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\ - <L «FOREWORD ‘ B :
L - Today we see that vocatlonal education's, responsiveness
i. ----- to the demands of technologlcal,. ec;ondmlc, soc:.al and. poll;t_lcal a
changés is becoming a central condern to those interested in ’
- ’ vocational education in the United State's. This has hlghllghted ) .
- . the use of evaluation and planning to support effectl e program
s dec131ons at the.local level. But 1mplement1ng progr decisions
has. been” complicated because data are. frequently unavailable, un-
rellable, or mlsunderstood 40 o
sl . This renort descrlbes how secondary and postsecondary - -
Jd - . administrators welgh the factors that influeénce their decisions
. to add, termlnate, or mdodify vocatiocnal education programs.
L Eurther, the report provides vocational researchers, administra-
) 'tors, and practitioners with useful insights into factors -that
influence program. decisions at the secondary and postsecondary g
levels.
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Halasz, Research Spec1allst, Wwilliam S. Stevenson, Senior .
"Research Specialist, and Pat Fornash, Graduate Research ASso- «\~//f
- ciate, provided assistance. in &he open—ended dlSCUSSlOHS with
‘ the ‘LTocal admlnlstrators. ] - g
Apprec1atlon is extended to reviewers of the draft d0cument -
1nclud1ng Carroll Bennett, Vice-President’ of Instruction, Des~* o
Moines Area Community College; Herman Todd, Dlrector of
! - Vocational Education, Huntsville City Schools; Clyde Maurice,
As gistant Profd%sor, Florlda State Unlv’rs1ty, James A. - .
con Atterberry, Director, .Center for Business Research, Southwest’
» Missouri State University; Merril]l L. Meehan, Educational .
. Research and Devel opmegt Spec1allsb Appalachia Educational .
Laboratory, Inc.; William Hull, Senior Research Specialist, and
o lotto,  Assistant Director for Planning, The Natlonalzcenter
3 . Research in Vocational EBducation, The Oth State,Unlversity.

-

.

.

-\ - '

- Flnally, a spec1al note of appreclatlon is extended tp

Marjorle Arnold, Priscilla Cjulla, Sherri Trayser, Deborah | *, .
. Anthony and Marllyn Orlando for, their secretarlal ass1stance




and to Janet.Kiplinger and Michael Neumany for the editorial - \

review of the document. . ,
N , . . PR - . N - ” . “ 4
> * M . . .
' ) - \ 'Robert E. Taylor ,, . - .
. ] Executive Director . " e )
. coe - . The National .Céntéer for . .
. o4 esearch in 'Vocational Education * A
b . . s . ) ... . g :
‘ » ) . . o < . ¢ d
- - . s -
7\
. : . ; > -
o’/ P O. -'. LR
Ve F] >
. : ’ ‘
L] ),. ~ '~ -
. " £
\ - .

- -
A
’ ’
.
- - Pad
LA 4 ’
3 N ® ’ N
- [
\ - * . < L
. - . -
S e e . vy
. > . +
-
- o . -
. .
- - .
- v . -
. O ’
I3 N ..
. . - «
AY v h y
. . »
»
= . - ’
. ]
’ 7
< LA b ‘P
L4 (1]
) ‘ r
v v - - -~
- [} 0
. —_- < -
.. .
. d
\ , ‘ -
3 - <
v
L] - . - o . »
. a
‘ ) T »
- ’
- ‘
. ] f
. ‘ . ’
v
.
. « .
¢ » . .
. N . A
- - V
A
. * » . .
. .
©“ \ . -
.
e
-
’,
, — - - — -
« s <
- »;
- \_
- S . »
. K4 . \
L) ) ?
, v oo . .
“~
’
-
. N ¢ o+ o
’ s
Vill
. .

ERIC. g .

NP O



' EXECU [‘IVL‘ “SUMMARY i fé" - e

This report 1dent1f1es the factor§’thab secondary and post—

» L

+ secondary admlnlstrato;s °*in vecatlonal education uged’ as the' ‘
. basis~for their de:i;igps t& add, terminaté,, or,m dify their -

-programs. ‘The con §ions are intendéd .to prov1de a base for -
further study and to assist admlnlstators 1n vocatlonal educatxon
e * im-their .evaluatinhg and glannlng ) > A

. RN
° . - » . .

