,
wining, vocational rehabilitation, and other pro-
. yader this and related Acts represent 3 consis-

integcatgd and coordinated approach to meeting such -t
. * needs . . .;(Sec. 105(d)(4)). N

£ N .
The same charge,___(&c. 162(b)(4)(A)) was given to the National Advisory .
Counc1l on Vocaﬁ’d??ﬁducation, which was to consu]t with the Natwnag}
Commission for Mar}goﬂea; Pohcy, later- renamed the National Commwsion
for Employment —Pzﬂicy. V ,prov1sions created opportunities "for
" planning vocationg,raﬁd t‘}a‘lf:q rograms that cut across separate and

what had been largély autonomous/ poHcy arenas. Whether these new

/ .

-
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opportunities have in fact been grasped and explo1ted is, of course, )
another matter. N

0

- ¢ « -
' © .

The 1976 ar.nendnunts supporteﬁ‘thes'e coordinating mechanisms by
‘taking a step to provide occupational info?fﬁajtion‘ that 'would meet the
needs of both vdécational educationr and employmdnt and* traiming pro- :
grams. This step was the establishment of a Natidnal Occupational « a
Information Coordinating Commi ttee (NOICC), funded under the YEA and
- CETA, which was to help establish in each State receiving VEA and CETA ¢ ;\,,
funds a State Occupational Information Coordinating Gemmittee (SOICC). :
Representatives from the Departmenf of Health, Education, and Welfare ®
" (later the Departmentvsof Education) and from'the Department of Labor, ’
§ including the Assistant Secretary of Employment™ and Training, vwere to

be the members of the NOICC. Its‘tasks were to improve coordination .-
among vocatwnal education and employment and-trammg personnel at all

F]

three levels of government and ot . -,

. L}

to develop and implement . . . an occupational information s
tem to meet the common ,occupa;wnal information needs of,
tional education progsams and‘ employment and t
at the national, State, and local levels, which
inclulie data on occupatwnal demand and sapnly f gssed on N
niform definitions, standardized estimating procedure and
standardized soccupational classiﬁcanons .. g}P L. 94z482,
Sdc., 161(b)(1)(8)).

The resulting “State occupational infofmation sSystems were intended to
improve State planning for, both vocational education and’ CETA pro-

, grams. 2 ’ . N
l N Ve . . e oj
+ Responsibility for helping the States to implement the coordina-
Coa tion provisions of the 1976 1eg1slat1on fell to BOAE (later OVAE), .

which established a CETA codrdination unit to provide techmcal ass1s-

tance. The subsequent rules and regulations do’not illuminate how the « o

SMSC and the SACVE Commentaries migh; be used. GNor do they comment on

.how coo?i'r\at.ion is to be treated in the State S-year plan, except to
) ' . 3 .
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require a desgription of the mechanisms for establishing coordination
which must include “the criterta devehoped to avoid duplication under
this Act and CETA."3 - ™
\ . .

The problem of the misuse of resourcas first received legislative
attention 4n a, provision of MDTA. Under Sec. 302:“ “maintenance of
State effort," MDTA dollars were not to replace vocational education
funds provided onder the Smith-Hughes or the 1946 Acts. The Congres-
siona'_l and aqministffative concern over the Tjse of Federal doltars fis
also to be perceived in the term “duplicatwr; of effort,” which raises
yquestions concerning the relationship between the VEA and CETA, One of
the basic assumptions concerning the duplication of programs s that it
is wasteful to conduct similar training and edugational programs. This
assumptwn, however, does not take nto acgount the fact that 1t is
difficult to assure & perfect fit between two different programs con-
cerned with the same target population, the ec'onpmical}y' disadvantaged’,
neither constant in size nor uniform in needs. The different educa-
tional, soc1al, and economic needs of such a'pobulation may be best met

@h many communities by bot i CETA and VEA pro“g;-ams which on the surface
appear to be dyplicative. For exdmple, a federally funded VEA program
in schools may be i‘dentica] to one funded by CETA in a cérnmun]ty-bgsed
organization (CBU), but the first would deal with’ in«school youth " and
the second with school dropouts. Thus, the very mix of service prb-
grams and services that mlght be called for could be jeopardized by in-
voking a simpltstic vegsion “of the rule that “duplication of effort" is
to be avoided. .o e

e

~.

«*

L Coordination Probiems

¢

"< ' The VEA and CETA may appear to share common educational ‘and train-
ing goals, but they are very different in operation. « They differ in
funding cycles, flexibility in the use of funds, eligibility require-

ments, planning and accountabi]ity requirements,” and in other ways that'
. L .
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create problems in the administration of programs. It is not strpris-

~ ing that the States were slow in carrying out the Coordination require-
ments for planning. A review of selected 1977 State plans by B0AE
stated:

Many State plans seem to have trouble differentiating between
& mechanisms for coordination, criteria for nonduplication, and-
! results of coordination. A few State plans just repeat their
mechanisms for both criteria and results. Some plans say that
close cooperation will result in non-duplication of progranms,
but they l1st no criteria which explain how duplications are
N discovered,

After the CETA terminology changed with the 1978 amendments from “man-
¥ power" to employment and training" programs, many States cQntainued to
use the earlier term. Even as late as 1979 and 1980 many States
treated CETA briefly in their annuad vocat1onal education plans, fre-
quently 1n a few paragraphs which merely repeated the regulations or
discussed the VEA provisions. Maine' s 1979 annual plan was exceptional
In that-it discussed the CETA set asides given to the “Governors for
vocational education. .The State plans are a poor source fqy determin-
" 1ng the States' efforts at coordination. Even though the Governors re-
ceived $118:4 million from CETA for vop;tional education 1n fiscal year
1978,% neither this fact nor any 1nformatio; about most of the activ-
1tie§ could haye been learned from the required VEA State plans.
Coordinated planning requires both knowleqge of the resources
available from different sources and a strategy for allocating th
’ effectively to meet identified needs. It 1s difficult to achieve at
the State level because State control over ldcal vocational. education
and CETA program-development is at best partial, and because knowledge
about available resources is uncertain. Vocational education progréms
are forward-funded, but CETA programs are not. Thus, State plans may
be able to forecast resource needs and the availability of Federal

vocational education dollars--but not CETA resources--for a 2-year
t
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period. In addition, firm knowledge is also likely to be lacking about
the availability of Federal funds relevadt to long-range planning deci-
sions under other poliches, both educational and economic.

Fungamental to the d%ulties of coordinated planning are, of
course, the differences not only between the purpos;s of Federal em-
ployment and training and of vocational education policies but also be-
tween their administrative features. The Comprehensive Employment and
. Training Act reserves .some of its funds for State Governors and dis-

tributes most of 1ts. resources through a formula to 476 a-dmirnstrative
units. These units, called prime sponsors, are located 1n Jurisdic-
tions with 100,000 or more 1nhabitants, which are usually cities, c.oun-
ties, or c¢onsortia of geographic areas.6 Most of the CETA funds,
some $7 billion 1n fiscal year 1981, bypass the States. Moreover, ofs
this sum, much was earmarkad for purposes other than training, such as
public service employment. CETA doilars available for education may
be used for purposes other than vocational training, such as remedial
aducation and work experience, By ‘contrast, most VEA 9ollars are dis-
tributed by grants to the States which then redistribute them, asrhas
been seen, to eligible recipjents which use them in combination with
State and local. funds. CETA dOllars are used by prlm'e sponsors throug
contracts and agreements with a variety of public and private organiza-
'tions including community colleges, LEAs, CBOs, and profit corpora-
tions, States and eligible recipients which comply with VEA require-
ments may count upon VEA dollars as entitlements, so to speak. CETA
dollars are allocated at the discre{ion of the prime sponsor. Finally,
CETA dollars are specifically and wholly targeted to the economically
. disadvantaged. VEA dollars are so‘ targeted only in‘part. The two
pieces of legislation, however, differ in their definitions of the
.economically disadvantaged. CETA'employs a much more detajled and
inclusive definition, strquferently from the VEA's, For exam-
ple, being a member of a family that qualifies for public assistance
makes B{e eligible for CETA training programs. Under the VEA, uthe

*»
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L] e
fafil ust have received public assistance. Furthermore, ehe CETA
legislation dears wi1th@adividuals affected by statutes Which act as
w*significant barrie:; to employment,” Such as’ institutionalized and
. handicapped persons. The most obvious differ:&e n defimtign-iies n
the process of identification,  Wnile public ation institutions can
readily identify persond with academic disadvantages, they do not keep
recdrds which show economic disadvantagement.’ . * ’
Differences between CETA afid vocational education also appear in
the way each is perceived by the officials and practitioners associated
with the other, apd these are obstacles to coordination. Neither the
employmént and training community generally, nor‘the Department of
Labor personnel who admnister the CETA legislation,.work with the VEA
definition of vocational education. In the CETA legislation and for
recordkeeping purposes, that term stands for all classroom training,
wherever 1t 1s conducted by either public or private educational instw
tutions or other organizations, ‘In the €A perspective, vocational
education extends broadly to all kinds of educational functions that
are classroom-based, and the temn may refer to @ curriculum, a program,
or an'organization. Thus, a common language fog developing coordinated
planning has, at least in part, been lacking--4 s1tuation which has
been an_mpedimedt to realizing the coordination objectives of the 1976
amendments.

SACVE-SMSC Developmentsy s -‘

¢ -

-~ . These amendments to the YEA called for réciprocal participation 1n
planning, as has been seen. Earlier, SACVEs had discussed coordination
with CETA in their annual reports.® After 1976, closer relationships
between the SACVES under the SMSC begar to develop, and by 1978, the
number of SACVEs discussing coordination in their annual reports had
risen to 44, Agrewview of 1977 SACVE reports indicated a general desire
for clearer, definitions of the role to be played dy each ,party 1nvolved

JAruitoxt Provided
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1n the p‘lanmng process, for Improved collaboratwn between SACVES and

SMSCs at the very beginning of the planning proceﬁs, and for more com-

N

patible”data reporting systems.9 s .
. . - o . ‘

The activity produced 'by the'requ'lred inter‘}'ocking'memberships of
xS the SACVEs and SMSCs led to their greater apprgo‘natwn of the respec-
T, tfve roles, funétwns, and uresources of VEA and CETA programs. 8y

1979, many pr1me SpoNnsors felt that a mecnanism for comprehensive plan-
mng was begmmng to emerge 1n the sense that the components of the
- glannIng 'system had been" 1dent1 fied. 10 Consequently, they felt
that they could plla_y a'more positrve part in coordinated planning. The
SACVEs were reéistermg the same opinion. The North Earolina SACVE,
for example, obser;/ed "This Counc ) beheves that the tim2 has come to
" move on the goals and recommendatwns of the Annual Report of the SETC
© " from a reactive to a prbactive mede. wil The Cahforma Adv150ry,
Council on Vocational Education exemphﬁed the idea of an "active
"mode" by preparing a guide for hnk'lng on Jthe local level no less than
60 Federal programs vnth ‘goal's smﬂar enough to those of vocational
education to represent potentlaL;ItIes for coordmatmn 12 By .the
early 19805, 1t was common for State‘dgpartments of education to issue |
a§iﬁ%{wrts on the status of coordination and how it might be Improved.. . ‘

. \ » !

- ¥or exdmple, a recent study conducted in Pennsylvania exami'ned how

CETA and. educational Linkages might be 'improved. Since coordination is

hampered by interpersonal differences, the study suggested that the .

" reasons for the high turnover of CETA, staff, a national problem, should !
be looked into because coordination mightsbe improved if‘more’stable
staffing patterns could be achieved. Jhe study atso proposed a solu-
tion to the problems 1ndl;ced by different f1sca1 ca‘le‘ndars through s}n-
chronized joint planning efforts that would aHow for "lead time” te
develop progrems. The study indicated how CETA ethbIth requ1re-
ments, deeme_d’b_y the educators as too prescrxpt‘lve,‘ m1ght‘be relaxed

énd how the- paperwork burqg.-n might be lightened by the use of sampling
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techniques. The study concluded that jf CETA could be shielded from
political pressures, there would probably be more coordination with

public education institutions. 13 .

In spite of the prbgress made, the obJective; of coordination be-
tween CETA and vocationgl education programs through planning are st1ll
being developed, -If the SACVE annual reports for 1979 are to be taken
at face value, much of the reason for this would have to be attributed
to “footdragging" on the part of State education agencies.14 _Part
of the reason, however, may be traced tO the way SACVEs viewed the
charge given them to review and analyze State employment and training
needs. Many"Justifiably interpreted the legislation as requiring data
collection and analysis tasks which they lacked the resources to under-
take, rather than an assessment of the information needed for the man-

dated coordinated planning process by the several parties participating
15 . .
t_ . 3

in i

Incentives for Program*Coordination

~ The adoption of specialized manpower revenue sharing legislation
with CETA drastically changed the role of vocational education 1n Fed-
eral e'miﬂoymept and training policy. Under MDTA‘, all classroom train-
ing functions had been the responsibility of the Secretary of Health,
Education, and &elfare and had been carried out through vocational edu-
. cation programs. With CETA, “the prime s.ponsors were given; the re-
sources for entering into contracts with providers of training ser-
vices. Vocational education lost 1ts preferred pgsition, and 1ts in-
stitutions and_ the school districts in effect had to compete with other
orqaﬁizations, such as CBQOs and private.vocatfonal schools, for train-
ing coatracts. It was difficult for the vocational education estab-
lishment to “unlearn" MQTA and make the transition to the new sys-
. tem. 16 N

s
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Incentives for coordinating VEA and CETA programs are found in the
provisions of the CETA legislationsand not- in the 1976 amendments to
‘the VEA, ‘which, as has been said, place virtually exclusive neh-ancé
upon planning processes a$ a means for achieving coord]nation. + The
CETA legislation views education--and not 551er vocational education--
as,a strategic resource. The legislation mentions education 1n many
ways, referring, for example, to LEAs, community colleges, 1in-school
youth, and academic credit. Under the legislation, public schools may
run programs for CETA participants or rent their facilities to prime
sponsors‘ to be used for vocational training ciasses, or they may pro-
vide-basic ski111 instruction without vocational training. On the other
hand, s?ﬁtols have been the recipients of CETA public service employ-
ment.(PSE) positions, whose occupants work as Jibrary aides Jor bus *
For such employees; schools are frequently re-

3 drivers, for example.
quired to provide training. :
The combination of CETA with ”educational resourges to achieve
vocational objectives can take a varietry of forms. In Modesto, Cali-
. fBrnia, for example, the LEA, the prime sponsor, and the State Depart-
ment of Rehabilitation entered into an agreemept to estabiish 2 career
vocat'ior;ai evalu?mon center in 2 mobile testing fdcility 1n order to
. assess the employability skills of handicapped students. '

CETA, as amended, had two major incentive mechanisms for coordina-
-tion with vocational education. programs. One resulted from setting
aside* funds received py the Governors for vocational education. The
second set asdde fund\s to be used for a particular populatig_n.vsoth
mechanisms were combined“in practice. .

-

1 4

’ Under Section 202 of Title II of the CETA 1egislat1‘og, the
Governors are required to set aside 6 percent of their funds for voca-
tional education. 1’ The uses of these monies are specified in Sec-
,t'ionﬂzﬂpé. This is the-legisiation's only provision spdcifically man-

<
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dating that funds be -used for vocational gducation programs or\ for

that matter, for any educational program, The unique feature of .this
set aside is that,'the funds go to the States, not to the local level

as do mgst CETA dollars. The Goiernors set; aside 1s a holdover~from
the earTier form of coordination under MDTA which provided assistance
to the State§. The Gevernors also receive additiona), funds to promote
linkages among State agencies, known “as Iipercent' monies, , and still
other separate ftfnds, known as 4-percent monies, to encourage coordina-_
tion and the development of special services.

. - -

These mandated funds, which are sbent in a variety of ways, may be
given to State vocational education agencies. For example, the l-per-
cent monies are frequently not received by State vocathal educatlon
agencies, but, when they are, they are often used to overcome problems
which hinder the admlniétratlon of joint programs. Thus, they are “used
to resolve prob1ems of scheduling by creating open entry and sexit

. traimng programs in vocational edycatmn, or by estabhshing regiofal

State placement officers in educational institutions. 0ne State used
the l-percent monies to pay fof the staff. of a research pro.]ect on €o-
ordination supported by 4-percent monies. These funds have been_used .
for research and development activities, including grants to SOICCs &
rather than. for those:more directly related to coordination, sueh as

ithe writing of agreemeﬁts between agencies.l8 .

-
.

The procedures for administering the Governors’ 69percent 'monies,
established 1in the, 1973 Act,lg were not chafiged by the 1978~amend-
ments. There has been great variability in the ‘admimstration of these.
dollars on the State levél. S state vocational, education agenci'es
have reporfed that tﬁey employ as many as 10 staff persons to deal vﬂth
CETA coordlnation.20 The discret;ionary use of these funds is éxem-
plified by one State whlch ha¢ only a single prime sponsor. Here the

. State vocational education agency established a thrée-member staff to

admibjster the°6-percent monies and was later also given responsibility

<, s
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for administering the 22-pege®Nt set aside under the Youth Employm;nt
and Demonstra}ion Projects Act. In this State, the prime sPonsor com=
bines the Governor's 6-percent and the 22-percent set asides with VEA
doHars to run skills center, ﬂlustrating the possibilities of both
flexibﬂity and variation in State lavel administeation. Ht;ere a sin- ~
gle prime sponsor exists, as in this example, coordination is much s3m-
8 pler than in a State where numerous prime sponsors are eligible to re-

¢ s

ceive the Governor's funds. -

)

-«
~ .

Evidence i1n the available studies of coordination strongly suggest
’ that tré\innovatwe nature and the ‘admin-.strative) flexibility of the
*CETA legislation have been a source of difficulty n effective coordi-
n:atwn because they were often perceived as constituting a lack of Fed-
eral direction. ’
The .legislatively mandated agreements between State level CETA and
. vocational edycation agencies have not been the most desirable mecha-
nism for spending the 6-percent monies. The differences in fuading and
. planning cycles of the two program areas and unce'rtainty about the f
. amount of 6-percent monies that would be available created obvious dif-
! ficulties. No less significant were the frictions arising from differ-
* ences in the operatmg styles of the agencies’ respons1ble for adminis-
tering the funds and in the1r perceptions ,of how the monies sh)\lg‘be
‘ spent. Some of these d1fferences went back to thie late’ 1960's, when
community actwn agencies viewed granting funds to State vocational
education agencies as concessions to political considerations.  The'
purposes for which 6-percent monies were to be used also led to dis-
putes. Were they( to be used to promote communic\a ion and coordination,
. or to enable prime sponsors to purchase vocationpl educ:ation services
irectly from schools? In sbme States, tﬁeée seferal sources of prob-
lems delayed the writ\ing of agreements and forcgd funds to be, carried

over from one year to the next.2l , \

’ .
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In the Omnibus ReConciliation Act of 1981, set asides for the
Governors' use were reduced “from 12 to 10.5 percent of the allotments.
This suggests that State vocational education agencies may be in compe-
tition for monies with other State agencies, in::luding the SETCs, whose

funds are also controtled by the Governor.22 ;

4

The 22-Percent Set Aside

The Youth Employment and Demonstrations Projects A;:t (YEDPA) of
1976 became Title IV in the 1978 CETA amendments. This measure was ‘
targetdd toward @ particular population, youth aged 16-21, and was cat- .

egorical

in ndture.