¢ / .
. Lz The.flndlngs of ‘this-.report- are based on a telephone survey
. of 115 secondary’and postsecondary administxators and on face-
. to-face, open-ended interviews '‘Wwith an additional twenty—flve
< administrators. Sugplementary isnformation was, gathered from
. .ex1st1ng data bases ard'a review of the, llterature
ﬂn selectlng sites for case study, the progect staff’con—
sidered such,. factors as_ rural and urban locatlon, types of voca-
: ) - tional schools, the varlety of systems “for planalng and ,evalua--
( tion, and geographlcal settlng The-lntent was o represent as
many states as .possible within the constraints of the budget ‘and’
' -'.sc0pe ‘of the study. The telephone and ‘face-to-face intervieys
. coverea thirty states in the postSecondary sample and thlrtj' ong

RS states in-the secondary sample. . . S
. « . The factors that affect iocal admlnlstrators decisions to’
o add, termihat&, or modify vocatlonal programs.areareflected in
the following'patterns. . » :
” : Y

. . o Locally conducted surveys of industry-had a major in-
. ; fluence:roh program decisions. .These surveys weére con-=" .
L. * ducted in both formal and ,informal manners S, o
- o . ‘. - \ 'ﬂ - .
©° Adv1sory commlttees were cons1dered very 1nfluent1al in
" decisipns td add or modlfy program% . However, the
o . effective use’ of ' these committees was a concern of most
LT admi nlstrators- some ‘used t em merely te satlsfy ‘federal

r

or state regquirements. . .- .

o o'Student enrollment figures and" student 1nterest were Ty
: rated as 1m§5rtant factors for adding.or, termlnatlng .
> ) programs. ‘Admlnlstrators beligved these factors could bé
. strengthened by better counsellng programs and by imr
r . ‘ proved "advertlslng" af programs <
o - * - .
-2, o Job pldcement.rates were mentloned as a factor in program .-
.decisions, but few 'secondaty’administrators indicated
e that these’rates, 1n.themselves, would be a sufficient
reason to add or terminate 'a program. However, a major-

« ity of postsecondary admlantrators 1nd1cated that low
rates.’of job ‘Placement’ were 1nstrumental in decisions. to
—— termlnate,prograns if économic Gonditions were likely ‘to R
contlnue the -downward trend. & ‘

A

’
) P W




(o) Input from faculty and admlnlstratlon was consldered a- .
. imajor factpr in program modlflcatlon by both the secon- L.
* ~ ,dary -and, postsecondary admini$trators. Industrial visjts
L - J/belped faculty and administrators obtain information fox,
¥ ’maklng dec1s10ns» And although only a few cited 1ndus—
trial -visits as‘a factor in making decisions, a majorlty -
* of the respondents 1nd;cated that 1ndustr1al ‘visits were
needed and should have occurred on* a régular basis.
.Financial and loglstlcal factogs often prevented such - .
 visits froft occuring.s ) N ° g

» .
' . L) ¥

o» Published' labor market data wene ofteﬁ used &0 support - ’ .
. programmatlc dec1s1ons~ however, they were selddm- the Lo s
. major influence on changes. Admlnlstrators gxpreassed v ,

- - concern over the applicability of the labor market data - ,
to thelr spec1f1c|qeograph1c areas and their vocational : ’

educa'tion programs. Tt . T .
One important 1mp11catlon of" the’ study concerns published
labor market data. Such information has 1nfluenced legislation
add shaped policy requlrements at the state and federal levels, ' * .
but the study suggests tHat' program’dgclslons hy secondary and !
postsecondary vocationgl administratidrs were not data-based, even
though publishéd Adata were‘clted and reviewed in tHe decision~
making process. For the most payt, laboy market data were used
<to-verify decisions -already made or to rMeet state or ' federal
plannlng requlrements. o - P ST
" S *"‘. - )
‘By contragt, a _6écond implication of the study concerns an
s activity that warrants further attention: faculty visits to .
local industrdes. Several admlnlstrators expressed ;pe need to e
provide more time for teachers and administrative peets to visit
docal 1nduskr1es on a regular ba51s in order to asczctain the
needs of ployers in ‘the community. Effort is neuded‘at the s
local, state, and federal levels to iessen budgetary and loglstl— |
’cal constra1nts~and enable industrial visits to become a standard

operatlng procedure. «0n , . .
. i - .

« In general, the study shows, that the surveyed admlnlstratdrs .
.. do .consideX the effects of programmatlc decisions on, their -con-
stituents. They ,rely on input from adv1sory committees, surveys
of industry and community, *and student interest and enrollment.
But the study-also uncovered the need to harmonize the process
of declslon—maklng as it actually occcurs at the-local level w'th
the process ‘outlined. in; the, legislation.’ The re5ult would be .
an increased impact of vocatlonal education upon communities and
v Labor markets. : ) .
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2 . . ~ v . . .
T INTRODUCTION, o
- . - , Py - ) . . A _ . . ) . . 2 .
- - " .. ) . . . p S
hd ! . . . ) ®
This chaptey presents a framework for understanding the N
decisions te add, terminate -or modify vocational education pro- v

\ . grafis. . There are at least three elemeénts that ¢nfluence such . .
decisiodns: (1) the role of vocational education, ('2) the range )

of activities for planning and evaluation, and (3) the decisioni -, *
. .making and its coritext. Each of thése €lements’ is discussed :

. » .below. . - . ) . Lo . ,
"» N . - . ~ \\'

. \ . .
{. i M ¢ L .

£ =

f ) . Lo _ . The, Role of Vocational Education R
. . » ] . < ‘*%_ . , .
Vocational education, broadiy daefined, is that part of
L © . education that makes an individual more employdble ‘in one group .
. ! of occupations thansin another (Evans and Herr 1978, p.3). )
; Vocational education encompasses a large and complé. set of ‘
- educational. institutions that provide training for millions of o
youhg people and adults.who intend. £O use ‘the+education, ~train-
ing, and skills acquired in these institutions for entry or pro-
gression in the labor market.  There are approximately 7,500 s

- 3

e institutions in the nation of fering §fx or moke vocatienal
+‘  courses: -4,875 comprehensive high schools; 225 vocaticnal <
schools; 1,248 atea vocational schools; 162 technical institu-
‘ tions; and 720 community and juiior colleges. (National Center
R for .Education- Statistics 1982). : . )
. ) 3 / ‘ -t o

‘\\ . It’ was estimated#(N&tional Cehter for £ducation” Statis—
tics 1982) for- school year 197980 that the direct instructional .
costs for vocational education, including nonfederal and- federal )
funds, . amounted to approximately $5 billion, with, approximately .
$4.6 billion coming_ from nonfederal-sources. For the school year
1979-80, enrollments in -vocational education (both.occupationally
_specific and other) within the ten service area classifications- .
(agriculture, marketing: and distribution, health, consumer angd
- homemaking, ogbupational home economics, office qdecupations, v
téghnical, ~trade and industrial, industrial arts, and other not .
elsewhere ¢lassified) approximated 16.5 million vocational ;guga— -
. tion studgggg_(see.table-l)% In the,occupatiqnal.specific. o=,

.  grams (agriculture, marketing, distributton, health, occupationdl .
home economics, office oceupations, technical, trade and - \
industry;, and other not- élsewhere classified), for school year T B
1979-80, an estimated 6 million students were enrolled. “TabXe 2
gives a detailed presentatidn of enrollment daggibx_;gqeﬁﬂ»/ = .

/ ethnicity, nonzresident alien desigmationr and sex, and by

' ingtfuctional program area. ° . ST CoL T

D - . # RN N . " .

“\ 3 -

< . é?ivén'the\cost“of the programs and,the number of students ,
serveq, it is important to keep:.in mind the yole of vocational |
.~ education. According to Evans ahd Herr -(1978, p. 4), there are .,

’ A
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g TABLE 1 °
\ .