[t contained sevepal grovis1ons for coordinating

CETA programs with educational orgamz'ations.

One is known as the’22-

percent set aside because

Jt Tequires’ that 22 percent of the funds

avaﬂable»to prime sponsors under Sec. 343(a)(l) “shald be used for
programs for 1n-school youth carried out pursuant té agreements between
pru'ne spons'ors and local education agencies . . . ." The legislation
and subsequent regulations distinguish a'mong three different “in- ~
school™® classifications: , (1) ,in-school, meanin& "the‘ status of being
enrolled full-‘.ime and attendmg an elementary, secondary, trade, tech-"

. nical or vocational school, a collegé, including a Junior community or
. university;” (2) 1n-school program, meaning “a program which prdvides.
‘either or both career employment experience and transition services to
in-school youth;“ and (3) in-school ’xouth, mean.ing' "a person age 14-21

who is c‘urrently enrolled full-tipe in, and attending, & secqndary,
trade, technical, or vocational school or junior or community cellege

{ or is scheduled to attend . . . or has not completked high school and is
a program léading to a seco}dary school

*

’

scheduled to attend . . .
diploma or its equivalent," . - ‘

. . N . .

®»

Implicit in this threefold classification are. different ways oft *
! visualizing coordination activities not mandated by law between CETA

programs and educational agerlicies and programs broadly concgived.
- &

.
- ’
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However, it is difficult to know what happened as ‘e result., Informa-
tion about a program is not readily separated from information about
the popu\ation serv‘e<10. There is, moreover, an obstacle to determining
the extent to which Federally funded vocational education serves the
needs of in-school youth:' the DOL does not collect data’which classi~
fies "in-school yoﬁth" by the type of program in which they‘ are en-
rolled. Furthermoré, while the CETA legislation elsewhere consistentiy
uses the VEA definition of a LEA, it adopts that of the Elementary and
_ Secondary Education Act for the\ZZ-opercent set aside, which, in effect,
excludes canmunity and junior colleges from contract arrangements 1n-
volvi Wrzfunds. " The rationale for this,.according to the Director
-af DOL's,O‘f of Youth Programs, "was that prime sponsors should be
forced to at leas\sit down with public schools rather than avoiding
them by goéng to the>canmunity college.  We are not d1sc<x;raging activ-
it1es with these institutions ami expect that with the other 78 percent
of the funds these can be financed. But we certainly want to achieve
pubhc school-CETA linkage as a minimum."23 ~ The regulations, how-
ever, a LEAs to subcontract 22-percent set aside funds to 2-year
postseconddry institutions. .~
Under YBDPA, linkage was a fundamental element 1n reducing youth
unemployment, but how much the 22-percent set aside contributed to that
end is questiondble. The school systems‘ had to agree only on hew ythe
¢set-aside funds were to be spent. The monies did not go to the
schools; they went to a population served by the scho:ﬂs. Therefore,
in,theory, the schools could agree to use set- aside funds to estabhsh
« education prograns«in commun ity-based organizations, or, as was often.
the case in practice to provide stipends for part1c,ipants in programs.
-~ One study. suggests that the set-aside funds were for the most part used
to provide stipends.z"' Prime- sponsors used the monies targeted on
v in-school populations for'a variety of purpgses. For example, in fis-
cal year 1979, in Heber and Morgan count1es in Utah three school sys-
tems, the Tocal State college, and the State and local prime sponsor

A

K]

Q . A -
ERIC - |

- . .




Y
" E

236 . 3

.

led :their funds to. augment an existing program foh potential and
actual school dropouts. Thus, 85 percent of the monies available for
funding were allocated to the LEA, although the schools do not directly
'operate the program. A consortlum' of the sponsoring school systems,
prime sponsors,.and the State college operate the skill center in which
the program is,<conducted.25
N\
The 22-percent set aside created’ awareness of the problem of youth
unemployment and of the functwns that the schools could perform in
attacking it. The evidence does not point to endur1ng changes being

«brought about in the operations of schools as a result of 22-percent

set aside funds. Moreover, 1t 1s difficult to characterize the inter-
‘actions that occurred between pr1me sponsors and .,SChOO]S. One study
concludes that distrust has marked the relationship between the
two.26  Another finds that the 22-percent sét aside has "gone a
long, way toward acconfpl'ishing its purpose, an occurrence Mnch is all

.t?oo infreguent in Federal social programs."27 One basis for arga-

ing the case for a positive relat1onsh1p between prime sponsors ‘and

public schools lies-in the relative ease with which agreements between

them are made, compared to those entered ingd by prime sponsors with
3

other organizations.28’ :

> <t

“A key?"is;sue in tha relationship betweSn e schools and CETA pro-
grams arises from the fact that the latter are remedigl efforts de-
signed to benefit the economcally d1sadvantaged and that the training
‘programs provided by prime sponsors are suppogsed to equ1p_part1c1pants
with the skills for securing and holding a job. Whethgr schools are
the best prov1ders of education and tra,1n1ng for economically disadvan-
taged youth is a question which is ra'ised vn the provisions of CETA
and espec1ally in YEDPA, which call for alternative means of providing
the needed education and tra1n1ng.29~. To what extent, then, do the

. schools represent a Federal strategy for retaining yduth in need of

Qo
I

training for employment? ' .. N

° -

3
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«  The pubtic schools ar;e: of course, heavily involved in remediation T
efforts. Indeed, the major Federal involvement 1n education, the
Elementary and Secondary “Eddcation Act (ESEA), is compensatory n func-
tion. The differences bétween the purposes and the administration of
ESEA and YEDPA funds require no “discussion here, but it is worth noting
that in implementing the ESEA legislation, the Federal Government has
gained expelmence in understanding how to administer compensatory pro-
grams in schools. A substantial literature also exists on how to cre-
ate a change in schools.30  No equivalent attempt appears to have
been made with the implementation of YEDPA to learn about how schools
operate, and the resulting lack of knowledge hindered the development _ \
_of coordination. ‘

. On balance, the several CETA set” asides acted as fincentives to

. promote coordination etween CETA and public education, but, they had
mixed “effects becau/zof the many differences in the ways prime span-
sers and public schools provide services to individuals.3l In some _
citieé, much more "than 22 percert of the dollars were allocated to
schools for in-school youth programs. I others, 22 percene—wa.s_tbﬁ
maximum. Administrative procedur‘es and organizational requ1rements, as

has been said, detayed establishing in- school CETA programs. Agreement

on g1v1ng aqademc credit for work. expemenc.e, on scheduling, on the

length ‘of the school day, and onh graduatwn requirements had to be
+ reacbed to permit effective coerdination to, occur,32 and all of

these issues called for technical assistance effort by the Federal

. Government. = N

The mixed effects resulting fron; the 22~}aercent set aside could
have, been anticipated in light of the characteristics pf the public
s¢ ol enterprise, the d1scret1onary nature of YEDPA funds, and the
faf that one prime sponsor area may embrace many school systems.
Funding patterns would vary because, under the legislation, many LEAs
with in-school student pop,ulatwns sunpOrted by YEDPA funds do not

- AW ’ - \
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themselves receive such funds. This was illustrated bypone balance-of-
State prime sponsor in which ;ome 20 staff personswere involved in ¢ .
uritimi agreements with 300 LEAs, and 1n which aj the funds were used

’ fo;&stipends an&snone.mnt to the schools for opécating programs.

]
\ Theé Flow of CETA Funds .

) It is difficult to track the flow of CETA dgl'lars to educational
.. organizations and their uses. A Fedgral level accounting System per-
mtting the aggregatwn of funds for educational purposes is, moreover,
lacking. Much of «the information necessary to report on the flow of
CETA funds to educational organizations 1s in the contract and subcon-
tract files of prime sponsors and remains’ to be collected, and analyzed. .
However, while attempts have been made to determine the financial im=
pact of CETA on public education Institutions, the results of these
studies are speculative because of problems with the data collecnon.‘

_ With the information provided by the Oepartment of labor on CETA pro-
gram expenditures and estimates on public school enrollments from the

‘ .University of California at Berkeley survey,- it is possible to make”
rough estimates of the dollar flow to education. Table V-1 presents v
these figures. It is safe to estimate total CETA ffunds for education

on the order of mgre thana’S’I billion a. year at thé clo;e bf the ‘19705., -

a

o - . - .
* ¥ The number of CETA dol]ar;é flomr:g annually to "educatitn broadly : )
conceived is sybsta.nu 1y larger %'nao mcent‘Federal annual appropria- <
tions for vocanonal and adult "8 ucatiom and=make up at least one- - .

eleventh of all Federa] expenditures in edyca\non. ngy represent more™ ’
than one-seventh of the total CETA aoprdpmajwn for f1 sca1 yedr ¥o79% - I
‘. about $6.9 billion dollars. The volun® of the CETA dol@r f,low is 1@‘};; 9:3"”
pressive, but the funds are pr1marily directed to servmg shortee;-;erm/- '*‘ =
training and employment neegs. Moreover, CETA dollars are used Sf \' =
educat1onal agencies or institutions through contractual arrange ts j ?
, which may change’ from year to year. Consequently, the manner in which AT
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CETA funds are used'educationally' may ¢« not help develop
strategies for deploying Federal resources toward combmed--or coordi-

longer-range

3

D nated-—employment and training and ducational goals.
- n A
' 1 : TABLE V-1 .
ESTIMATES OF CETA FUNDS BY TITLEL
FLONING TO PUBLIC EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS FY 1979
Estimated CETA
. - Funds
Ttz ™ Purpose * (1n millions)
Title IT A, B, C General Training Assistance $265 )
(includes 6% set aside for B
. vocational education) . o
) Title IV Youth Programs o $ 40
Title VI, IID Pubiic Service Employment $485 " .
Titles II, IV Stipends for In-School Prograns $630 |
1le~Because of the lack of evidence on public school part1c1pat1on in
Title III, Programs of *National Significance, no estimates are pre-
sented. >
2. Because of the nature of the estimates and rounding, the total is
. hot add1t1ve. ‘ )
. . v -
. . . R
Source: Estxmates derived from Depirtment of Labor data on expendi-
. tures’ for classroom training and Umversn:y of California at
Berkeley survey data .
. N . 3 . .
CETA dollars enter the vocational education system in four main
.ways. One is by directly funding vocational education activities, as
. As se/‘oulated ‘by law .in® t’he case of the Governors' 6-percent set
‘ asides. A’ second is by prime sponsors entering into contracts with
vocational education -institutions for the provision of’ programs and
services. A'third is by providing funds or servicks to individuals to:
encourage their participation in public education programs, but not
2 = - ! - * . & ‘.
. v-19 . .
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supporting directly the operation's of educational facilities, as is the
case with stﬁ;t_}_‘tipends. Combinations of two or morevof these sep-
arate ways are common. The fourth way is to contribute resources to
education indirectly in fulfilling other objectives of the législation,
as was the case with prov1d1ng publi¢ service enployment pos1t1ons in

educational 1nst1tut1ons or agenc1es.33 -

. W
Large school districts are more likely ‘t™réceive CETA dollars

than small ones, both because of the greater cogjentration of economi-
s

cally disadvantaged persons 1n large LEAs and also because large urban

LEAs are more likely to be coterminous with prime sponsor boundaries
than are small LEAs, It also appears that CETA support for programs
for adults and out-of-school yodth is more heavily concentrated in
postsecondary institutions than 1in*others. The doHars received by
LEAs are spent 1n a variety of ways. They are commonly used to pay
stipends . for in-school youth, adm1n1strat1ve act1v1ty, assessment and
coundeling, instructional activity, Job placement or work experience
programs, but the use of the doilars is determmed locally. The dol~
lars may act as” seed money to put a program togetier or may fund an
entire program or merely a segment of one, [t is not uncommon to f1nd
funds from a Yariety of Federal, State, and local services pooled 1n
the Tocal level to establish a progras;a. In Hartfocrd, .Connecticut, for
éxample, the LEA pools 11 different funding resources to establisp a
nentraditional school setting with one academic center andgsix voca-
tional centers to serve those who have difficulty with the .r‘egular sys-

tem and drap out . 34 et

'

it is difficult to predict the fufure flow of funds to vocationale
education.  The Ommbus Reconciliation Act of 1981, in addition to
eliminating public service employment and changing the set aside to the
Governors for vocational education, deletes the ‘maintenance of effort
for youth c]ause under Title II. Ih1s could affect the&ﬁow of funds
to youth. The total authorization for training purposes is approxi-

.
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} L
mately S3:8 billion, but it is/ generally assumed that appropriations

for fiscal year 1982 will fall Helow that level. N
/ ;
>

Wﬂteri’ng Coordinated Programs

Problems n program‘coord.ination between vocational education ;and
CETA arise for several reasons, as has been seen. Th? central source,
however, is embedded in differences between the two in their purposes,

- in® the. agmimstratwn of funds, and in their mechanisms for eftectmg *

coordination.

.

Tn the 1976 amendments to the VEA and CETA and the subsequent reg-
ulations; the directions for installing a process for coordinated plan-
ning are clear. +¥hat 15 not altogether clear 15 exactly what it is
that is to.be planned in programmatic terms. Coordination in the CETA
context is a product of the degentralization of decisionmaking on
training and employment needs. This requires local level planning
attentive to all fcogéideratwns that could affect these needs. The
»legislation accordmg to its Statement of Purpose is designed

- . .

to provide for the maximum- feasible coordinagion of plans,
programs, and activities under this Act with economic
deyelopment community development, and related activities
such as jonal education, vocational rehabilitation,
- L8 public assistan -employment training, and social
service programs (P L. 95= ec. 2).

.

-

\
' Compared with the coordination under VEA, that called for by CETA is\_
enormously more complex. N

Prime sponsors are, in e?fgcts the brokers of Federal revenue-
sharing funds allotted to the States. The funds prime sponsors receive
are to be spent on the training and ‘other needs of a particular popula-
tion in a’specific area.- Prime sponsors a}e required to submit plans
to the Department of Labor detailing how the training needs are to be.

-’
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met, what coordination activitiés they will pursue, and',mat agreements )
they will write with other grganizations, including educational agen-
cies and' institutions, for providing the training and related services

1

required.

The agr%ements ars administrative mechanisms which may be f¥nan-
cial, as in the case of a contract withra LEA which provides for a
vocational frajning program, or nonfinantial, as in the case of a 22-
percent set-asid® agreement with 2 LEA which provides stipends for in-
school youtp. Agreements may also take the form of memoranda of under-
dtanding or grants. To simplify the accounting of funds, the'DOL re-
mquires prime §pqnsdrs t& be respt;nsible for reporting on how much money
is spent on popdfiations¥and programs, but not en the kinds of organiza-
tions which provide services. - )

Pr:ime?s'ponsors enter into numerous aéreenents, although in thepry
there are other administrative mechanisms such as set asides or direct
funding, which could replace the agreements process. For example, in
.fiscal years.1975 and 191&1 the State of Ne;t Virgi{nia atone entered
into 536 funded contracts through which almost 3,200 individuals were
enrolled in an on-the-job  training p‘r'ogram.35 The Michigan Employ-
ment and Training Service Counci]'s Report to ti\e Governor for 1978
shows that the States' 22 prime sponsors made 529 contracts and agree-
ments Swith other agencies, of which 38 percent wer@-entered into wi‘t,h
educational agencies and institutions.36 < In a. study of CETA's re-
lationship to vocational education, the '50 prime §ponsor§ surve)}ed ce
ported that they had entered into more than 1200 agreements of diffyr-
ent kinds with’ public vocational education agencies and institutions
{see Table V-2).

>

The number of agreements made annually by prime spansors with pub-

lic and ‘private educational institfutions, CBOs, vocational rehabilita-*
. .

tion agencies, labor organizations, and industrial corporations must

- 'd
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© & _ TABLE V-2 4
- - - 5 ¢ . N
OISTRIBUTION OF AGREEMENTS AMONG 50 SELECTED PRIME SPONSORS
e umtpuauc VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AGENCIES AND JSTITUTIONS

4.

Form of * .« - No. of Financial .- MNo. of Nonfigancial
Ag' reement ! Agreementg o B Agreements _
< LY
. Contratt s 667 . 37 )
Grant - - 25 o 2 . %
Memogandum of » v
Understandmg - 140 . 256 B
ot per . _16 5
TOTAL _ 848 < 360

‘.. L = ’
Souie: U.S. Conference of Mayors CETA/Vocatwna] Educatlon Coordina-
tion: A Status Report - \

(S . ’
T run*into the tens of thousands‘. 'Since information on agreements 1s not
‘coHected either by the Department of Labor or its regional offices, 1t
has not been %possible to examine systemat1caHy the comparative effica-
cy of the different forms of agreements. The frequeney with which they
whave to be made, hoﬁever does raise prob]ems for coordinateg planning
activities which should, at 1east in theory, be developing strategies
for match1ng the training and emp]oyment needs of individuals with the
‘ programs and agencies for meet1ng them. Achieying an‘,effectwe func-
tional fit betweenf ident1f1ed .needs and available resources for meeting
i them may oftenrequire that other Federal plicies, such as those deal-
& ing with v&a\\)nal rehabilitation, public gssistagce, or economic
deve]opment, be considered in 'State and local planning processes
- Whether 'this can be assured by .the present reqmrements for’ coord1na-
tion -in p]anning in VEA and CETA ]eg1s]at10n is one question. A far
-more important question than the composition of planning bodies is that
'of_ the"fun_ctiona] ';and reciprocal relationships among separate Fe'dera]
policies, each one’ of which is cdncerned in different ways with human
resource 'deve]opm_ent, employment and training, equity, and anti-

-

\povertx objectives.. P
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Concluding Observations

Detenni‘ning the functional ‘and recibrocal
vocationd1 education and CETA programs remains the central'
underTying coordination of the two, a problem that involves ~quest:wns
of policy far more than of adm1n1strat1ve procedure or process. Are

vocatwna] education and CETA training programs “to be viewed as alter- .

relationships between
problem

natwe or as complementary routes for the acquisition or further devel-
opment of occupational skills? Should CETA represent a8 second Option
open to all individuals to grepare for participation in the labor mar-
- ket, or only to those economically disadvantaged? If vocational educa-
tion programs, parugularly at the secondary level,
represent the first option for such preparation, open to all 1ndivid-
euals, should VEA funds,.in contrast to State and local funds, be used
only for the benefit of populations ‘v'ymch lack equal opportunities for
vocational education? If completion of school programs contributes o
. subsequent employment, how could vocational educatfoﬁ and employment
‘and tram"rng’ programs be ysed séparately and in combination to best
_bring about this result 1n ways other t\han providing stipends to 1n-,
Should the.provision of alternative programs or schools

are to continue to

._School yguth?
designed to reduce dropout ratés be made a CETA responsibility?

Snould -

CETA funds be used to provide school placement services for campleters
of secondary vocational educatien programs?. Answers to these and
51m11ar questions, having to do with tng nature of the functional and
reciprocal relationships between tkew'{grogranmatw features of two
pohcy structures, would define the"bwndames of coordination 1n

planning.: .
. ' )‘;

Requ1rements for the membeosmp f representatives from the em-
ployment and tralning and the vocatjonal educatwn communities upon
each others' planning bodies cannot [in themselves \ssure that such
_matters either find 2 place upon their agendas or, if they do, can be

authoritatively answered. In" the hght of that consideration, it

b shoulg‘ not be surprising that the &i 1f1cant ddvances made in program
- ~ * P ‘
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coordination since the adoption of the 1976 amendments to CETA and VEA
owed far more to CETA than to the 1976 amendments to VEA.  * .