ﬁNROLLMENT IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS (WEA)

e . RY SERVICE AREA- 0 1979 -80 a _
. . N ’ ~ e . T ) ‘ L. '
, Service Area .o Total - Secondary ' Postsecondary
" B 2 . -
. Agriculture - "~ " B78,529 657,247 221,282,
) . . N ‘ . . . A N - >
Marxeting and . . . ‘ : , R
Distribution . 961,018 - 396,313 . | 564,705 ™
HéaLtﬁ,Occupationsf - . 834,296, 128,672 > 705,624
‘Coksumer and’ Homemaking 3;385[736 -2,622}5%1’ 763,175
Occupatxénal Home X - - - )
Economlcs ) -, - 551;862 361,773 . . 190,089
L] s .
Offlce Gccupations’ 3,400,057 . 1,972,116l 1,427,896
Technical : - " 499,305 » 32,150 - 467,155 -
n . . r 3 ’
Trade and .Industrial ! . . @
Occupations . - 3,215,987 1,416,230 l,ZgQLZiZMW.
. . L ' PR
Industrial Arts’ : 1,536,667 ' 1,517,424 19, 243
, a— . .
. , . " . . .
Other NEC oo . 1,189,54 977,627 * 211,922 -,
' ’I‘ota%*\ ‘ L 16,453,006 10,082,158 6,370,848

- p /" ' i ‘a i ‘ ) ’ N
4

SOURCfT ~Preliminary data from the Natlonal Center for

‘hduﬁatlonal Statistics' Vocatlonal Education Data System (VEDS)

4 May, .1982. ) o,
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! TABLE 2+ . . - R
’A - - - s i - * N ) . ‘s ?
. EMROLIMENT (VEA) IN OCCUPAT LLY SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS, BY ‘RACE/ETHNIC 1TY . ”
. AND NONRESIDENT-A-EN DESIGNATION AND SEX, AND BY JNSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM AREA 1979-80
\ - \ . '
. -, C ASIAN R . BLACK . WH ITE " NON- .
) . \ AMERICAN 10D AN/ PACIFIC NOT . NOT RESIDENT ‘STATUS .
-ASKALAN NAT IVE ISLANDER HISPANIC * HISPANIC - HISPANJC . ALIEN UNKNOWN
. _ 2 - - . ‘ - — =
PROGRAM AREA Total Male Female Male Female Male . Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
- . o ’ L
Agricultures..... 384,940 2,842 ° 841 2,08° 750 19,710 4,602 8,548 2,77 241,642 - 68,038 208 20 32,886
£ : - . .8
° Distributioneesss 601,275 2,08} 2,001 6,164 6,406 31,985 39,848 15,897 19,008 198,812 248,279 84y 1,878 28,072
Health Occup esee 455,129 -1,130 3,351 1,392 5,452 8,220. 48,786 4,487 17,208 49,246 295,692 243 656 19,266‘
w . H/o,né Eq. Total .. 242,(587 652 1,594 %5 2,610 12,352 44,557 3,068\ 12,973 27,973 126,827 12 85 8,665 i’
Offlce Cccupesess 1,970,518 1,685 11,565 16,602 37,883 79,234 23@,070- 33,746 105,205 354,508 1,055,290 1,349 1,431 43,950
Technical eesosess 378,117 3,126 684 8,928 2,230 29,659 11,052 15,864 4,208 229,8% -54,646 1,77M 260 24,794
Trade & Ind Occup. 1,792,052 14,574 3,169 28,392 6,962 188,304 49,620, §6,038 22,707 1,068,187 230,480 1,?)24 376 8,719
Other Neceeesesss 146,390 535 _639 384 465 12,392 19,280 2,281 . 6,832 44,917 57,498 1 %6 1,143
— -~ o - .
TOTAL 5,979,508 30,625 23,641 671\,“898\\62,758 381,856 441,815 179,929 190,676 2,215,180 2,136,750 5,959 4,723 240,498
SQRCE: Frelliminary data frbgn the Natlonal Center for Educatlon Sfanaﬂonal _Educatlon Data System (VEDS), 4 May 1982. ) ’ -
y - ~ s . . .
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three baslc objectlves in any‘pdgﬁlc school vocational educatlon
»currlculum° S .. .- - // .
/~ lﬂ meetlng soc1ety~s needs for wo ers
2. ¢1ncreas1ng the optlons avall le to each- studént
3. serving as a motlvatlng forde to enhance all types of
. learning . - » ' .- .
s N 3 4
How vocational education is meeting the needs, of the labor
mar¥et as well as the individual needs of students is a majox
concern for those who plan the programs and make the decisions
“in vo ional educatlon. . g
Qﬁ L J/ : . o
To serve, the’ needs of the students; an admlnlstrator must -
recognlze the various degrees of student participation in_ voca-
tional education.programs. Campbell et al. (1981, p. %) identi-
.fied five patterns.of partrg;patlon by youth in secondaxy vgca-
.tional education. This.identification was based- on an‘analysls
'of 'high school transcripts from a national sample--The Natiohal
Longitudinal Survey of. Labor Market Experience of 1979--of youth
enrolled in. secondary education. The five patterns ranged from
extensive involvement in vocational education to incidental use
of aVailable courses without establishing a specialty. -Concen-
trators: (14 percent) were those students who ‘took a substantlal .
nugber--of courses in a speclalty area.f Limited Concentratogs
(23 percent) were similar to the r‘oncentrato‘rs except that they
tended to take somewhat .fewer. credits. Concentrator/Explorers
(13 percent) were students who tended to concentrate early in a_
specialty but frequently ended concent;atlon after tenth grade.
Explorers (2 percent) were students who sanipled widely across
program areas but did not develop “a. specialty. And Incldental/
Personal (48 percent) were students who used vocational educatlon
to accumulate a small number of ‘credits that were lnsuff1c1ent
to be. considered saleablé skLlls. ; ., . . K
» . ;-
Based on +the 1dent1f1cataon of these patterns of participa-
tion,,» Campbell et al. recomnended that policymakers consider
very carefully the*diveksity-of the vocatilonal education
experience as they make. dec1s1ons-about&the dellvery'of voca-
Tional education services, particularly sincekapproximately 50
percent of the high .school graduates who used vocational educa-
tion offered in their schools did jpot do so in a manner that

was directed toward securlng speclflc employment.

‘If program admlnlstrators are to £® £il1 "the objectives
of vocational education by meetlng the. needs, both of students
and employers, they must- "determine those needs as prec1sely as
possible. The flndlngs of this study (ln chapter 3) show how

the administrators in the survey ascertained the needs of thes
two key groups. - v . Y
. *
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. Plamnnings and kvaluation -
. : L c e L T T Lo :
+ . Y. Vocational educators have faced continuing<«demands fortan * -

objective and cost-effective Qe01s1ons about 1nstructlonal pro~

grams. A, review of documents on plannlng and evaluatlon since .

1963.attests to the attentlon given to effective program plan—

ning., A number of studles——suCh as Copa et al, %(1976), Drewes

and Katz (1975), ‘Lawrence and Dane (1974), the National Imst1tute>

of Educatien's Vocatlonal'Educatlon study (1981), Starr et-al. °

(1981), and the U.S. General Accounting.Office report (1974)-~.

found ghat federally 1nspired planning and evaluation at the

‘ state level a’little 1nf1uence on local program de01s1ons"

*Reasons‘tlt .in these various reports in¢luded limited federal
expgnoltures, poor data and information, and lack of resources to
support effectlve planning and evaluatlon. \\ . .

et ! ) ..

‘ On the one hand the evaluatlon requ;rements of the 1978 r |
Education” dments (Sectlons 105, 112, 161, 162, and 523) were. o
directed tofayd improving the respons1veness of vocatlonal educa- .
tion to th€ chwnging needs of industry and sbciety: on the other ‘ D e
hand, disdrepangies exist between-those demands fdr évaluation~ s
data~and fior thg requisite resources in the states and other ’

. agencies ( 1979). An examination of states' responses to

. + the 1976 vo ional educatlon requirements in. the spring of 1978

an® the 1979-80 school year revealed that those requirements may

have stlmulated much activity-{Smith and Holt.K 1979; Beuke et al.