“ [}
b - ©

. The VEA amendments, concerned almost excluswely with coordination
in State plannihg, produced the 1east programmatic act1v1ty The legz-
1slative provisions for coordination 1n planning set general and sym-
bolic goals, but offered no inc:entn}es n calling’ upon agencies and Jn-
stitutions Iwg)—r unfamiliar with one another's operations to work to-
gether. Different planning and “funding cycles, as has been said, im-
peded coordinat19n. Moreover, B0 1 wmplementation of the VEA plan-
ning reqmrements focused ,on forma1 comphance and provided the modest
technlca) assistance to em:ourage coord1natIon with CETA 37\ The
regu]atmns emphasized that the State plan must demonstrate’ that there
15 no duplication of effort but *did~ not 1nvite delineating a strategy

°for deplg/mg Feeera']: resources. The nukr accomplishment of the VEA

* coordination fequirements was to enable State-devel compojjts of the

VEA and CETA communities to becoame familiar with each othér's opera-‘

. . -

N .
tions. . .
. . . N

-

The more important developmgfits 1 program 'goordInatIon on’ the ,*
State and local Jevels were stimulated by €ETA prov151ons permtting or
req,uIrmg‘funds to be channeled to vocat1ona1 edul"atmn. .For the most
T part these funds, authorized” under -'d1fferent LCETA t1‘tles, ‘have been
, used flexibly and 1n combmatzon, servj,ng ends determined, by tife decen-

N ‘trahzed deér1sions of prime sponSOrs. What-1s extremelx difficult to

assess are the.effects of CETA prograns and funds on secondary and
Jpostsecondary vocat1onal programs and mst1tutIons. . CETA dollars that
pay stipends do teng t_o ho‘ld ‘students_ln scponl, but_ wﬁether they pro- .
ducké other consequent results is not -known. The fl oy of YEDPA dollars
did lead schools te examine and even change graduation requirements,
scheduling pract1ces, and .ways of serving economically disadvantaged
and othep s‘tudents.’ The extent, and. 4permanence of these effects, how-
ever, cannot be‘nndicated

ERI
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On balante, it is gafe to say not only that coordfnation between
CETA and vocational education programs has fncreased since 1976 but !
also that the tenns of exgstmg Jegislation and the consequent adminis-
trative procedures 1nhibit further gains that could be achieved through
the strategic deployment of all Federal respurces. it may well be thf
the most important ‘signal for progran coord1nat1on prov1ded by the VEA
and CETA amendments of 1976 is the task g1ven to the National Advisory
Council on,Vocational Education, the State Advisory Counc1ls on Voca-
tional Educatwn, and the National Ccmm1ss1on on Empi oyment Pohcy -~ to
1dentify tra1n1ng needs and assess the extent to whiéh aH‘ the programs
the pertinent Federal programs “represent a '
consistent, integrated, and coordinated approach to meetfng such
needs. M Th1s charge may be said to invite the adoption of a new
corception of a cWoprehensive and unified Federal policy fcr human re-

.

conducted under all

«,

source development and employment.
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FOOTNOTES X

N N v

" The Bibliography includes full listings of the reports and docu-

ments pertaining to program coordination between CETA and VEA that .

were used n preparing this chapter < . .‘

The designated part1c1pants in f0ICC were originally the Commis-
sioner of Education, the Administrator of the National Center for
Education Statistics, the Commissioner of Labor Statistics, and as
noted, the Assistant.Secretary of Employment and Training; but no-
official or agency is named as responsible for coordination at the
Federal level. .

‘e
Sec. 104.188 of the VEA regulations. .
Chris Vogel, "CETA Coordination Study,” unpublished (Central
Branch, 0S0P0/BOAE, U.S. ‘Office of Education, November 8, 1978).

Ana]ys1s of Titles I,
and fraining Act of 1973 for Fiscal Year 1978, mimeographed

(Washington, D.C.: Office of Community Programs,‘Employmeniﬂand
Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor, May 1979),

p. 21. ~
]

For geographic areas of under (00,000 persons or in small States,
the prime sponsors are referred to as balance-of-State pr1mes
They represent only 53 of the present 476 prime sponsors State
Governors are alSo designated as-prime sponsors for counties with
fewer than 100,000 population. Counties comprise “the largest
category, with 203 primes, and consortia next, with 143 primes;
cities follows with 71= There are also fdur prime sponsors which
deal with the Consolidated Employment Programs which are categor-

ized separately by the Department of Labor.

hd -

See Chapter II above for the VEA categories of economic disadvan-

II, and IV of the Comprehensive Employment *_

tage as well as the Federal Register, Vol. .42, No. 191, Oct. 3,
1977, p..,33864. Concerning the CLIA e]1glb1]1ty requ1rements, see
edera] §291ster,

Overview:

1979, p. 19998.

Vol. 44, No. 65, Apr1] 3,

1977 Reports of the State Advisory Counc1ls on Voca-

. i‘ .
P

tional Educdtion {Washington, D.C.:

National Advisory Council on

L2

ocat1ona| Education, November 1978), p. 8. /]
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0verview:

1978 Reparts of tye State Advisory Councils on Voca-

tiondal Education (Washington, D.C.:

National. Advjisory Council on

Vocational Education, November 1979}, p.

CETA/Vocat%onal Education Coordination:

14. .

2]
A Status Report (Washing-

ton, D.C.:

U.S. Conference of Mayors, November 39/9}, p.

iwi.
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11. A Time:to Design, Annual Report of the North Caroiina State .
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CHAPTER VI. CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING EDUCATIQR™

&
Introductiont

° .
. tr

a sex stereotyping .

Since the adoption of the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917, home edonomics
education fas been part1afly supported by Ffederal vocational educatmn
funds. Under the Education Amendments d¢f 1976 (P.L. 94-482, Subpart 5,

: Sec. 150 (a)), the Federal Goverament provides grants to iStat’es for,
Consumer and Homemaki‘ng Education (C&HE) programs. _These funds are to

be used : N

~
r
-

“solely for (1) educational programs_in consumer and homemak - * ,
ing education consisting of instructignal programs, ser-
.vices, and activities at all educatignal levels for the

. occupations .of homemaking 1ncluding but not limited to, con- J
Y sumer education, food and nutrition, family living and par-
enthood education, child development and guidance, housing
T and home management (including resource management), and

clothing and textiles which (A} encourage participation of
. both males and females to prepare for comb1n1ng the roles of
- homemakers and wage’earners; (8) encourage elimination of
s 5 (C) gve greater consideration to .
° economic, social, and cultural conditions and needs espe-
- cially in economically depressed areas. .; {D) encourage ,
- - outreach programs in communities for youth and adults giving

considerations to special needs such as, but not limited to, .

aged, young children, 'school-age parents, single parents,
handicapped persons, educationally di sadvantaged persons,

and programs cpnnected with health care delivery systems, -

and pragrams providing services for courts and correctional o ..

“institutions. . . . . . v !
—

In adéu:ion to their use in educational programs, the grants to States

- may be spent for ancillary services designed to assure the quality of

+

The authorized ancillary services are teacher .
research, program

"~ all homemakin'g programs..
* training and supervision, curriculum development,
evaluation, specfal demonsfration and expegimental pr;ograms,idevelop-’
ment of instructional materials, exemplary ptojects, provision of

., equipmcnt, and State administration and leadership.

v g
¢

’ .
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States must use at least one-th1rd of the Fede fal .money "in eco»

: nomically depressed areas or areas with h1gh rates of unemploymént for /‘r\/-_‘
p{ograms designed to assist consumers, and to help improve home enyirom-
~—-ments and the quality of life".(Sec. 150(d)) While State and local ’ R

r

funds are usually required to pay for at least hal'f the amount .spent on

C&HE programs elsewhere, in econom1cally depressed areas Federal funds
may be used to meet 90 percent'of these costs. ) ~ -
- o . g
. €learly, the special benef1c1ar1es‘ of C&HE .programs dre, persons ' .
who are expected to suffer most because they lack the knowledge to make o
‘ sound dectsions as consumers-or to pdrform hOmemakmg ﬂmct'f ffec- .
tively., The programs are also designed %o prepare mesr an& én  for
the dual roles of homemaker and wage earners All student:s' are ex-pected -

to benefit from C&HE programs by acquiring knowledge and skills whch
can contribute “to unproved home environments, consumer dec1s1onsT and
famly life. Furthermore, it is hoped that by supportmg ancﬂlary ’,ﬁ
services, Federal funds may 1ndireétly 1nfl uence educatflonal programs *

.
. r
. on which Federal funds are not being .spent. o ?‘ s
}g ,

. - . K L]
A . Y .
.. . N ..

" Home. Economics, Consumer and Homemaking . R .
Education, and Federal Policye N
' @ . o . . .

!

", The-ends served by C&HE progrem$ under the Federal vocat1onal edu-

cation leg1sl}t1on of 1976 are consistent with the ob.)ectwes of home
b?Mms ‘education and professional services as theyx developed from
the close of the 19th century on. Home edondmics was inithally a
women's curr1culum. With the growth of cities and industry and the
swell1ng tide of umngrgtwn, schools assumed some of the résponsibilir
ties for the soc1al1zqt1on of, the child that had pre\71ously been borne
by the family and community, and *courses in homemaking betame a log1cal
addition to’ the public school curriculum. . They were viewed as a means
, of preserving and strengthening family values during a period of rapid

social change. From 1899 to 1908, Ellen Richards, one of the strongest

-

» ’ .

) : vi-2
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proponents of a domestic science curriculum in an expanding public edu-
cation system, held a series of meetings known as the Lake Placid Con-
ferences, ghroixgh which home economics as a field grew in stature and
scope and developed a national constituency. To Ellen Richards, home
econdmics involved applying economic and,scientific knowledge to the
, management of the home and family and to their spiritual nurturing and
cultural strengthening. Its aims transéended the practical courses in
food preparation or clothing construction available at the time. She
hoped that through home economics, with its distinctive philosophy, the
knowledge of such differe}\t disciplines as economics, biology, psychol-

ogy, and sociglogy, for example, would be integrated to serve a new
* L

purpose,

n -

"Even before the passage of the Smith-Hughes Act of 191‘7, the co-
alition of interest groyps from education, ‘business, and labor a<3vocat-
ing Federdl aid for vocational ‘edu'cation ingluded a champion of voca-
tional aducation for sfemales in ,the Nafional Education Association
(NE'A) In 1910, it had 1ssued a statement declaring that thefg_,imary
aim of vocational education for females was "to enable them, thru the
right sort of homemaking training to enter homes of their own, able t?
assume the most sacred duties with an ntelligent - prepara-

s

¢ tion, . . ."1 '

N
5

e !

[ ‘In 1914, the Commission on N‘ational Aid to VYocational Education:,
.which had been appointed by President Nﬂspn, recommended Federal fund-

. ing for the education of home economics teachers so that home economics’
courses coul& be offered in elementary and high sghools. The Smith-.
Hughés Act '}‘ef.lected this recopmendation. Home economics was one of
four subject areas funded under this Act, the oth;r ‘three being agri-
cultural trade, and industrial education. The Federal grant to the

- State was to be used for tedchers' salaries and téficher training. The

home economics programs were to be offered under the supervision of the

. -
2 - w

‘o - »
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State, to adult homemakers as well, as to youth both in and out of

school. N

/

.

A maJor rationale for the inclusion of home economics in Federal
legislatqon designed to encourage the growth of vocational education at
Xhe secondary level was stated in a,Federal c1rcularquhshed in 1918:
home pconomics "finds its place in the school curricu]a because it fur- .
nishes vocational education in that occupatwn in which 93% of all,
American women ‘u]nmate]y engage, . . 2 ‘

During the 1920's support for home economfcs:grew, spurred in par-
ticular by organizations interested Jdn strengthening the family and
c.ountering,.l_the rise in divorce rates after the First wqud War. Among
these were the Parent Teacher Asscciation and the Child Study Associa-
tion of America. The American Home Economics Association expanded its
concerns to include child care and parenting, and the’ subject. matter of
chtld care was incorporated into the}home ecomomics . curriculum in

.«

1925, -

The next -imﬁortant Federal vocational education'measure, the
George-Reed Act, was adopted in 1929, It authorized additional’ ftnd-,
ing, above the levels provided by the Smith-Hughes Act, for agricul-
tural and home economics education. It also fhanged the basis for the
home economics allotments to each of the States. Under the 1917 Act,
they had been determined by the ratio of a State's urban pop'u]ation to
the total urban population of the United States. Under the George-Reed
‘Act, they were deterined by the ratio of a State's ru_ral popu!ation to

" the rural population of the United States. . /\

*The George-Deen Act of 1937 greatly increased the level of %unding
for home economics anhd again gave it the same level of funding as agri-
cultural, trade, and industrial programs. The Act also required State
or local magfhing funds to increase in stages fron} 50 pe;cent a"fter

K ¢ v
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' 1938 to 100 pert;ent after 'June 30, 1946, Federal funlis for. home egco-
namics continued to be adllotted on the basis of rur population, but
they were'no longer to be spent on teachgr training.

The George-Barden\Act of 1946 further increasedithe level of fund-
1ng for home* econamics, but at a level lower than that for agricultural.
programs, and continued the allotment on the basis of rural population.
The ban against using Federal funds for teacher trgining also tontin-
ued, but in other respects the States were given gr?%ater discretion in
the use of their grants. Eaf¥ier legislation spoke of “cooperating"
with the States 1n order to effect the further development of. voca-
tional education. The 1946 Act spoke of "assisting" the States for

N

“that purpose, , R

P : T
The Wocational Educatign Act of 1963 cons€ituted a change in Fed-
eral vocational education policy. For homg econamics ‘education, the
¢ Act departed from the tradition of a separate’autMrization and left 1t
< to the States to decide hgw much was to be spent on that subject area
out of a total grant detemmined; t;y a formula based on age groups 1n the
population and per capita in'come. %nother change provided that funds
allocated to home economics could be ‘used “to fit individuals for gain-
ful employment in any occupation involving kno'wledge and skitls in home
economics subjects" and thd%, beginning with fiscal year 1'966, at least

" 10 percent of home economics funds had to be used in that manner.

Th¥ 1968 Amendments to the Vocational Education Act of 1963
{/ changed the provisions affecting nonoccupational home economics educa-
i tion, now called “Eoﬁs{mer and Homemaking Education.” Part F of the
© 1968 legislation authorized separate appropriations for Federal grants
in support of progcams in’ this subject area, F9r the first time, it
called for home economics to be attuned to "socigl and cultural condi-
tions and needs, especially in econamcally depressed areas," empha-
sjzed preparatwn of youth apd adults for the "dual role of homefnaker

, -
~ <
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and wage earner,” and included consumer education in the home ecopomics
curriculum. It also \uthorized a match ratio of 10 State or local
dollars to 90‘Fed'eral%:‘fars_for the amounts, spent in economically
depressed areas and required at least one-third of the Federal funds to
be spent in such-.areas as those with high rates of memplofment, to
assist consumers "dnd to help improve home environments and the quality
of family lifé," Thus, the "1968 Vocational Educat’iona] Amendments
anticipated many key elements of the'Consumer and Homemaking Education

.Brovisions of the 1976 legislation.-

v

r

State and Local Responsiveness to the 1976 Federal Legislation
Part A, Subpart 5, of the Educatign Amendments of 1976 goes well
beyond the preceding legislation in spec1fy1ng the subject matter of

4Consumer and Homemaking Educatton programs, the ends they are to serve,

and the groups most in need “of the knowl edge and skills chey can pro-
vide. One key quéstion inherent in the statute s charge to the NIE to
rev1ew and evaluate “the effectiveéness of programs funded under subpart
5 of Part A" is the extent to which .t:he“g&HE systems on the State and
local levéls are responsive to the intent>of the Taw, particu]ar]y"vwith
rdspect to the subject matter tdught and the targeted grqups of stu-
dents)_.; A second key question is whether C&HE programs make a differ-
ence to 1earners. A third set of quést1ons, implicit in the first twd,
concerns the degree to which Federal poHcy and its implementation,
distinct from State and local factors, affect responsiveness to the Act
and even theych’arka,cteﬂstics of C&HE programs that do not directly re-

ceive Federal l:unds.3 , ' E

- 14

“ Subpart 5 indicates priorities among content areas and populations
w1th‘spec1a1 needs, butkit 'dges rlot 1imit federally }ynded programs to
the specified content areas or groups. The ‘language of the law (“in-
cluding but Aot . 11m1ted to") is indicative, not prescr1pt1ve. It per-

mits IStates to choose to usé Federal® funds either to maintain

v
P
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traditional programs or to promote change in the di rection of the specd

fied content . areas and populatlons. The Act indicates preferred be-
havmr, and the term responsiveness\means, in thl:? context, correspon-
dence between that preferred behavior and State and local C&HE pro-

8 -

grams, practices, and activities.
% ',

Smce the Taw is permissWe, it should not be surprislnd that
NIE's study found the degree of responsiveness to vary considerably
among States. The fact that C&HE program activities more closely mir-.
rored the law in ‘some States than in others p7\or “to 1976 also contrib-
uted to the present variability in responsiveness among the States.

-
3

What Is Taugeht? 5

Table VI-1 shows the frequency mth which courses in the six con

tent argas were offered in 1978 1979, according to a recent survey of
.1, 147 secondary schools in 41 States. Comprehensive C&HE, a survey
course c0vering all six subJect areas, is the most frequently offered
course, and from 1972 to 1978- 1t had -higher student enro‘llment than
courses ih any one of the six content areas in the 10 States,studied by
“the NIE.A rieverthel,gss, enrollment in comprehensive courses de-
creased during these years from 60 to 31 pe'rcent of total C&HE enroll-
ment in those States. From 1972 to 1978, enrcllment in fodd and nutri-
tion and in clothing _and textiles courses remained the highest of the
) six cBntent. ai‘eas. Food and nutrition enrollment rose from second to
highest in’that per‘Iod; enrollment in consumer education remained thJe

.

lowast. - .

. R .

In addition toaenrol]ment figures, data on course duration give
sgme indication of students' exposure to d‘fferent kinds of subject
matter.- A racent study in Minnesota inc{icates that the total number of
hours Mtructien was greatest in food and nutrition and clothing
and textiles and least in consumer education courses. !

.y .
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2 TABLE VI-1 “ "

“s "SECONDARY SCHOOL COURSE OFFERINGS.IN 41 STATES, 1978-79
N - °

)

Schools Offering Course

Course Title - N %
ComprehensiveJC&HE ) 860 & 75 s
.Food and nutrition » 766 N 67
Clothing and textiles ,, ¢ L 732 64

- Housing and home furnishings and
home management . L0 61
Family relations ) ‘698 - 61
Child development o, 631 55
Consumer education 409 36

’

* Sourcet Huéhés, Rougvie, and Woods, The National Census Study of Sec-
> ondary, Vocational Consumer and Homemaking Programs

. 1
. - °
H

<

' * . Course enrgﬂments and duration, however, are only,partial indica-
tors of the extent to which students are*exposed to different types of
C&HE subject maéter. Consumer education topics, as well as ¢others em- |
phasized in the legislation, are included in a variety of C&HE cowrses; |
- they are not conf‘med to courses with the specific subject matter |
Yapel. 6  For examplé, at least half of the consumer educa‘tiorl\ and
management topics listed in the survey of 41 States were taught n C&HE
programs in 80 percent of the schools covered, though not necessarﬂy
in consumer education classes. However, students enrolled’ in a con-
sumer education course are more likely than those in a comprehensive

course to be taught the full range consumer education topics.’
-~ .
-

Two k‘lnds,of C&HE programs were found in the NI§ study to be espe- a
cially responswe to the aims of the Act--outreach programs for adu]ts
and "adult- Hving" courses for high school students. “Both progr‘s -

-. > -
typically incorporate the four areas giwgn special emphasis in the law;
namely, consumer educafion, management of resources, nutritional know-

A

” lédge and food use, and parenthood education. Adult outreach programs
- v . R . . \
. . (\ - 1
. . |
) V-8 |
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are highly ziepen‘d'ent on Federal ffmds and‘provide needed 1nformation,
such ,as consumer, educatign, to poor people. Adult living courses,
which .are relatively new but are becoming inéreasingly common, are sur-
vey courses deéigned to provide high school juniors ‘and seniors with
knowledge that will _help them td finction effzzct’ively as adults. ~ The
subjects taught 1ncludd® family relations, careers; and ec1s1°o'nmaking .
iﬁ?/olving money, food, housing, and children. Adult?living' courses
frequently attract male students and do not requ;re previous course

“~.work in C&HE. .

"Mho Are the Students? ¢

More students were enro.lled in C&HE programs, between 1972 and 1979
than 1n any other vocational education program field. Of the 1.4 mil-
1ion sthents enrolled 1n C&HE programs in the .10 States in 1979, 66
pércent were §econdary school students, 32 percent were 1n adult pro-
grams, and 2 percent were Postsecondary students.8 .

v

Nationwide, a total of 3.7 million students were enrolled 1n C&HE
in 1979, of whom 75 percent were secondary school stullents, ’24 percent
were in adult programs, and ! percent were postsecondary students.
Data from ‘the Gffice for Civil Rights indicate that 1n 1979, 70 percent
of C&HE students in Righ schools, junior and community colleges, and
area vocational centers were Caucastan, 22 percent were black, and 8
percent werg Hispanic, Native American, or Asian American.’

A -

Enrollment in C&HE programs 1n the 10 States increased by 17 per-

cent between 1972 and 1979.9 The growth 15 chiefly attributable to a

L\/’\/_Jthregfold increasé in}male»enrollment--it rose from 6 percent 1n 1972

to 19 perceht in 1977 -~ Since the increase occurred by 1977, it was,
according to local school admindst\ratom, the result of Title IX of the
Civil Rights ~Act of 11972, which prompted schdols to e11mmate segrega-
. bi .- s

\ / ‘ .
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tidn of stucents by sex, rather than the result of h.L. 94-482,10
Female enrollment did not, change durfng this peried.

? - Mthough females comprised the large majority (80 percent) of C&HE
students cin 1978, it 1§ possible that C&HE programs lost some fema]e
‘enro'llment tc occupational home eccnom1cs, enroliment 1n occupational T
home eccnom1cs increased by 64 percent in the IO States from 1972 to
. 1979, wh1le C&HE enrollment increased by cn]y 17 percent.
)
) . L7 e
Another notewcrthy development in these States swas the 59 pe‘rc’ent
increase 'in enrollment in adult programs from 1972 to 1978, in contrast
to the 2 pe{cent increase in seccnhry enrollment.ll” Adult parti-
cipation rose in 6 of the 10 States. . .
Adequate data on enrollment of the special populations 11/sted in
Subpart 5 are lacking. Programs in the 10 States for thes:e populations
are usually outreach programs offered either in school, with instruc-
tion tailored to the needs\cf the group, or in community settings, most
often in urban areas “where liaisons with a social service network
facilitate identifying and recru1t1ng students with special needs."12
0f the populations listed, the "educationally" d1sadvantaged and the
elderly are the most ytensﬂe]y served in these States. Educationallx
disadvantaged persons are‘defined by these States as inhabitants of
gccnggn1ca1‘ depressed areas; there ts no separate test to detérmine
d1sadvanta.g§1 status. M-Bf-schccl programs, for this group typically
are offered in cities and make use of paraprofessionals who live in
communities in which the programs are offered. Instruction focuses on
. problems relating to family life, budgeting, landlords, home repairs,
and consumer decisions. Outreach programs for the elderly are usually
set up in community centers or housing projects and emphasize gffecfwe
nutr1t1'cn at minimal cost, budggt1ng, and consumer skills.
. .-

Handicapped persons participate in C&HE programs in school as well
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.--plary programs: most of tRose found were at leasts 10 years o1d.13
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“

as— in ccxmrgun'ity human, services or health care agencies. In ”some
States, C&HE teachers take part in programs for deinstitutionalized
handicapped adults, providing instruction in consumer skills, cooking,
and grooming. Most of the 10 States have sponsored inservice training
- sessions to prepare teachers to teach students with special needs, par-
ticularly in mainstreamed settings. Two of th®m have published. quides
+ for teaching the handicapped. o ' '
Instruction f.or sc‘hool-aged parents, usually i‘n child development
and parenting skills, is given where there is local supporb=foc.this
kind of program. Few C&HE(programs spec1fically for single parents
were found but this populat\
as weH as with "d1sblaced homemakers." Programs for young children or,
1nmates of cq‘rectional institutions were also relatively few in num-
ber, as were C&HE programs conducted’ in connection w1th health care
dehvery systems. a .

s a
»

on overlaps with others named in the law,

Exemplary outreach progran;s for special populations aggear to
share the following charactqristics The content i$ tailored to the
needs of the group or groups for whom the program is designed; "The
program is conducted outsjde of the secondary school sysfem with at
least .one ’sI.aff member responsible for planning, instruction, recruit-
ing participants, amd serving as liaison between the program and social
service agencfes. Community residents are used as paraprofessionals in
the;program. The program® operates within a network of public and pri-

vate agencies that serve the group. Time is reduired to develop exem-
-

-
-’

? Does CSHE Make a Dffference to Learners? .

-

~

, The body of research on the effects of CZHE programs on learners
is small.}4  studies gond'uctéd in the last " 104 years designed to

* show whether CSHE courses affedt the knowledge® of C&HE subject matter,

. ) VI-11 ’
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the attitudes, or the behan‘or of those participating in them were
1dentified and examined.. Most of the research ’studies were conducted
with small numbers of high §£hool students (30-100) enrolled~in classes
1n one of the six content adeas. Few studies have»beﬁn conducted with
the target groups specified 1n Subpart 5. Not onlyas the body of re-
sear;h smail, but’thg ffndings are also sométimes inconcluswe. .

«

There is evidence that learners' knowledge of certain content
;reas improved “after taki'ng one or more C&HE classes. Significant
improvement 1n% knowl edée was reported in the areas of.child developpent
(four studies 1ncluding one with mldly mentally" handicapped stu-
dents),15 nutrition (two stu‘dles)\,16 family living (one study
showtng  males  improved),l7  and  metrs measurementl8®  and
parentingl9 taught 1n comprehensive home econamics classes (one
. study eacn). Knowledge of small business ownershlp among students 1n
three secondary CZHE programs was found to lmpr0ve after participation
1n "an experimertal un1t in entrepreneursHip ‘t,o-—a- greater extent than
*. that of 3gcontrol group of C&HE students.20 .

-

Sthdies of the effects upon knowledge of consumer education have
produced varied results. One, & study of disadvantaged students in 128
school districts, shgwed that students who had participated in C&HE
programs scored significantly higher on a test of consumer knOwl::dge
than students who hag not.2l A.second study involving high school
students showed no significant difference 1n knowl edge of gconsumer edu-

cation subjects between those who had studIéd consumer education ln
22 o

home economics courses and those who had not.

' '

In a ‘study which assessed knowledge of lo«-:inco‘me adults in all
areas of C&HE before and after participatign in a C&He progran'l,} the
greatest gains were made in knowledge of clothing and. textiles, but re-
ported gains were not statistically s1gn1f1cant.2’3 Yet a study of
changes in high school students’' knowledge of many consumer and homé- .
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a
making e&ucation topics showed significant improvement after they had
taken a _comprehensive nonlaboratory course called ¥Adult Roles and
Functions."2%

Three studies sought' to determine whethe .changes in attitude
coutd be attributed to participating in high school CZHE courses. They
focused on changes in students’ self-concépt and expectatiods of mari-
tal roles. ng'studies reported that students' expectations regarding *
marital ‘roles had not significantly changed as a result of taking a
child development course.25 Thfe third study fotn}ct that a group of
students who had taken a course in family living expected to be signif-

1cantly more egalitarian and less authoritartian in their marriages than
-2 control group which had not 26 A1l three studies showed no sig-
nificant change in self-concept, but this result is understandable:
such a change should not be expected as a consequence’ of participation
in a C&HE course. Still another study reported that confidence in per-
forming homemaking tasks was greater among adults who had been enrolled
in high sch001 home economics classes for 3 years than among those who
had had fewer years of ingtruction. 2

havé investigated the effects of C&HE courses

er{lts. In one, a high school teacher observed
that several students fho had':aken a 6-week unit in child dev’elopment
volunteered to work wlth children outside of class.2® Another sur-
veyed students who had been enrolled-in a high school clothing class
within the preceding 5 years and found that resfondents who had not
Tearned about managing credit reported using credit more frequently
than those’ who had.o29 A thi‘i'd.behavioral study administered a

. questiopndire on. purchasing habits to adults who had taken one or more
CSHE courses in a community college and to ofhers who had not. It
found that the purchasing dec‘ions of former C&HE students reflected
knowl edge af princigles of consumer education to a significantly
greater extent than those of students who had not taken C&HE.?O

on the behavior of st

.
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There are, studies that report that former C&HE students found the
subject matter they had IeJrned }ater turned out .to be very USef’d}.
Yet if the effectiveness of C&HE programs is assessed by the;degree to]
which measurable pos1t1ve changes in the .knowledge, attitudes, or be-
havwr of students can be attributed to participating in C&HE cougses,
the research conducted thus far invites a suspended judgment, ™

°

There are several reasons for this conclusion.' « Most important,
perhaps, is the small number t;f methodologicaﬂy' sound " studie$ Lon-
ducted, particularly of any one content area. In the existing body of
research, precise explanations of what was done that produced a measur-
able change are often lacking; and there 1s little documentation of
outcome measures, s0 that it 1s not always cIear what is being mea-
sured. Furthermore, sample sizes in ail except 4 few, studies are

" small. Clear}y, the problem of the effectiveness of C&ZHE programs has

O
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yet to receive systematic investigation from exper1eg‘ced researchers.

ey
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-
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The Federal Role in Promoting State and Local J}esponsiveness

4
. 'State and local dollars pay a far greater ghare of the cost of

C&HE programs than do Federal funds. ,In fiscal year 1973, Subpdrt 5,
funds accounted for 8 percent of the 5479 milliod spent nationwide in
Support of C&HEN3L- From 1972 to 1979, Fedaral support for C&HE in-
creased 54 percent nat1onany, but State and’ local support increased

119 pgrcent. NV

-

A 3

Does the relatively small ‘amoent of Federal funding prgmpt or en-
courage States apdA localities to be responsive to Federal goals? The
answer to this important question is somewhat complicated.

- The Act says that States may use Federal grants for C&HE’ programs
which, among other thirigs, "éncourage outreach programs in commulnﬁies
for youth and-adults giving consideratiohs to special needs. o

. 1N N .

’
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”»
Often these special populations are not enrolled in s\econdary school,
the traditional setting for C&HE instruction. Therefore, to be respon-
sive” to this emphasis'of the statute, States would have to devotesa
portion of their total C&HE funding to establishing (or maintaining)
programs aimed at adults and out-of- school youth who could ba taught
through community-based programs. L )

> 2 3

Federal funds often constitute the only means available to Stat;s
desiring to establish or maintain the newer programs emphasized in the
law. In tie past, State and local funds were generally committed to
the support and improvement‘of ex1sting secondary programs, and‘ local
districts grew accustomed to and dependent upon this support. The pro-
fessional C&HE network, composed primarily of secondary teachers and
the educators of. these teachers, is organized in professional assq&ya-
tions whith stand ready to lobby State legislatures in thk event of a
B threat to withdraw funds. Moreover, in.the. face of .fiscal crises at

the local level, district administrato’rs are generally eager to use

: ~whatever State and-local money is available for secondary programs and
are reluctant to support new programs, Such as those for disadvantaged

- adults, for' example. Consequently, it is difficult for Stataes to
divert State and local monies from secondary programs tu~fund new pro-

grams for disadvantaged adults or- other special populations. Under

these conditions, Federal funds assist States that segk to depart from

. trahj.:i'ﬂn'al pro{;rammg to mount and maintain'the newer programs empha-

. sized in the law. In short, Federal funds can promote responsivenegs
to F:edera] goals. . .
v/

- As hés been seen, there are other incentives in the legislation
'b" for States to broaden the focus of C&HE and introduce the kind of inno-
R vative programs encouraged by the Act. At .least one-third of the Fe‘g-
o erél funds is reserved for use in areas that are economically depre®ed

or marked by high rates of.u{emmoyment. For C&HE programs “to assist
consumers and to help improve Home environments and the quality of fam-

’ . N
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ily life” 1n such areas, as the statute puts it, 90 percent of the ex-
penditures may be accounted for by Federal funds.

»

Federal funds also play an important role 1n Supporting ancillarys
services such as inservice training, design of prpbrams for in-
school special popufatuons, and payment of salarue‘s of C&HE supervisory
personnel. New programs dften require frequent monitoring and inten-
sive supervlsuon, for which Federal funds pay part of the cost. This
assistance also contributes to the strength of efforts that depart from ,
the traditional. Gjven the weight of conventional practices and the
<onstraining influences of limited State and local fiscal resources,
Federal money pftén provides the only means available with phich local
districts can experiment and develop activities that are consystent

with Federal priorities. -

Programbor Adults

In the 10 States studied, adult programs were observed to be“among
the most responsive and 1nnovative and were much more dependent than
secondary programs on Federal funding. Subpart 5 funds accounted for 5
pe}cent of the combined Federal, §tate, and local support of secondary
programs but for 64 percent of the combined support of adult prografis
in the 7 of ~T0 States for which these "data ane available,32

ven States used 90 percent of their State ‘and local funds for
Secondary programs and divided the remaining 10 percept bet\iggn;poﬁ-
secondary {7 percent) and adult (8 percent) programs.

.
ey

Ancillary Services .
1 M ’

According to VEDS information, Fedeggl: funds. contributed 35 per-
cent to meeting the costs of ancillary serviges other than State admin-
istration in the 10 States studued,'excludu_ng unliquidated lﬂi'gat\ons.
In 1978, Subpart 5 funds i:ontnbuted 34 -percent of the cost of research

v
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.and gdevelopment and 24 percent of administrative costs, 1n contrast to
only 7 percent of the cost of educationdl programs.33 It is ques-
whether States would con-
. level without Federal

tionable, given current fiscal restraints,
.
tinue admimistrative activities at the. same
. _ [
money.

- ’ -
. ’
>

Ly

Reduced support of administrative costs could affect States'
sponsiveness adversely because regional and State administrative staf-
fing plays an important role in promoting responsiveness. The State
C&HE supervisor has major responsiyﬂwf for substantive leadersmp and
lmplementatwn of Subpara\s. Nine of the 10 States have one or more
administrative staff members the, State
Fue Stats-s have regional staff people ‘vho help teat:hersti modify their
programs and overcome ohstacles to 1innovatign at the local level<
Wisconsin, not one of the 10 States stud%]f:ederal money for an addi-
“tional State consultant and district person to supervise Federa] proj-
for the continued

‘re=

to . assist supervisar.34

ects and d1rect proposals was said th be "crucial
4 grqwth in, serving more target groups. 35
¢
An ancillary service v;1ich can be an effective means'for States to
pRomote responsweness at the local (It
teachers aware of the «goals of the Act and kend support to

This service was e1ther partially or

tevel is inservice training.

thei.r efforts to promote them.
,wholly supported by Federal funds in the 10 States. *

‘Programs in Economically Depressed Areas
I e

.- . -

L According to VEDS inférmation, the 10 States spent 64 percent of

Sub_part 5 funds in fiscal 1979 in support of programs #n economically
depressed areas.36 Eight of the 10 spent 50 percent or more in
’ these areas. State.and local monies proviéed 91 percent of program
costs there and 95 percent in areas not,economically depressed. Thus,
the 10 States more than complied ﬂth the requirement to spend one-




' 268 o

third of Subpart 5 funds in economically depressed areas, as well as.
with the fund-matching requirement. The Office of Vocational and Adult’ )
Education (OVAE) of the U.S. Department of Education," formerly Ethe
Bureau of Occupational and Adg)z\Educatipn (BOAE) of the Y.5. Office of
Education, has instructed States to allocate Subpart 5 funds accor&mg
to'the same formula as the basic grant monies.. ,As a result, most of .-
the 10 States divide Mpbpart 5 fu;lds into, two ,parts--one-thivr:d and two- )
~ thirds--and apply the formula to  both, thereby assuring that at least
one-third goes to programs in economically depressed areas. -
Compliance with Subpart.5 ar;d use of the definition of economi-
cal)ly~depressed areas found n the Public Works ahd Economic DevElop- -
meht Act, however, do not insure that districts' with the
receive prOportwnater larger amounts of , Federal funds.
broad defimtwn, approximately 85 percent of the Natis
l1ves jn such areas. C&HE prqgrams spec1f1cally des'/ned for people in
the most economically depressed areas’ were found 1n- some States, gbut

the formula and- set asides-do not in themselves assure allotments of’
]

.

Federal funds proportional to need.
(3 - ‘ . \

Funding Patterns Promoting Innovation . -
a

Thre'e pattergs ‘for the use of Fedéral funds we;e found in the 10
States studied. _The firgt *pattern, used by three States, is to dis-
- tpbute’ Federal'money (sometimes mixed with State money) to all local
school districts that meet State program standards, usually on an en-
titlement basis. The Federal money maintains ex1st1ng programs which

. may or may not reftect the speciﬁc priorities of Subpart 5. In this
pattern -Federa) funds are not clearly visible and there ig little or no
assurance that the small amount of Federal money received by a district

L]

will promote -rgsponsi veness.

v

In the second pattern, a district is awarded Federal money  in
’ -~ o
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response to a proposal which demonstrates that program activities will

directly reflect the purposes of the legislation. The money is used to
introducg new elements into the system rather than to maintain existing

programs. Only 2 of the 10 ‘States distribute all their. Federal money -

in this way; but in 5 others, which represent the, third pattern, a por-
tion of Federal money is used to fund innovative programs, while the
¢ remainder+is used to maintain existing programs. In One State, for ex-
.ample, small grants of Federal funds are’diven to school districts for
programs to serve the special ﬁpulations‘mentioned in the law.

Indirect Influence of Feder3l Funds

.

.
. s

C&HE programs which receive no Federal money are under no obliga-
tion to be responsive to the goals of the Federal legislation.. Never-
/theless, there are signs that Federal funds exercise ‘an influence on
these programs i'ndirectly, mainly as a result of ancilllary services--~
insewice training, curriculum development, and administration--
designed to improve program quality and promote the goals of the Act

Such services are avallable in many States to all’ teachers Inservice’

. trainij/and use of curriculum materials which folfow State guidelines,
for example, are often not restricted to teachers in "vocationally
. approved programs“--<that is, programs meeting standards established by,
the State, a common prerequisite for the allotment of Federal and/or
State monies.3’ Another indirect influence can be seen in the fact
that in some State’s vhere C&HE programs not supported by Federal funds

. are offer®d to seventh and eighth-grade students, program leadership is
provided by State supervisors and other admnistrative staff More-
over, in small school districts, Junior high school programs mey be
‘taught by vocationally approved teachers who received inservice train-
ing acquainting”them with the. purposes of the Federal law.

" b '
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State \;:d‘Local Factors Affecting Responsiveness \

v 4

State and Yocal factors., Chief®among these é; (1) the extent to
yirich C&HE is intearated into’a State's larger VQcationay education ad-
ministrative structu;e (2) the goals of Xhe ESHE network; (3) the vis-
ibility of Federal funds at ¢he local levelgia factor pokténtiany sub-
Jeg‘ to direct Federal control); and 4'? atzz educatipu laws, poli~
. cies, and’funding practiges. N R
e ;- SN .
« The emphasis “on planning :and evaluation 1h, Pederal vocational edu-
cation l’egisl ation since 3968%has affected the extent o which C&HE is
integrated into the voﬁtwnal‘educatwn a fnistratile; structure of _

" -

some States. That emphasks“‘together with other factore prompted a
gradual change in the orgamzatwn of some State vocationdl- ed ation
agencies after the m1d 1970's, away from a program structure (e.gy,
agriculture, trade and industry, home economics) towety a functiogal
structure (e. g.s plann’mg, progran operations, 'evaluaﬁtioﬁ“) better,
su1ted to’ the Federal requirements for qianmng and evaldattbn, ¢ For

C&HE, an important’ by~ product of - th1s shift has bedn an ;%creased
understandmg of and responswility for C&HE goals and programs Dby
State vocational education administrators who . 3re - respons1b1e'for
activities--such as research or budget--which cut acros§ all vocational
’ programs. This development, in turn, may contribute to the rgdirectign
of C&HE programs in line with the priorities of the Act. .

.

In the past, responsibility for the substantive goals of C&HE pro-
grams and 1mplema\tation of the Act rested chiefly with the Stath Q&HE
‘supervisbr. However,” that responsibility was seldom accompanied b_\( aQy
signfficant powgr to change programs or patterns of State and Federal |
supe rt. Under a funct1ongl organizat1on the red1rect1on of C&HE *can' ~

* o

N -




be facih’ta‘ted in several ways. For example, a. State C&HE superviSo
4 wanting to innovate but lacking the resources may, with the support of
other admnlstoators, be able to effect changes' ‘Moreover admnlstra- '
tors with responswlhtles cuttlng acrosg pragram. areas may scrutinize
*- ) ‘C&HE programs for cost ef‘fectlveﬁess and regommend thelr reorientation. -
In the States st-ddled, organf'zatlon‘of tbe State vocatlonal‘education‘
agency by function appeared to, promote-res"bonsiveness to Subpar‘t,s -as
. admrmstrat'ors grew more familiar w e g _ he Act _Honeuec,—h
ths.increased familiarT¥y mignt not necessarlfy promote responsiveness - -
- where vocational  education administrators did not agrée with the
goals. . P PO
. -

: The network of C&HE professional personnel in a State’also affects
. responsiveness. If these individuals are united in support of chanae\

they can reinforce Federa[ priorities through development of currrculum
materials and program standards, 1inservice training, and professional
meetings. Conversely, an act)‘ve network opposed to federal goals could -
deter respon$iveness. In States.where Federal funds at the ]otal level
are hlghly visible and are not mixed yith State and local money, pro- .
grams are more Yikely to be characterlzed by Federal priorities, par- )
trcularly if the receipt of Federal funds is contingent on plannming for
prograns which address these priorities.; !
. - ! ' v
E'nrollment 1n C&HE progra@s and, to some extent resaxosi‘veness
are affected by State laws and policies which impose educa
quirements dnd govern the use of Federai and/or State funds._ None of
the 10 States studied requires students to.take' a C4HE course. CAHE
enroliment in secondary schoals 1n 4 of the 10 Sta‘fes might nave been
affected by recent state Maws reqpiring consumer edycation for’ ali high ..
school graduates.  However, this requirement does not necessar\ly

nal we- -

promote responsiveness to Subppart 5 or enroliment in C&HE classes, be- &
cause the subJect matter may also be taught in social studies or busi- i '
ness classes. 2 o A T
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N Enroliment 1in C&HE programs 1is, of course‘, affected by State
-, depﬁrtment of educat1on pollcles. This is the case with adult enroll-

*  ment, n CEHE pcogramsq which is i{nfluenced by the*way in which the con-

tent of adult programs 18 defined. Some Statés authorize only programs

- ‘clearly responsive to Federal intent, ruling out, for example, classes

. .
o, C&HE;may decrease a5 @ Tesu

AL
in crafts and leisure activities. In such States, $tal adult enroll-
ment has, decréased.” Enrollment in elect: asses, including those_in
of a State's emphasis on m{nimum ca-

tional competencies or basic skills, Decr‘easlng, enroliments or fiscal
constramts may prov1de grounds for d1scont1nuing C&HE laike other
< electwes, and this factor has led some states to adopt policies to

focus money for C8HE on one educatwnal leve} to the exc]uswn of'

another. ¥ ' . K
Therew1s evldence thét, C&HE enrol iments ags~al 50 affected by the

Tevgl of State expendftures for vocgtmnal educat1on. In some States,
the share of total expenditures accounted for bys State funds is “smaller

. than the local share, while id othery State funds account for three-
fifths and more of total expend'itures: ‘En t‘t)f|e~(iCt"States studied,
it appears ‘that thosé with subs:_tahtial State fundjng of vocational edu-
+ cation were genérally.able to direct more Federaijnoney into adult pro-
grams, thus increasing adutt enroll.-nents.‘. Wherg relat1vely.less State
money goes to vocational educatjon, Federal money is sometimes uséd in

.2 way that results ip higher .(;&HE' enrojlment dnd promotes responsive-
ness. This is t'he“ case where Federal §unds are used toi contract with
another agency to run adult programs, -

-
~

At the local level, autonomy of school’districts can limit the 1n-
fluence of the State C&HE leadership fn promoting federal goals, and

reduced enrollments and budgets _may discourage a propensity for change, *

1f ft exists. Change takes time; 1t’is more 1ikely to occur when CAHE
\ﬁs an integral part of the admfnistrative structure for vocational edy- |

catfon in the~ “State,” when  change 1s supported by the professional

N
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’ netuork and, og course, when there is receptivity to t)@ goa]s of the
Act in the local district, ' - )

iy \% Suulury of NIE Findings

Wha_t, in sum, has been learned from the NIE study about (1) what

is be1ng taught - m CEHE programs and to which kinds of students; (2).

the influence of the 1976 legislatjon; and (3) effects on learners,
measured by the extent to which participating in C&HE programs affects
either the knowledge, atdjtudes, or behayiof of students? .

N

Q
+ Cgurses in t s1x Subject matter areas listed in Subpart 5 of the

Education Amendments‘of 1976 are all offered. (durses in food and nu-
trition and in clothmg and text11es had the. two highest enrollments in

19‘78 as, they did in 1972, Enrol]ment’ in food and nulrition courses
rose,from ‘second to' first place over that period, and consumer educa--

tion had the lowest enrollmen.throughout it. However, topics 1r_1 all
/X Yontent areas,.as well as the four given special emphasis in the

1976 law, are frequentTly taught-in C&HE courses other than those bear-

ing the part1cu1ar content «drea label. The «courses focusing most on
the content areas emphaSized in the law are the outreach programs for
adu\ts and the “adult living* courses for high scrpplfstudents.

.
.

The maJor'ity of learners are still found- in secondarx programs, as
they were in 1972, but adult enrollmert in C&HE increaded 59 percent by
.7 1978, Male enrolIment in,secondary school courses tripled between 1972

e
> -

’ Civil Rights Act- of 1972, but females still constitute 80 percent of
» ,all C&HE students. The educational]y disadvantaged (defined, in the 10
States studied as, inhadbitants of economically depresseqd areas) and the
eiderIy are the most erxtenswe?& served of the special populations
listed in Subpart 5. Hmdi(apped persons also participate fn CEHE pro-
gramg offered $n~§chooTs and sqcia},service ager_v;':fes.

and 1977, an 1ncrease a:.;Hbuted by local officials to Title IX of the’
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* The langmage of Subpart S ‘encourages

grams in line with Federal Priorities.

broad to permit the maintenance of trastional programs as well as the

, introduction of new programs which refl

, but does not prescribe, pro-
The language is suffigieftly

§Ct the sgbqects emphasized in

t'he law. The provision for the one-tthd set de for economically
depressed areas does not insure thatdthose most “in nded will be served
even though the States more than comply with this reqéirement. There
is evidence u!at the use oﬂ"all or part of’ Subpart 5 money by a State
to fund d1str1cts proposals wh’ich reflect the purposes of the law is
mere likely to promote responsiveness than distributing Federal funds

-

to all districts on an entitlement basis. o

The impact of Federal funds is espegally manifest in adult pro-
grems and ancillary services. Adult programs® are more‘.dependent on’
Federal support than are secondary programs. ‘and outreach programs for .
adults are among the mast responsive to the goals of the legisiation--
for exanple, in pcoviding consumer educatiog to, the poor:— Federal
funds, play a proportionately larger role in ancnlary services than in
educationdl programs. ‘Aﬁmistratwe services at the State and re-~
gional level’ and inservfte trammg enable States to prmoteﬁrespon-

siveness on “the local level and also appear 1nd1rectly to influence

local programs which receive ho Subpart 5 momey to be responsive to
Federal. priorities. ~ ‘ . 4

. \
. . 1 . .

.

" State and local factors v(m'cf} promote responsiveness are the,inte-
gration of C&HE into the State S vocational ed®ation administritive
process, a professional G&HE network “that supports Federal priorit\es,
and the visibility of Federal fun t the local level. Enrollmeny in
C&HE programs 1s 1nﬂuenced by St:t,:kliues which set educationé’l re-
quirements and*’govern the use of Federal or State funds. : -

Rela.ny"e‘ly Htt:.le rigorous research has been conducted' on the
effects of CAHE programs on learners in. terms of changes in knowledge,
‘ 4
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subject matter areas of
evidence that students’

~attitudes, or behavior.
proves after students participate in C&HE courses, particularly in the
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Some evidence indicates that knowledge im-

child development and nutrition. Significant.
attitudes and behavior are affected is lacking.

In.short, no concluSWe statement can be made #out the \ffectiveness
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National Education Association, “The Vocat1onal Education of
_-Females,” in American Education and Vocationalism: A Documentary -
History 1870 - 1970, eds. Marvin Lazerson and W. Norton Grubb (New
York: Teachers College Press, 1974), p. 115. -

Hénrie(ta W, Calvin, “Principles and Policies in Home Economics,"”
Home Economics Circular No. 4 (Washington, D. C.: Bureau of Edu-
cath 1918), in Geraldine Clifford, *'Marry, Stitch, Die or Do
Ko e Educating Women for Work in the American Republic,” in
work, Youth and Schooling: Historical Perspectives on Vocational-
1sm_1n American Education, ed. Harvey Kantor and David iyack
(Stanford University Press, forthcoming).

To-help ahswer these questions, the NIE contracted for a study of
responsiyeness by CRC Education and Human Development, Inc., and,
with the aid of two home economists as consultants, reviewed re-
search conducted after 1968 on the effects of C&HE programs on
learners' knowledge,’attitudes, and,behavio;.
’ s \
The study of responsiveness was conducted in 10 Statas: the five
“core” States (California, Florida, I1linois, New York, and Texas)
and five additional States (Georgia, Idaho, Maine, Nebraska, and
Aest Virginia). Researchers visited a total of 100 local programs
and 1nterviewed more than 500 State and ldcal education personnel’
as well as 5 officials at the Y.S. Department of £ducation, Quan-
t1tat;ve data on enrollments and expenditures ware secured from
Federal sources whea available. . .
-

Frun BOAE data ‘cited in Jenifer Drew, Frances Jones, and Judith®
Siegel, Federal Legislation and System Change: The Responsiveness
of Consumdr and Homemaking £ducation to the Education Amendments
of 1976, Final Report (Belmont, Massachusetts: CRC tducation and
Human Oevelopment, Inc., 1981), p. 1052 (Hereafter cited as The
CRC Report.) 14 P

- A
,Harilyn Rossmann and Sbanne parsons, A Descriptive Study- of Con-.
sumer and Homemaking Programs fn Hinnesota fi1nal Report. (St.
PauT: Hinnesota Department of Education, 1930) o

The CRC Report énd Ruth Hughes, Barbara Rougvie, and Barbara
woods, The Hational Censks Study of Secondary Vocational Consumer
and Homemak1ng‘Prog;4ms {Anes, lowar Towa State University .
Researcﬁ‘?ﬁundation Inc., 19803}. . . . .

Ibid. The survey data do not indicate either the depth with which
a given topic is taught or whether a particular consumer -education”
topic for example, receives greater coverage in a consumer epuca-
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tion course than in a comprehensive course. Moreover, these data

%  tell nothing about the extent to which a given subject is taught.

, ., outside C&HE. Information on course enrollment and duration is
alsa fted, It is not known how much similarly labeled courses
ir different schools differ in content or how accurately course
names suggest he subject matter 1nc]uded.

1 ]

8. Frcm VEOS data. . . '. .
9

. ? Frcm B0AE data cited in The CRC Report, p. 98.

;o. The CRC Report PP 111-113.° +

12, Ibid.), p. ix.
13. Ibd., e 127-130,

- [bid., pp. 100-101. Only 3 of the m States offered C&HE to en-
- rolled postsecondary students. A 40-percent-increase in post-

secondary enrollment in this pertod was accounted for mainly by

one State with a large conmunity‘college system. .

. " * i

14, Assistance in fdentifying and reporting on studies was provided by

’

*16. Reba J. Davis, Teaching Teéhntqugs d Résource Material Oevelop-

Dr. Mildred Griggs, Associate Professor of Vocational ‘and Techni-
cal tdlication at the University of Ilinots, and Or, Joan McFad-
den, Oean of the College of Family Life at Utah State University,
. who togeﬁher prepared a conmissioned paper on "The Effectiveness
of Consumer and Ha'nemaking Education: A Reviewsand Synthesis of
*Extan’t Data” (1980) ,

16. Cheryl Fedje, E‘l]en Champoux ,” and Menndalﬂmunbe, * Impact Re~

Search Focusing on Miidly Mentally Handicapped Students in Sec-
 ondary Vocational Consumer and Homemaking Programs,” mime graphed
(Norman, Oklahoma, 1981); Roberta Lee Harei son, "Assessmen® of a
Sele¢ted Group of High School Girls® Experience in a Child Obser-
vation Center” (Master's th?s, Gregon State Un;;zr)sity, 1970);
Jeanne Shirley Miksis, “Assefsment of Change in vioral Under-
standing, Marital Role Expedtations, Sel f-Concept and Ideal Mar-
ridge Partner in High $chool Child Deve]opment Student;’" (Master's
thesis, Oregon State University, 1978); Deborah Cade Mumme, “The
Oéve‘lopment and Use pf 2 Teaching Unit Strategy in the Study of
Child OQevelopment” ‘ﬁaster s thesis, Texas Technological Univer-

sity, 1974). . ’

ment for Nutritige-Education among¥isadvantaged Youth and Adults:

"~ Project Summa Cénclusions, #fid Recommendations for Final Re-
gort, Vol. 1 iFayettevilIe Arkansas: The 'Universny of Arkansas,

& }; Hazel-Taylor Spitie, :‘Curricuium Haterials arid Nutrition
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University,”1970).
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»

Learning at the High Schoo] Level," Journal Bf Nutrition Education
8 (April-June 1976%: 59-61.

Nancy. Gigoux Hutchins,. *Assesssmen¥ of Changes in Self-Concept,
Marital Role Expectations, and Behavioral Ynderstanding ip High
School Family Life Students" (Master's thesis, Oregon State

Jane Hillabolt Lee, “The Effectiveness of a Metric Unit in a

Selected Secondary Home Economics Class” (Master's thesis,
Oklahoma State University, 1972),

1%.

20.
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M.C. Sand, “Papenthood Education Effectiveness of lowa Secondary
Home Ecodomics™ (Master's thesis, lIowa. State University, 1980).

Alyce Fansiow and Cheryl W. Compton, Entrepreneurship Education:
The Effect df Instruction on Achievement and Attitude (Ames, lowa:,
Iowa)State University, Home Eecononncs Education Uepartment,
1981 ). L > . .

-

Jack Stenner gnd Jerry Matson, A Comparative Assessment of Sec-
ondary Consumér and Homemaking Education Programs, 1974-/5:

‘Report {Springfieid, I1lino1s: ITlinois Office of Education,

- S B
F. L. Coglé, "The Effectiveness of Teaching Consumer Education

Concepts as Determined by Test Scores of Secondary Students 1n
Hom%.Econ,omics' (Ph.D. diss., Florida State University, 1977).

Helen Y. Melson and Gertrude P. Jaccoby, Eyaluations of Homemaking
and (dnsumer Education Programs for Low-Income Adylts (Aibany, New
York: New York State Oepartment of Education, 19/5).

«

Diane P. White, "Measurement of Concept Attainmer;g of Students En-
roHed in a Pilot Course, Adult Roles and Functions” (Master's
thesis, Marshall University, 1979). .

Hdrrison, op. citi; Miksiy, op. cit.‘

Hutc¢hins, Qp. cit. , '

Aleene)A. Cross et al.g.Evaluation of’Vocaii%nal Home Economics
Progra/ns in Terms of the Effectiveness df TulR-Time Homemakers and

H

kers.Who Are Alsg Full-11pe Empioyees (Washington,'’0.C.:

U.S. Uepartment of Hegltn,

tion, 1971).% o
.\ >
Mumme, op. cit.
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ledge of Selected Clothing and Textiles Concepts and Techniques

" Efom VEDS datg,

.

Taught in Secondary Home Economics" (Master's thesis, -Oklahoma
State Universny, 1974) . ! :

e

Virginia~ Lockharr "A Comparison of Purchasrng Habi1ts between Stu-
dents Who Sudcessfully Complete Consumer Educauon Courses and
Those -Who Do Not," mimeographed (1978). ., -

Figures exclude unhqu1dated. obligations._ ' In the
0 States, Subpart 5 funds”accounted for 8 percent of the $177
Hon—spenz—otcana in 'lm

From BOAE data and 1978 Accountabﬂity Reports, c1ted ig The CRC
Report, pp, 143-145. ‘

From BOAE data and 1978 AccountabfTYty Reports cited 1n The CRC

Report, p. 147,%

’/Jtates.

These data were available for & of the'10 .

34, In thjse States half of\the superyisor's salary 1s paid by Subpart
‘5 fun
35, 8illy Jean F.1em1ng, “Responsi,veness Study: Federal Legislation
: and Consumer and Homemaking Education 1n Wisconsin VTAE System”
(Ph.D, diss., University of ’.hsconsl,n, 1980), pp. 130, 146, -
38, Unhqmdated onhgatwhs are excluded. - ‘, . . .
37, In districts recewmg no Federal! funds, manyo teachers are uff‘-
c1ently 1nterested in &ﬁfi{mg from Mservice trhtqlng...ux ts the_y
pay their owi way to attend the sessions. . ; -
N —_
38, The Interim Report, Figure VI-2, p. VI-32, N J
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-

Introduction

EFFECTS OF VOCATIONAL EbUCAT-lON ON PARTICIPANTS

- ’ N
Three questions are frequently asked about the effects of voca-

tional education.

One question asks what difference vocational educa-
4 -

tion makes to Teamners.
N

For example, does it help them acquire skills,

,get jobs,

or~increase their occupational mobility, or does it have

sti11 other value for those who might not, in its absence, complete
secondary school? 8y funding'voCaéional education, the Federat Govern-
ment seeks to change the vocational education enterprise.in ways that

Q

are ultimately expect

to \affect students.

Funds set a%ide for the

disadvantaged and hand capped,

for example, are expected to enhance

ties for gainful emp]oyment.

Consequent]y , a

those students' opportu

second question asks in what respects Federal policy, actmg throogh

the States and localities, affetts students.

,Still a thirdequestion

asks what the returafis to the soclety on the ﬂn

tment made‘by Fed-

and Tocal

*education.

eral, State,

goverahents 1n puby i

Does it contribute to rthe we.ll being of the

vocatiopa]
tiety by equilpping work-

ers with the occupatwna] 5kﬂls required. for a changing, technologi-
caHy advanced, and expandi;g ec?ncmy? Does it contribute to reducing
overty, or youth unemploymeffit, and if so, 1s 1. a costveffective means
_q s0? “ . . , .

Thjs chapter_‘/addresses the first question, which concerhs the di fu
ference that participation in vocationa}' eciucation makes to learners.
Answering this question :gﬁfficun. The effects of parncipatiru in
a curriculum cannot readil}ybe d1sentangTed from factors that original-
1y led students to select that curriculum, factors Other
than curriculum influence the‘egﬁnomic and noneconomic experiences of |
tearners after thetr years‘in st;hop]. The family background and cogni-

- tive ability of learners, the p1a<‘.es imyhich they Jive, the quality of

Moreover,

, their schools, and 1labor market " conditions all influence learners
' VII-1 /
. . *
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subsequent attainments. )énowlédge Bof the effects of vocational educa-
t1on‘on participants is further limited by the difficulties of chss1-'
fying students as vocational, ideotdfying a comparable group of- nonvo-
cational students with whom toscontrast yocational students, the d1ver-
sity of programs in differenr. occupational speciaity areas, and \the
. lacK of fnformation on certau; outcomes of the vocationél{education eX~

¢

per1ence;_ . .. .

v ‘ -

<

-~ z 1

These difficelties and limitations should be borne in mimth in con-
sidering the evidence presented here on the differencé {ocastohdl &du-
“cation makes to partigipants. Re'sults from previoySly conducted stu-
dies, which are’bréad in scope and methodologically relatively sound,
are summamzed :ogether vdfth findings from reanalyses of national long-
itudm‘al survey data. Thus, thys chapter builids upon the ﬁndmgs of

eag‘her research preéenS& in Chapte\r VIT of The Interim Report.

~ ° . Y T

The voqt’ggge"s Qf_gar_t_jc_iﬁati_ng in voWtional educatfon which are
examined were ]'dent'i ﬁed‘from the goéls that are stated directly or are
implicit in Federq,l vocation‘al education legislation since 1963 or in
reports of the special bod1es that influenced the legisl-atxon of 1963 ~

and 1968.* The }.99151 ates ways in which vocatxonal educa-
. tion s intended to benefit the 1nd1vNals who participate 4n w, Two

intended outcomes, for exa?nple. are gwgp in the evaluation provisxons
f of the' Education-Amendments of 1976: employment in‘occupations related
to students' training for _er\try -levél JObS, ang employers' opinions on
whether . students” are well -«trmned and prepared for employment. 2:
Other intended outcomes include gainful (paid) enployment above- the un-
skﬂled level; attainment of academic credentials for postsecondary en-
rollment; otcupational knowledge and sk!lis, basic skills in reading,
wr1t1ng, and cotnputation,3 ability to cope with change in jobs; Iong-
term odcupatxonal.&vancement years of schooHng attained; employabﬂ-
ity skills; and §eadersh1p. -

-

-
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Some of these outcomes cannot be stu&ied with available data.

However, for“those that have been investigated,-findings of prior re-

4 search and results of reanalyses of longitudinal a are presented.
The research on outcomes associated with participaaa}l in secondary
vocational educatiorl programs reviewed here deals with:

»

o *

~

gainfu) employment, as 1nd1cated by employment status,

ional -

status, relatedness 0
and job satisfaction;

f Job to tra1n1ng, self- employment,

&

’

— ’ 2

dccupational knowledge and skills; : °
occupational advanxement;

4) years of secondary school attained;

- .

. clt'izensmp; and

6) “credentials for postsecondary.enr‘ollmen’t.
» LA E‘

.

secondary vocational education programs 1s exammed.

¥
kY

. Before the research findings are reviewed, 2 word of warmng is in
T ,order. Because of the difficulfties inherent in 1dent1fy1ng 2 particu-

lar outcome &3 a fufiction of /participation in @ ®yocational education

program and because of the character of the longitudinal survey data

available, few conclusive statemer;ts can be made about the differential

effects of’ particlpating in vocational education programs. Further-

¥ more, there are difficulties associated with cla551fy1ng secondary stu-
oo - dents 4in vocatwnal education and geperal curricula. For example, in
about 3 out of 10 cases, studepts classify themselves differently from
(the way’ school officials classify them. In the reanalyses reported
hersa, stude_ptslv reports of- their curriculum and occupationat spec1alty

“were used to #xamine outcomes. In this regard, it is important to note

~ s . 5
that information on vocational coursework obtained from students'
’ —~
LS . , .
. v e & °
i S § SR
o . ) , > » N
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In'addition, evédence pertaming to outcomes of | part1c1pat1on in post-
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‘transcripts yielded findings on outcomes simﬂar to those obthned with
students self—reports. b ’

et - L.
) '

' Oytcomes Associated wfth Particdpation inm T, -
N~ ‘Secondary Vocational ‘Education Programs

o . s 4“ RS -
. - Gainful Employment * . e ;o

.

~

Since the time of the earliest voeational education legislation--
“the Smith-Hughes~Act of 1917--the maJor purpose of vocat1onal education
has been to prepare individuals for gainful employment as semiskilled
or skilled workers in octupations not requiring- a baccalaureate degree.
Several outcomes have been studied to 1nd1cate the effects of voca-
tional education in connection with this purpose, including- employment
status, hours worked, wages, earrﬂﬁgs occupational status, relatedness”
of job to training, self-empl oyment,- and job satisfaction.

In the reanalyses of {ational Tongitudinal surveys, these outcomes
were examined for students with exactly 12 years of schooling., Out-
comes were examined at three different times for the cohort of the
National Longitudmal Study of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS-
§972)--at entry ifito the Tabor. market and 1 and 4 _years after gradua-
tion (1972 to 1976); at’ three time points for the male cohort of the
National Longitudinal Survey of Labor Market Experience--at entry and 4
and 10 years after graduation (1966 to’ 1976), and at one time (1979--
the only time point available) for the cohort of the” National tongifu-
dinal Survey of Young Americans, aged 18 to 21.4

s [y
°

Khite and black male graduates of business and office and trade
- and Jindustey programs, and white and black female graduates of pusiness
and office:programs,” were separately corfpared with general curriculum
‘graduates of the same sex and race. Data were not available 3n the
surveys with which to ekamine the d1fferent subispecial ties withid trade

¢ ‘ g n - . : [
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and industry. &Nor w)ere sample sizes 1arge enougﬁ'to consider separate- ,

ly male graduates of agriculture, distributive educatior[, or home eco- .

notmchrograms, or female graduates of agriculdure, heglth distribu-

,tive education, or trade and industry programs. For each sex, gradu-

7/ ates of these specialties were combined in the r‘eanalyses - X

§

Studentsl' high schaol curriculum and occupational Specialty, if
“available, were identified by “the students' reports. For the one data
set (NLS-1972) in which transcript’data on studedts' course.workl,were ,
N availablg, the transcript information was used to ine gainful em;

ployment outcomes in tv;o ways--in, conjuhction with students’ reported
curriculumt and alone. When used in conJunction with students’ re-

! ported curriculum, vocationa] coursework explained very littte varia-

tion in gainful enp]oyment dutcomes beyond that explainfd by students
reports of their~curr913ulum *When used alone’ (that is, w1thout stu-
dents' reported curriculum), the transcript information yielded results,
that were in some ways similar to those obtaihed with students’ re-/
ported curriculum,. but, _in general, differences in outcomes, ‘associatest
with vocational coursework tended to be hoth fewer in number and small-
er in magnitude than “those associated with students‘ reported Currwu-
lum. Clearly, these findings raise questioris ab’out the relationsht?p
between coursework data obtained from transcripts and students’ reports'
of their secondary curricuim. These questions- cannot be addressed in
this chapter, dnd it should be nofed that results of reanalyses re-
° ported here are based almost exclusively on students' reports-of their
rriculum--the only means of curriculum ‘{dentification available- in

two of the three data sets us&d in the reanalyses L

e 4 ) - .- < N ~ /

- There was no evidence ‘that vocational and general curriculum stu-

\ dents within any, of the four sex-race groups differe markedly in
sociegcanomic statu§ or pn measures of scholastic aptdu% or basic '

skills; however, it must be kept in mn_d tha_t% differences i all of the

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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students™ cha.?"acteri.stlcs or factors 1nfluencing their selection of a
curriculum cannot be controlled in examinations of curricular effects. =

@

. " .

»

aEmployment status.. Labor Yorce participation and unemployment

rates of male graduates of vocational programs do not consi,stent’ly dif-
fer frop those ~of general curriculum graduates in the national data
sets used in‘reana.lyses. Labor force participation 'ratess of white
" and black male graduates of both curricula are above 80 percent n the
10 years followmg graduation (1966~ 1979) . L0

. .

:Unemployment rates of.white male graduat'e‘s are generally under 10
percent, with CUrrlcular differences small and inconsistent. Unemploy-
ment rates of brack male vocational graduates are somewhat higher (gen-.
erally under' 14 percent), and do not consistentiy differ from those of
black male general curriculum graduates.6

4 .

- Eemale studehts 1n business and office programs comprise the ma- |
. i Jori.ty of femaies enrolled in occubationally specific vocational .educa-

€ tion progra}ns. In the first 4 years after graduation, white female 4

: graduates of secondary busmess programs have slightly but consistently - |

hlgher (2 to 11 percent) labor force participation rates than white

. fg‘?‘ale gréduates of the, general curriculum 1n the reanalyzed national
samples.7 Upop entry into the labor market, the labor force partici-
‘pation rate of these buginess graduates is high, (abgve 83 percent) and -
decreas;s by about 20 percentage point§ by the fourth year after.gradu-

"~ atign. The labor force part1c1patlo&rrate of black female bysiness :
gra&ates does not consistently di ffer, from that ‘of brack fmale’ gradu- . -
ates of the general curriculum. -~ {5\#:

»

. .
) ' A . ) .

" . In prior research, unempleyment rates §f females in business and
‘office programs have been obtained with only one national survey, which

indicated that white and black females who had enrolled in or completéd

. z . -
a commercial program in secondary school experienced far’less unemploy- »
“ . N “ . ¥ *
- - - » ~e
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- ment within 10 j«ears after high school than general curriculum partici-

8

. pants. Reamlyses conducted with two more recent national samples

L indi1cate that umemployment rates-of w'hne female graduates of general,
bustness, and all other vocatwqal programs combmed (except, home eco-
nomics) do not cans1stent1y differ w1th1n the f1rst 4 years after grad-

. . 9

uation.; Ihese! findings were also obtamed with black females.

q

o Hours and weeks workéd. Employed”male graduates of*vocational and - o

‘general pragrams generally work a 40-hour week regardless of how long
they havedbeen out of =$chpol.10 In the year after Job entry, white
male graduates of trade and industry progralns--the occupational spe-
cralty with the largest male enronent--work 1 to 3 more weeks per
year than white male graduates of the general curriculum. 1 Black
* male vocational graduates and wmte male graduates of bysiness Drograms
do not s1gmf1cant.y differ f‘;om.general curraculum graduates an the
number of weeks they work per year. Nor do white or black ma]e gradu-
v~ ates of *n\e general curriculum differ from graduates of vocatwna] pro-
grams #th respect to -the number of nours they work per‘week or the
number who are employed full time. .
, - . o
Empl oyed female high school gradggises work a somewhat shortzr week
- (34 to 38 hOUrS) on the ayerage th male graduates.12 White fe
male graduates of business programs more ,erly than general cur-
ritulum graduates to be employed full t1me {as opposed to part-time) 1n
the 4 years after graduatwn, though the difference between these-

groups decreases between Job entry and the fourth year after gradua-
tiony3  white female business graduates work approximately 2 more
haurs per week and 3 more weeks per year ‘fhan general eurriculum gradu- .

ates 1year after graduation, but si.gnificant differences are aot

apparent 4 years after graduation.14

LI
- \ e

Black female graduates df business programs work 4 more hours per
week and 5 more weeks gor year 1 year after_ Job entry than black female

o
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general curriculum graduates.15 Four years afteR graduation, these
business graduates work approxtmately the.same number O hours per week
but 8 more weeks per year in comparison to black female gradubites of
the generEl curricutum. There is no difference in the rate of qu
time empl oyment between black female graduates of business programs and
of the general curriculdp in the 4 years after graduation.

-

Hourly wages and weekly earnings.

Findings regarding wages and

L3

earnings differ for malds and”females. For males,

cated that dirfferences in hourly wages and weekly earnings of vocation-

prior research indi-

Re-
analyses, 1n which national survey samples were disaggregated by race,

' earnings of vocational graduates usually slightly higher.l6
sex, and occupational specialn_y dobnot reveal consistent differences
between the weekly earmngs of male graduates of the general and .voca-
of both white
black male graduates were found to increase with 1n;:rea51ng yeérs out
of school. Earmr:gs of black males are cons1ster; Tower, than :hose

tl
of white males, and earnings of females are lower thn males .

.

tional curricula.l? Average weekly . earnings and

.

1

Y -~

‘-

Female vocat]onal graduates, mcludmg some who had 'had postsecs
ondary educatwon, wer! found 1n some pr1or research to have slightly
higher weekly earmngs than general curriculum graduate§ at job entry
and 1 year/after graduatwn 18 byt not 4 years after gradua-
Ttion.19 ~flore recent studfes of femalé graduates with exactly 12
years of schodling indicate that vocational

.

education 15 positively

associated with higher weekly earnings for females 4 years after gradu-,
. eation, 20 particularly for white female graduates of business pro-

.

grams.2l
Grasso ang Shea for annual earnings and hourly wageazz ¢

»
4

White and black female graduates of busmess programs were shown
' reanalyses to have higher wepkly earn'ings (by $10 to 320) than

e

v
~ -
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al and general curriculum graduates are small, with average wages and

These findings are 1n agreement vnth results obtained by :‘

.
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opposite was true,2?

female graduates of the general cur‘mculum at job entry, 1 year after

graduation, and 4 years. after graduat1on.23 During this 4-year

.period, white and black female students of all other vocational pro-

grams combined (except home economics) had somewhat lower weekly earn--
ings than female business or general curriculum graduates. )
\
Differences 1n hourly wages between female general and vocational N
graduates
programs or by occupational

(usually not d1saggregated° by enrollment 1n postsecondary
specialty)
1nstances vocational

have not be&n consistent in

prior research, 1n some students were found to

have higher wages than general curriculum students, while 1n others the

Occdpational “1ndicated that, within 4
years after entry 1nto the lapor market, a greater percentage of malex
graduates of secondary vocational educat{:)n programs than of the gen-

status. Prior research

eral curriculum were employed 1n semiskilled (operati've) or skilled
while a greater percentage of male graduates® of
general than of vocational programs were employed as unskilled workers

(Taborers or (nskilled, service workers).25

(craft) occupations,

These results ‘were ob-
tained with students in the NLS-1972 sample, some of whom had had post-
secondary education. X -

'Rehana'lyses y:nh samples of students who had exactly 12 years of
schogling indicate that similar proport?'ons o(f\m/ale vocational and gen-
curmculum gratuates are employed in any of three occupational .
categories (skilled, or unskilled).26 Furthermore at
entry‘and 1 and 4 years after graduation, white and black male gradu-
ates of the general curriculum are employed in jobs.with occupational

eral
semiskilled,

status similar to that of Yraduates of business and trade and industry

programs. 27 The only exc'eption to this pattern is that I year
after graduation white male gradu)tes of business programs were found ’
rl
e .




> 4 .
- A

to hold JObS with slightly higher occupational status than those of
whlte male graduates of the general curriculum.

Much more striking di fferences 1n occupational status were found
between female general currlculum "graduates and female graduates of'
_busmess programs. In the firét 4 years ‘after graduation, white and
black female graduates of business programs are far more Tikely to bé
employed “in skilled clerical Jobs than are general cqrnculum» gradu-
Lates,28 and more female graduates of the general. curriculu than of.
business programs hold unsk1lled servu:e Jjobs. In addition, white and
black female business graduates were found to have JObS‘Mth somewhat
mgher occupational status than those of general “eurriculum graduates,
althougn this difference tends to decrease by 4%years after gradua-
t1on.29  Female graduates of vocational programs other than busi- .
ness or home economics tend to have Jobs vnth shghtly hlgheg\occupa-‘ .
71;?& status than general curriculum graduates 1 and 4 years after .
graduatwr), but this difference is not as marked as tba’t between fet?ale

o

-
’ business and general curriculum graduates. . .

\?

[3 : \
.
‘

Relatedeess \of job to trainfng. Empl oyment 1n jobs related t@
‘training, as has been said, 1§ one of two criteria specified in the
Education Amendments of 1976 for evaluating effect1veness of” vocatwnal
_programs. 30 Reports "of job-relatedness based on judgments made by
teachers or former vocatwnal students sometimes Show results di fferent
from those found 1n research using more objective JOb classification '
measures.3l  Findings reported here were obtained with systematic

job clasthén prdcedures. )

.

Results of reanalyses using the Educatign Occupational Cross=Code .
Index 1ndicate. that employment 1n Jobs related to training varies con- :
siderably from one occupational field to another, with the highest pro-
portions of job-to-training matches in trade,and industry programs for.
males (especially white males) and 1n business programs for females. 32 .

]
-

.
~ b v !
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0ne year after graduation, 53 percent of wmte *and 43 percent of b]ack
rn*le graduates of trade and 1ndustry programs are. emp]oyed n JOQS Sys-

) temat1caHy classified as related to the1r -training.  Corgesponding

sampTes were too small. - .

ER]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

percentages for 'female graduates | of business programs are 58 and 51
percent for. 1t$and black females, respectively. 33 !
e g -

‘ Se]fiemplozmen . I recent years entreprene"urshlp has been ¢ited
as a positive outcome’ of participatibn in vocational education; how-'-
e've.r,{the percentage of graduates of vocational and generat pregrams
wha are self-employed in the early years after graduation 1s under-
standably small.. In oné previous study, gra_duates of agriculture pro-
grams were found to be self-employed in ‘sIZ’able sroportions (21.8 per-
cent in comparfson to 7.2 percent of ge'neral curriculum gradu-
ates) 34 Reanalyses do not yield clear evidence that gradgates of
trade and 1ndus‘try, business, ornot.her vocatIona1 programs cohbined are”
self employe,d*rhore often than general curr1cu4um graduates 35 Re-"

ana?yses of the data regardiag the earher finding of self- employment
of graduates ef agr1cu1ture programs could not be tonducted because the

v 9
.

sl .. '}‘..'

\

Job satisfaction. Priog research based» on self -reports has con-"
,Si1stently 1nd1cated that high progortions of vocatIonal education grad- ‘
datesp express satisfaction with® their jobs.36 Reanalyses also in-
dicate that high proportions (69 to 96 percent)3’ of vocational
graduates questioned 1n natlonal Sucveys.express sat1sfdction with
tvheir jobs. Percentages of former genera1«curr1cu1um graduates in
these samples who say they are satlsfred with their jobs are s1m11ar. .

3 s -

0ccu'pationa1 Kn:owledge and Skills*®

4 -

R Atta,mment o?occupationa] skHls by vocatlonal educatIon studentd
“has not ‘Seen examined with obJective weasures in pational stud1es but

there is some information on the ‘occupational @ow]edge they acquh‘e.,
] . ’ ' . -
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Grasso and -Shea reported that male and éfemal-e students in business and
off1ce programs had equivalent or greater know]edge of duties performed
1n several occupat1ons than students in tHe general curr1culum, but
male and female students 14 all other vocataonal programs combined had
less fam1l1ar1ty than general curriculum students with most of these

o<:<:upat1ons.38 Male vocational students demonstrated ar less ., *

knowledge than male students 1n the, general curriculum of occupat1ons
that require a college education. These resu‘rts, obta1ned in the late
1960s, d1d not d1f.ferentiate between white and black studénts. Reahals
yses conducted with a more recéng (1979) sample indicate\that in gen-

eral, vocational students' knowledge of occupat1ons 1s slightly better
than that of students an the ,general curr1celum however, race is asso-
ciated with d1fferences in occupa‘monal knowledge to a greater® extent
tha,q is curr1culum. That is to Say, more whites &han blacks in both
the general and vocational curricula correctly ident1fy duties, per-
forlied 1n most otcuypations. These findings were obtained with males as
‘well ascfemales.39 " * o ‘ v
B ro ‘ L W
“Occupational Advancement * ’
Lt . ,

. Secondary “vocational educataon is also presumed to lay a founda-
t1on-for later 9ccupat1onal a va‘ncement. Erwr research on occupation-
al advancement of vocational ducation graduates ‘with no postsecondary

;educatfon has: been conducted ‘with only one national survey. Change in
grad‘uates' o‘ccu'patwnal status from 1966 to 1973 was examined for males
who had gradua.t_ed fram hi gh school general, commercial, and othﬂer voca-

‘ tional programs in -1936. Results revealed that white andJ black gradu-
a\tes of the general curr;icul,um, particularly wh‘j.te male graduates, ex-
perienced somewhat greater advancement than gradudtes of commercial or
other vocatiomal”programs. 40 \ . L

s T '
Reanalyses with a "Iater national survey indicate that male "and
fémale graduates’ of: general and vocational programs exper1em.e “stmilar

.\) . 3 ’ R . N . (' R B .2.9{{3,
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. rates of eoccupational advanéement Hithin the first 4 years after high
school (1972 to 1976).41  In general, males tend to advance more
ra%1dly after the f1rst year after graduatwn, whereas females, partic-
'ularly black females, advance most rap1dly dumng the first year after™
" graduatwn. . ‘

) *

4%

- Y

Symlar percentag\es f vocational and general curriculum graduates
R part1c1pate In on-the-job tra1n1ng or apprefnt1cesh1p programs during
@ the f1rst 4 years after _high school 42 wore males participate 1n
) ' these programs than fe&na}es, possibly, in part, because training pro-
grags are more likely to be offered in 1industrial thdn 1in office set-
tings where many females are e\nployed.‘ More whites than blacks partic-
ipate in on-the-job trainjing programs‘.‘ , (- )
] -
. . . .

Years of Secondary 'School Attained T N
\ 3 ) h. . P \ [ ¢
L ) Secondary vocational. ed'ucat1on programs have 'T'Qng been viewed by
, 4 “o0me as a means of holdmg in school students who would drop out 1f the
¢ programs were not avaﬂable.“3 Research on’ &ropout rates of stu-
’ dendts 1n different curricula n the 1960 s:indicated that« _&he »dropout
. rate of male and female students 1n business pcograms was lewer than
C that of students in the geperail curriéulum. 44 Liowever', the stud1es
" whuh compared dropdut’ rates of students in other vocational programs
with those of general curr1cu1um students did "not yield cons1stent re-

-

sultg, 45 ¢ "’ IR S
Y I ~‘l

Reanalyses conducted with a recent (1979) national samp{e provide
tentative support for the .propgsition .that fewer vocational than gen-
eral’ students drop’ out of public. secondary school. 48 Findings fos
blacks and whites, males as well as femaléds, seem to be generally ton-

> sisteat with thig -proposition.#7  However, - definitive conglusions
about dropout _rates of student$ -in d1fferent curricufa cannot be
reached untﬂ*ngnudmal data, which indicate patterns of transfer

! ampng high school programs, become available. 5 ’
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CitiZenshp

. Just as vocamona] etutation has been® seen»as a mea\ns of holding
students 1n schoo] 1t 15 al'so sometimes wewed as an ?portumty for
sckols to prov1de educatwn n c1t1zensh1p to those students, who re-
math 1n schoot.%8 The notion- of c1t1zensmp 15 d1ff1cu1t to, defme
in operational temms. Voting has been taken as one indicator of c1‘t\1-
zensm;; 1Mprior research. Fol\ow:up studies of 1972 high school grad-
uates 2 and 4 years after graduation-indicated that the d1 fferénce 1n
voting between white and i)lack students 1S much largerqthan th;dn‘fer-
ence 1n voting between vocational and general curriculum students.
Approximately equiyalent perceatages of~ male and female gra'duates ‘of
the genelral and the vocational cupricula said they were registered to
vote or had voted.49 Another previous study ,a°[so found no differ-
ence 1n voting be‘tween vogational and nonvocational graduates‘ 50

) Reana]yses conducted with national samples of graduates mth exact]y 12

years of schoohn_g confim these findings: simlar percentages of
vocational dnd, gen'eral carriculum graduates report having vofed or
reg1stered mthin, the first 4 years after graduation (1972 to 1976).
This resu]t was obtained with black and white males and females.5!
Because 1t 1s lmmited to voting, research on c1t1zensmp to date does
not provide gvidence to sup/\)rz or refute the view that vocatiopal edu-
.cation provides .an Opportunity for«rchools to furmish education 1n
citizenship to the .students it may be kEEp’;né 1n school.

‘. . - .

-

Credent}\als for Postsecondary Enroliment and Patterns of Enroliment
' 1 .

-

4

In the Education Amendments *of 1968, the deﬁmtwn of vocatwna]
education 1nciuded prograns des1gned to prepare stadents for enrollment
in advanced technical edueatwq programs. The Education Amendments of
*1976 broadened .that definition to include programs to prepare for a
career requiring other than a bacc'a]aureate or adva;med degree. The
concern 1n the'Act was that the oppo&Fumty for vocataonaj studen‘;s to

. . " ‘4 . \
vIiI-14
. ‘ . .r.‘
~ .
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continue their training for advanced technical or subprofessiopal occu-

pations should not be limited by their havin graduated from a voca- -
tional program in high school. ‘

v .
-

. »

. .

A survey of postsecondary 1nst1'£uti’ons offering programs belor e
baccalaureate degree ,indicated that the only credential required fo
edmsswn tp the great majority of these schools 1s a high school di-
loma. Thus, graduates of any high s¢hool program, vocational or non-
Vbcational. have the necessary crédentials for encollment.52  Few
» postsécondary schools indicated that'they require previous academlc'
coursework-for ‘a’dny ssion, although some recommend 1t, and none requfre‘s
prior vocational coursework for general adm15510n.23

Té; what extent doagra'duates of secondary vocational edusation pro- .
‘grams enroll 1n' nohbaccalaureate postsecondary programs?  Excluding
those 1972 graduates of secondary vocational education progr\ams 1 pub-
T1c schools who did not graauate from a 4-year college 'by 1976 and
“those who were not a.tte‘ndmg school full tme ‘in 'the fall of either
1974 or 1975, 45 percenf had pursued nonbaccalaureate postsecondary .
education by 1976. The same percentagé of public school general cur-
riculum gtaduates had done 50.%%  The majority bf graduates of ‘bdth
currictla who enrolled attended €ull timé in the first or second year

after high school. These findings were consistent for male and female
blacks and whites.-

: " What kinds of postsecondary programs did these students pursue? '
- Although data bearing on this question.are sparse, among 1972 public
hi% school graduates a hlgher percentage of..vocational than general
curriculum graduates reported that they took a vocational postsecondary
program (21 and 17 percent, respectw‘ely, of all sgraduates, including

those with No postsecondary education), while a higher percentage of
general'than vocational graduates took an academic program (14 and 7
percent, respectively). Moreovem, general l:yrriculum graduates (other

I . - EY

\

#
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) than black 'f'emales) were semewhat mor)-e likely than .vocati‘onal. ‘graduates
- : ‘-to take their acadgmic studies in a 4-year college. Black male gradu- !
ates of both curricula who enrolled in postsecondary vocational ,pro-
grams were slightly more apt to attend vocational-techaical 1nst1tutes
~ " than 2- or 4-year colleges. . L) .
ct ) -t ®
* - “In the NLS-1972 sample, black and white' males in postsecondary
vo'caeional programs ten'ded to specialize in mechanical and engineering
techno]ogy programs (including automotive mechanics, machine opera-
‘tions draftmg, construction, and electromcs), while femafes special- .
1zed in office and clerical occupat1ons, and, to a lesser extent, =

health services. ol

- hd '

Approximately" half the graduates of secfondai‘y voeational pﬁ.‘gr’ams *
who enrolled in post'secondary vocational proérams reporifed -that they
earned a certificate, license, or 2-year degree w1thin 4 years of high .
school graduation, and most had earned them withm 2'years. (It is not
known what proportion of the sample obtained. each of these creden-—

-

tials.) A similar percentage of" general curriculum graduates in post- L
- secondary vocational programs reported hang earned a certiffcate, .
hcense or Z-year degree. ~
. . N
. ’ L 1 . ] , - ’ .
Outcomes Associated with Participation in *
Postsecondary Vocational Programs P
. . o

The difficulties of determining the ef(e‘cts of students' partici-
“pation -in a mgh school curriculum, and the vocagional education cur-
riculum 1n particular, have prev1ous]y been pointed out. X.n addjgion
to these and the methodological concerns witich pertain to amy longitu-s' ~
dinal study, such as-adequacy of response rateslhnd availability of
data on outcomes obtained in follow-up surveys, the ipvestigation of | .
outcomes associated with participatjon 1anostsecondary vocational pro-

grams is fr;aught with pr'oblems Firsty it.is espegally \11fficult ¢
< \ -
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. 206 . :
separate a student's characferisfics and the factors .that led to the
dec1s1on ¢o plursue bostsecondamj schooling from the effects df that,
schooling on subsequent attainments. Second, {he differences. between
vocational and nonvocational, programs at the postsecondary fevel are
not nearly So c]ear as at the secondary Ieve] ‘The aim-of a secondary .
vocat]onal curr1cu]um clearly, d1ffers from that of an academic curritu-

Ium. The former attempts to prepare students to enter employment after

htgh school without tiy ecessity of further formal ‘educatidn, while
academic programs pXovide students with courSes requ1red for entfance

1nto 4-year colleges. t the postsecondary 1eve1, graduates of voca- ’

tional programs ark presul to be ready to enter employnent with no
further formal erparat?on, as are graduates of Aﬂany academ\c pro-

grams. . .

N
. ' -
’

<A third problem 1n determining the d1fferenqe'postsetondary voca-
tional education makes to participants 1s the difficulty of 1dentifying ..

occupational specialties. Students 19 different ocCupational special-

ties 1n secondary schaol were found to differ on outcomes pertaining to

N .
- «gainful employment. At the pgstsecondary ‘level, the problems 1n iden-

o
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tifyrng occupational specialties "go beyond such familiar problems as
missing data, and unreliab1l1ty of self-reports, to the actua1°categor-

1es used to describe postsecondary vocational specialization and 1ndeed
the very meaning of postsecondary 'vocat1ona1. education'."53  Szy14 .
another problem n research on postseconda;}— outcomes concerns the
meaning of a “student’ s not complet1ng a program. As Breneman and
Nelson have asked, "Doe§ dropp1ng out represent success, or fa1lure7 It .
could'reflect success 1f the student learned as much as he 1ntended and -
left because he found ahjob for which he was be1ng trained; or “faillre

1f he conclnded the 1nstruction would not héﬂp h1m n the Iabog mar- >~

< .
o —

xet. “56

.
.
* ’ .

’

Yotw\thstand1ng the d1ff1cu1t1es 1nherent n th1s research 1t is
reasonable to q;& what d1fference postsecondary~vocat?5nal educatlon

. -; \\*; N K -
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\\ety of measures of gamful' employment. d L
N L e g . i . .
jad <associated with several advahtages for white feMale high school gradu-

M programs make to participant.é: subsequent gainful e‘mploymentt:
swer this question, reanalyses of natwnal longitudinal” survey data
wereﬂconducted wRich exammed thé employment Atatus, hours worked,
weekly earnings, and occupatuonal status of students who had. graduated

To. an-

from vocational and general programs in pubhc high schools and en-"
rolled in postsecondary programs below the' baccalaureate level.
. ' : - ’ .
The reanalyses were conduCted with the NLS-1972 sample which pro-
vides relatwely ﬁetaoﬂed,mfonnat)dn on the postsecondary educational .
Postsecondary students
'n the reanalyzed sample could have been 1n the labor market- up to 2

years when.outcome data wére collected 1n 1976.57

experuences of a natuonal sample of students.

The sample was
not limited to junior and community college, students; 1t 1ntluded those

who attended one of the following kinds of postsecon’dary instltut1'0n5:.

«vocational, trade, business or other career training schoot; Junior or
community (2-year) college; or 4-year college or universuty.
ment in a postsecondary institution, as well as the type of postsecond-

‘ ary program, reports
Since a Farge number of students did not lnducate the type of post-
secondary program m‘ymch they had enrolled, the pqssubuhty of bras
in the sample which remains must be kept in mind,

. ary .vocationa_l programs were not disaggregated by occupational special-

ty because ‘of the small sizes of samples (&ue 1n part to the fact that
large numbers of postsecondary students dxd not “report their special-

ties). ’ - . ‘ .

I s

1f apahcable, were ascertained from students'

s

Data.on postsecond-

Reanalyses 1indjcate that postsecondary schoghng below_ the bacca-
laureate level tonfers an -agvantage on high schpol graduates on a vari-
Postsecondary educatiqn 1s

atés. Those who také a postsecondary program (»and, to a lesser extent,
those without postsecondary schoohng who take a vocational progFam m

hf'gh school) have a higher labor force par'tlcupatwn rate (by 10 to 29

. >
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points),,2 to 7 fewer weeks per y'eoar of Ur‘remploym\ent, and jobs with
higher wccupational ‘status than white female graduates of the general
curriculum “with no a'pcy‘stsecondar;y schooﬁng.58 For black females,
postsecondary education is associated with mgher occupational status.
In add1t1on. black males and females mth postse(condary schoohng have
. w1thout post secondary schooling. Nonbaccalaureate postsecondary educa-
tion 1s not asspcrated with different humbers of hours worked par week
or weekly earnings of the wh te or black males or fema]es 1n th1s sam-
ple, in c‘(mpamson,t(o those wkth no pos‘tsgcond'ary education.

»

‘Wnile high school vocational ,graduates with no postsecondacy
’ .

schoq'ﬁng do relatively better'm certain aspects of gainful employ-
’ ment than general curriculum graduates, advantages are more -common for
all groups whoghave some postsec_ondary educathon. Evidence obtained
with this one pational sampﬁe, however, indicates that the type of
postsecondary program (academc or vocational) has little effect on em-
. ployment outcanmes. There are few notable differences assoé’mted with
the type of pdstsecondary’ curmcu!um, vocational or academic, and there
i's ho consistent pattern of differencés in labor fo:lce'pa'rtm'fpa'twn
rates, unemp’}oyrpent rates, number of hours worked per '%eek weekly
earnings; or rates of full-time employment., Consequently. there 1s no
basis fBr concluding that one type of postsecondary schooling 1s assy;
clated with greaﬁer 3d\:antagg_s in gainful employment than ahother"for
. males or females, black or‘hw.ﬁit‘e":«
. o .
It should be emphasued that the ev1dence presented here on out-
came’s cassociated with participatfon in postsecondary programs 1s much
more limited than that pertaining to secondary programs. Reanalyses
with postsecondary students were conducted with only éne national §’§n-
ple, and it was not bossnﬂe to examine ‘occupational specwlnes separ-
ately. In addition, students in thts sample had been 1n the labor mar-
ket only 2 years after conpleting a postsecondary program.
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slightly lower unemployment rates than general curr1culum graduates




. S}lmary of Research Findfn’gs on Outcomes °

. [
= What, 1n sum, has been learned about the outcomes, of participation

in a secondary vocat1onal progran? Evidence from prior fésearch and

reanalyses, of nationak, survey data, indicate fair1y consistently that

- females who graduate from business and of fice programs--the majority of
females n occupahonal Ty spec1f1c secondary vocational education pro-

’ grams--fare betternn the labor market* than,,female graduates of the

general curriculum. Spec1f1cally, dur1ng the 4 years after graduat1on

- white * female buslness graduates.with no postsecondary educat1on are
more Likely than white female graduates of “the general Curr1culum to be

: 1n the* labor force hold clerical JObS work full time, earn 510 to 320

" more per week 'y and have Jobs with somewhat higher occdp.at1ona1/status.

+ Black female, graduates of ‘secondary business programs,are more 11kely .

to be enp’royed in clerical jobs, earn $15 to, $13 more Jper wek, and
have Jo‘bs mtn somewhat higher occupat1ona1 status than black , female

- graduates of the general curr1culdm No consistent differences were
found between fema]e graduates of business programs and of the general
Curriculim in their rate of occupa'hona] advancement or satisfaction
with their joos. <o ’

? -’ - .
. «Evidence of differences bet.Wgen male Jraduates of secondary voca-
tjonal and ganeral prograns w1 thout postsecondary education is not as
strong as that for female graduates: One« y#ar’' after graduat1on, 53
percen’t of Mnte and 43 percent of black male gcaduates of trade and
1ndustry programs--ihe occupat1ona1 spec1a1ty with the largest male enc
rollment--are emp]oyed in jobs related to the1r training. White ma¥%e
g‘raduates of trade and 1ndustry programs are employed & few weeks more
" in the'first year of work than white malé general curriculum graduates,
and white male graduates’of -business programs have Jobs with slightly
higher occupat1ona1 status 1 year after .graduation than wbite male
g gradua«tes of the general curriculum; however, these differences are not

e .as marked 4 years after graduatidn. D1fferences between male graduates

. » N N .
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of the general and vocational curricula without postsecondary education‘
with‘ respect to their, labor force participation rate, unemployment
‘rate, number of hours worked per week, full time employment hkehhood.
of obtaining enﬁloyment in skilted jobs, weekly ear’mngs, and JOb dat-

1sfaction tend to be small and 1inconsistent. ° .

. *
“ o x

~ Two points should be borne 1n mind 10 considering the evidence
’Eresen&d hefe on outcomes of participation in secondary vocational
education programs.. First, differences in outcomes between whites and
blacks, and between males and females, are often consrderébly larger
than cirricular differences.’ Second, students' reports of their cur-
'r1cu1um and occupational specialty were used to examine outcomes 1n the
reanalyses of 1ongrtud1nal surveys. In tiis regard, it 1s wmportant to
nbte that 1nformatron on vocatrongl coursework ‘obtained from NLS-1972
students transcmpts explained very little variation n gainful em-
gloyment outcomes beyonq that explained by students' repoCts of their
currrculum. D1 fferences in outcomes assocwted with vocational course-
«  work a]one tended to be béth fewef' n number and smallef n magnitude

than those associated with s..udents reports.of their curriculum.

@ . t
Evidence from reanalyses conducted with posts'econdary; students 1s

‘ * lmited Jto..one national survey. Fo;-ty-fwe percent of the sécondary
.voca‘honal education graduates in this sample pursued nonbaccalaureate
postsecondaryseducation within 4 years after graduation, as d1 simr-
lar per éntage df general curmculum graduates. The secondary voca-
tiong educatwn gradyate was_ more~likely to pursug a*vocational than
academic program in posts‘econdary school, while the opp051te is true

* of the general curricuTum graduate. Of the secondary vocational and
general' f jculum graduates who took postsetondary vocational pro-
grams, approximately half the graduate's‘ of each curriculum reported
that they obtained either a cert1f1cate, hcense, or 2-{ear degree
within 4 years of high school graduation. :

&
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~Postsecondary‘educatlon below the bacgalaureate level confers, an
» advantage on high schopl graduates or a variety of measures of gainfu)

employment.
1n gain‘ful

Overall,

N
for the oné national sample studied, differences

employment outcomes between students

1N wocational

and

academc\postsecondary programs are Siight:

They are dot substantial

enough to warrant the conclusion that the advantage of postsecondary

»

education

1S any greater for students who take 4 vocational

N

. than for those who take a nonbaccalaureate academig.program.

-

-

s

v s F

.

»

program

. For white females , Postsecondary educatwn s asSociated with rel-

atweU hi1gh ]abor force part1c1patlon rates, few weeks of unemployment

and h1gfR occupational

statas

and for black femates,

1t

1s associated

m..n high occugatmnal status.

Black males and fprmales who take some

ror'n of postsecondary education have sllghtly lower unemployment rates
than black gerteral curriculum grad'uages with no postsecondary educa-
tion. Postsecondary educatxon be10w the baccalaureate Tavel 15 not
associated with the number of hours worked ger week or. w&fekly earnings

-t
o(black or whu.e male® or females, relative to those With no postsec-,

&
‘* ondary educatlon. ‘

. A Final Note

4

LI .

.

Of the threge frequently asked questions about the effacts of voca-
tional education, only one--that concerning the differance vocational
education rnakes to part1c1pants--has been addressed 1n th:s‘ chapter.
It should be emphasized that the research results reported do not <on-
st1tute Aand should not be read as,
of either’ secomiary or .postsec0ndary vocatwnal education programs.
They are too Mimited--by both the data available for research and-the

difticulty of the rfe,sea.rgb‘ problem--to attribute outcomes, both'econom- *

an assessment of the effectweness

ic and noneconomic,

. .
to particular educatianal experiences.

* % N . LN
§ .
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return to someh\on the investment cannot be answered with currently
available national survey data on students. In order to de'termipe'
whether students’ attainments have changed as a result of Federal poli-
cy, a systematic study of State and local policy over time is required,
as well as an 1nvestigation that traces how Federal legislation has in-
fluenced the key factors ,of the vocational
time. , Questions pertam#]g to return on the investment m/Jocatwna}
Cost-effectiveness might then- be

education enterprise over

education require, data on  costs.
Some might infer that the
investment 1s warranted from evidence of positive e‘f}ects of vocational
education on'part1c1 ants, but such evidence would not by itself serve
A0 indicate to what extent an increase or decrease 1n the investment
would enhance or dimin sh “the benefit of the program to students
would 1t show which features of vocational
Clearly, before these two mportant ques-

-research 1s needed with data col-

nor
programs were respons1b1e
for their positive effects.

tions can be adswered, additional

. ’
Also 1nviting 1inquiry are claims frequently made about the bene-

ffhs which vocational education is assumed to provide. One often-heard
1s that vocationa! education is an effective means
This view rests on

claim, for example
of reduciig youth unemployment in the aggregate.
the assumptmns that youth unemployment results from a mismatch between
skills and\Jobs, and that. jobs are available for youth who acquire
skills that vocational education can provMe. Another claim is that
vocational education hag vatue for students not only because of béne-
fits resulting from pa’rt1c1pat1on n the curriculum but .also because of
potential benefits of schboﬁng, such as social_ization and .assimilation
into the éommént culture, which are broader than the purposes of voca-
This clam was asserted in Support of the initial
It rests

t}onil education.
. effort to Justinfy Federal ’investment in vocational education.
upon the assumpti that students who would otherwise 'l'eav.e school
would remain 1n schoot to p_articipéte'_ in vocational education, thereby

'
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deriving the presumed larger benefits of schooling. Evidence available
at this tme does not provide firm knowledge about either the strength
of these several claims or the soundness of the assumptions on which

they rest. -
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See'E. Woods and W. Haney, "The-Effects of Vocational Education:

-~ Proposed Propositions’ and FrameworK fo™ Study" (Cambridge,

H

Massachusetts: The Hlron Instjtute, 1979); and K. Dougherty, "“The
Politics of Federal Vocational Education Leglsla;ioﬁi 1963-1976"
(Cambridges Massachusetts: The Huron Institute, 1979). X .

l

These outtomésmeasures, and otﬁers specffled n the regulations, *

«‘are discussed 1n detail 1n Chapter Iv. .

3

For unformation on this subject see Louise Corman, Basic Skills
Proficiencies of Secondary Vocational Education Students
(#ashington, 0.C.: Government Printing Office, 1980). .

Each of these national surveys offers a unique advantage i1 terms
of recency, length of time students are 1n the labor market, or
details of students' coursework. Separate analyses were performed
Yor white malas, black maléas, white females, and black females. -
ror males, general curriculum graduates were compared separately
#1th graduate$ of trade and industry, business and office, and .
other vocational programs combined; for females, general curricu-
lum graduates were campared with graduates of business and office
and other vocational programs combined (with the exception of home
economics). Trade and industry and business programs account for
the majority of male and female enrollment in occupationally spe-
cific programs, respectively. Only participants with exactly 12
years of ‘schooling {1.e., no postsecondary education) were in-
cluded 1n reanalyses of outcomes for secondary students, and this
fact may account for certain discrepangies between frndwngs from
reanalyses and tgose of prior studies. i N ’

Aitnin any of.the four sex-race groups, only slight differegces in
socioeconomic status and test scores were found among high school
graduates of the general and vocationgl curricula who had exactly
. 12 years of schooling. This finding lent support to use of the .
general curriculum as a comparison grQup in<reanalyses. (The only
exception to this pattern was the higher socioeconomic status of
“Hlack males and females in business programs relative to thdSemn
the general curriculum.) . . e

Fod\each of the four sex-race groups, in.addition to descriptive
statistics, multiple regression analyses were performed. Socio-
economic status, Job training and experience, and, in some in-
stances, school and community characteristics were included as in-
dependent vdriables 1n'regressions in order to identify the extent
to which these variables change the’ power af curriculum to €xplain
outcomes. - .
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This research was conducted through contract with the Huron Insti- -
tute. Oocumentation of procedures used .In reanalyses,of national o
data sets is provided in E. Woods and W. Haney, Does Vocational ,

Education Make a Difference? A Review of Previous Research and

Reanalyses of National Longitadinal Data Saets {Cafbnidge, .
ﬁassacﬁusetts: the Huron Inetitute, -[98I). Thmis referencé will .

. hereaftgr be cited as The Huron-Report,

{ o

{

ERIC

-~ . . ¥ - -
In reports of prior research preserdted here, greater attention is
generally given to national than to ndn-national studies, because
the national studies are broader in scopeé and’tend to_provide
gneatege;ggcificity regarding characteristics of vocati?nal and
nonvocational students. This degree of specificity facilitates
comparisons, of results 2cross studies. For a review of non-
national $tudies, see D. Mertens, D. McElwain, G, Garcia, and

M.* Whitmore,

Effects of Vocational Education on Participants:” A "
Review of Time or Area Specific* Studies Reported §1nceA?§38 « s

(Columbys, Omio:

The Natignal Center for Research on vocational
Educgt1on, £980.) . . -

- e =
-

Current Population Survey procedures were used to derive labor
force classifications. . -
. SP n <
The Huron Repot, Section 4.1. Unemployment’ rates.obtained 1n re-.
analyses are sometimes lower than those of the same age group in
the general population because samplas used in reanalyses 1nclude
only high school .graduates, ~ '

ing the Natiomal Longitudinal Survey of Labor Market .Experience, *
Grasso and Shea reported slight dijfferences in unemployment rates °
between male graduat€s of the vocational and general curricula .
within 13 years after graduation. (See J. T, Grasso and J. R. -
‘Shea, Voc3tional Education and Training: Impact on Youth
(BerkeTey: The CarnegieCouncil on Policy Studies in Higher .
Education, 1979), p. 193.) Larger curricular differences in e
unemployment cates were reported.by M. Borus et al,, Pathways to.
the Future: A Longitudinal Study of Younq Americins. Preliminar
Report: Youth and the Labor Market - J973 (CoTumbus: The Uhio .
State University, Center for Human R ource .Research, 1980), -
Chapter 15. Rates in that study, hoyever, were obtained with
aggregate samples of, vocational students in the Natjonal
Longitudinal Survey of Yodng Americans, some of whom had had
pqstse?ondary schooling, and without reg to occupational
specialty, ,,ﬂ p , .
Although 1imited data were available with which to examine curric-
ular differences in number and length of spells of unemployment,
reanalyses of these outcomes generally yielded no clearly igter-

; .

" pretable results. ©
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. 7. ,@Huron Reporf,’.SectiOn 4.1, .. °
. ' N ¢ . . s [N ’ . h
8. ‘Grasso and Shea, op. cit., p. 193; J. R, Shea et a)., Years for
Decision, Vol. I (Washington, R.C.: Government Printing Office,
. = 19717, p. 108. .Unemployment rates were reported for the sample 1n
the National Longgtudinal Survey of Labor Market Experience for - .
f v the years 1968 to 1972. . - \ét .
3% . LIRS &
9 The Huron Report, Section 4.1, These results weréinb&adhed with
femakes 1n the National Longitudinal Survey of, YoumtprAmericans and,
" the NLS-1972. o g <, . :
. *® . . x
10. Borus et al., op. cit. These results were also obtained frt re-
| analyses. i ) . o
’ ® - .
, 11. The Huron Report, Section 4.2. Vs .
L ' ' .
\*//// 12. These results were obtained 1n reanalyses. Boruseet al,,®p. ait. g
reported that females aged 18 to 21 work .an avdrage of 36 hours a -,
. , % ‘week. ) . A
: .~ At
13. The Huron Report, Section 4.2. ‘ s

L{iiﬁﬁ. Ibid. Sociceconomic status was controlled,” using”a composite mea~
i sure of socioeconomic status which was based .on father's educa-
tion, mother's education, p3rents' income,/father's occupation,

\ and certain household characteristics. °

15. Ibid.
16. Borus et al., op. cit.; Fos R, Creech et al., Comparative Analys1€
of Postsecondary Occupational and Educational Outcomes for the . °
High School Class of 1972. Fainal Report (Princeton:. Educatyonal
Testing Service, 1977); A. Harnischfeger and D. Wiley, "High .

_ School Tracking and Vocational Stereotyping: Means of Sgcioeconom:
1¢ Placement,” paper prepared for the National Commission for
Employment Policy, April 1980; A. 1. Kohen and H. S. Pafnes,
Career Threshholds: A Longitudinal Study of the Educational and,

. . tabor Market Experiences of Male Youth, v§&;83 (Columbus ., The Ghio

- State University, Center for Human Resour esearch, 1970); N.
«Lewin-Epstein, “Vocational Education,” inyHigh School and Beyond:

x \ policy Issues and Research Desf m&dc J.fiColeman et al.
U {Chicago; Natjonal Opinion ResearcMCentpr, 1979); D. E. Wiley

and A; Warnischfeger, "High School Learnfng, Vocational Tracking =’

and What Then?" (Chicago: GEMREL, February 1980).

* 1. Thé Huron Report, Section 4.3. These findings were obtained wigh:
white and black males. ~In some reanalyses, black male graduates
of trade and 1ndustry programs were fqund to earn more per peek
than black male general.curriculum gfaduates 1 year but not 4
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years after gmgduation; hovwever, these results were not consis-
A tently obtained. Earnings were adjusted to constant 1978
p; dolJars. ) : Y .
(Y R Ee P

> . .
Reanalyses were not performed with hourly wages because they would
* have had to be deryved from other data. Wage estimates obtained
in this manner were considered less reliable for reanalyses than
directly nepgrted weekly earnings. Grasso and Shea, op. cit., pp.
)195-85, reported ng significant 2;fferenees n hourly wagks of male
77 “vocational and general curricul graduates. )
. £ - .

18. Creech et aj., op: cit.

awn s »;_ » .
19, Wiley and Harmischfeger, op. cit. 'This finding was obtained with
white females in the NLS-1972 sample.

. 20. R. H. Meyer, "I{ Economi¢ Analysrs of High Schodl Vocational Egu- 4
. " cation: The Labor Market £ffects 8f vVocational Educatron,” miheo- N
— graphed (paper prepared for the National Commission for Employment
> Policy,-June 1981). Level of participation in vocational educa-
¢ tion was-defined on the basis ‘of the number ,of vocational courses ¢

listed aon‘trénscr}gts of students in the NLS-1972 sample.

2l.. A. Gustman and T. Steinmeier, “The Relation between Vocational
= Train¥ng in High School and Ecodomic OQutcomes,® mimeographed, July
1981.  This“finding was obtained with twonnational surveys--the .
NLS-1672 and the National Longitudinal Survey of Yabor Market ' -
Ex;%nence. N ’
b - -
22. 'qﬂa.é.sgand Shea, op. cit., Chapter 4. -

23. =The Huron, Report, Section 4.3. This advantage of femalerbhusiness
¢ graduates_relative to general curriculdm graduates remains when
A% socioecénomic status and number of héurs worked per wdek are con-
"¢ trolled."Black female business graduates eapn S15 to S18 more per
wzek than general curriculum graduates when socioeconomic status ~
and number of hourg worked per eek- are controlled.

24. ‘Borus et al., op. cit.; Gustman anff.Steinmeier, op. cit.; '
Harnischfeger and Wiley, op. cit.; Lewin-Epstein, op. cit.; R. 0.
Rederick and §& M. Davi§, Years for Decision, Vol. 2, Manpower Re-

. search Manograph No. 24 (Washington, 0.C.: Government Printing, - \
© Office, 1974); Wiley and Harnischfeger, op. cit. Inconsistents
findings can result from differences in subpopulations examined,
the particular variables which were controlled, or the way hourly
L\ wages were calculated in different studies. .

s LY
-

o © 25. .5.%. Peng and M. M. Holt, I it Tabular
Summary Gf the Second Follgl-up Questionnaire Data 2-1/2 Years
After Highw SchooT, 2 voTs."(Hashington, D‘.C.: Government® Printing
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Office, 1977), S. S.-Peng et al., Nat\o@ Longitudinal Study:
Tabular Summary of the Third Follow-up Questionnaire Data, 4 vols:

{Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1978).

\26. , The Huron Report, Section 4.4. The Census Occupational Classifar-

/

cation was used to, derive the three occupational skill levels.
These fingings were obta)}ed with white and black males.

Ibrd. ~ The- Duncan socroeconomic index (SEI) was used as a measure
of occupational status. . The SEI provides ratings of occupations ~
foom O to 96 based on the education and income of/peopleﬁln those
occupations. 3

>
Io1g. This finding was obtained 1’ reanalyses performed mthﬁ
white female samples 1n two national longitudinal surveys--the -
National Longitudinal Survey of Young Americans and the NLS-1972-- -
and ~1tn the Slack female.sample 1n the NLS-1972. Similar find-
1ngs were reported by P€ng andolt, op. cit., and Peng et al,
op. cit., though figures were not separately reported for white
and plick females.; o . '

. . .
The duron Report, Section 4.4, . =

The otner criterion 1s employers' Gpinion that students are “well-
trained and prepared for emzloyment," labeled “employer satisfac-
tion with performance™ 1n the regulations. No data exist on this.

* outtome 1n te national longitudinal surveys. Therefore,/FEanaly-'

thap those of prior research which. were summari zed= i

of The Interim Report. For'a review of studie® oF employer satis-

facTion, see Mertens gt. al., op. ¢it. In genega}, prior research

indicates that employers usually express satisfactfoh with voca-

trondl graduates' skills and attitudes toward warky! though the, re- .

11ab1lity "of some of those reports“s questlong'&];ef-
-

ses were not performed, and thece are no findings to repor{ other
ﬁapter.vﬂ

’

It 15 worth noting that the regulations .dehr'\e%\mp]oyers' sat1s-
faction with vocationgl students' performance ~&s compifred with
performance of persons who have not had vocagional k\educauon".
nowever, 61 percent of employers questioned ?ﬁ\gn dy were un-

SOFC, . S&ction

= -

able to make this comparison. (See The Huron
4.6) : :

The Huron Repars, Section 4s5. -

Ibid. These results were obtained yith the'NLS-1972 Sample.
Students' “reports of occupational specraht’ieg were used. The
Education Occupational Cross-Code Index was developed by the
Massachusetts Postsecondary Educatign Commission.
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The percentage of graduates of other vocational programs combined
who were found to hold jobs related to thlr training 1 year after
graduation is 15 for white males, 8 for bDlack males, 23 for ‘white
females, and 7 for black females.

H. Vincent, An Minalysis of Vocational Edycation jn Our Secondary
Sggools (Washington, 0.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education

and Welfare, Office of Education, 1969), p. 40. Fgllow-up data Jon
sel f-employment were obtained 1n 1965. . )

The Huron Report, Segtion 4.7.. .

éreqch et al., op. cit.; Peng ami Holt, op. cit.; Peng et al.,
. -~

op. Cit. o~

The Huron Report, Section 4.8. Self-Teports of Job satisfaction %
are subjgct to positive response bias.

-

Grasso and Shea, op. ci1t., pp. 22-24.
p -

The Huron Reporé{'geQF}On 5.1, ,
Grasso and Shea, op. cit., p. 100. The Durcan SEI was used to
measure occupational status. Only high school graduates with
exactly 12 years of schooling 1n the sample of the National Longi-
tudindl Survey of Labor Market Experience werg included.

The Huron Reports Section'5.2." The only exception to this pattern
is the higher rate of advancement of white female graduates of
agriculture, distributive education, health, and trade and ndus-
try programs combined, 1n comparison to white female graduates of
general or busingss programs. The heterogeneity of this group,
however, makes this finding difficult to interpret.’

The. Duncan SEI was used to measure occupational status. Only high
school graduates with exactly 12 years of schooling ¥in the NLS-
1972 sample were included. ° .
Ibid. '
3 Q. -
Commission on National Aid to Vocational Education, "Report
(1914}," in American Education and Vocational®sm: A Documentary
History 1870-1970, ed. Marvin Lazerson and W. Norto®k Grubb (New
York: Teachers College Press, 1974).

-

¢

cit., p. 43; Vincent, op. cit., Q.'17.

drasso and Sﬁaa, op.

J. Coombs and W. W.”Cooley, "Dropouts: In High School and After
School," American Educational Research Journal 5 (Su