19807 Starr et al. 1981). Hawever, séveral studies (Boruch and .

Cordray .1980; Hendrlckson 1981 ; Lee 1979; and Starr et al. 1981)

ipdicate that 1n progr am’ improvement, despite hlgh levels of

‘technical sophlstlcatlon and exhortation, many planners and )

2 ’de0151on makers _do not-use evaluatlon data. ) , ' . Lt

ta -~
- ., ~] A
] - -

The 1nterrelatlonsh1p between plannlng and’ evaluation was :
stressed id the vocatlonal education legislation. HOowever, .
efforts® to ,develop, implement, and, operate a system Wwhere the

* *relationship s&pported effective results-(i.e., 1nformatlon to
sypport program decision making) remains. in large meaF{ge at' a .
talking stage. The Vocational Education Study: The al Report ‘
(Vatlonal Institute Of Bducatlon 1981) suggests that:

.effective system of planning and evaluation in order 'to make -
|
|
|
|

. . ‘only one of the four approaches to eval uating "the effeCr cn |
s ‘ tlvenes7 of prngrams, specified in the regulatlons——that |
Lo dealing/ with planning and opgrational process——has the . .

potential to--prove useful for . the. purposes of improving °

programs and decision making ‘on program offerings, at.

least in the .immediate future. Even this approach needs, .
- much improvement in most States before it can realize . ’ .

its full potential. (p., IV-22) . o . . ’

ra
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) oo Pos91bly, efforts have “been hlndered by, a lack of under tandlng ’ -
. what factors’are 1mportant in program de91sion maklng and spec1—

~l’gram Moreover, there is a’ contlnulng need on the art of‘voqaé T
.kional educators to relate a consistent decision i ' 3
more effectlvely to & comprehens1ve plannlng and evaluatlon

system. . -
" s . ' K ‘." A . e
. One result of this dontinuing need is that unsuccessful Ve c
programs continue to drain resourcest According to Datta (1978, . -

page- 33)., there is little evidenee that % program is dropped . -
.because of* unfavobrable evaluatlons- i'f anything, ewvaluators have
. lamented that dé&monstratably an 1neffect1ve ogram continues .
L uhdeterred. Chelimsky (1982, p.. 22) conflr F.the need for pro-
egram managers to use evqluatlon results.. . . v : &

The pr em- of, evaluatlon useé is hardly a new-one. ’ e
_We ve been puzzling for years now about how to get . ) . .
program managers, for example, to use, evaluatlon . .
"findings as a way- of correcting “of - even cutting thelr T

programs, despite 1 the obwvious._career threat which such

>

use can represent.g . . . .

.
-

“ -

From. the - flrst vocational educatlon aét in 1917 to the cur-’
rent Educatlon Amendments .0f 1976, legislation has requlred .
vocatlonal adininistrators., planners and ,evaluators to ensure that :
vocatlonal education meets the®heeds of the labor market as well .
as the needs of the individual stident.” Preliminary discussions . L
o» the reauthorization of the Vocational Educatign Act reinforce
¢ the necessity of meeting the ‘needs both of individuals and of the’

labor market. Five general goals for reauthorizatioh’ (Bot toms™,

1982, p. 10-11) explain how to meet tHese needs.

. 1. To enable vocatlonal educatlon to respond to the
' : ‘ natlon s :need for-a skilléd-,labor force

i 2. To give inner cities and tural areas the capac1ty to
t . offer vocatlonal educatlon programs o£ hlgh quallty N
3. To prov1de the extra services and efforts requlred to

. make youth Wlth spec1ai needs employable‘ - _ . ,

J

4. To ehable federal funds for vocational education to be

. s,

used, for ‘national purposgs ( | . .
. S ' 5. To strengthen collaboration between vocatlonal education
and Depart: ant Of Labor efforts for ,the dlsadvantaged ' -
. needing spec%al he}p for a second chance. N ‘ . ‘“}w/“

\




the‘factors which should infldence decisions by R
vocatlonal'admlnlstrators. The findings of this study show the or

. range, and Weighting of factors considered, by "the 140 admlnlstra— :

. ‘ tors in thé _survey when they faced dec1slons of adding, termin-~ . |

A a?ing, or modifying vocatidnal education programs, | ¢ . . |

. . . R

. - .

. D ¢ . . . S
. B4 r . " »

e ' ~ .Decision-making and Its -Context

THe 1mportance of de01s1on maklhg in the vocatignal educa-
tion system:has been stressed in many ways. The federal legls- . “4
) lative ena¢tments since 1917 have highlighted tbe need for using )
y . objective data relating both to occupational demand and supply
: oo and to student needs or interest. The advent of comprehensive
State and local planning with- the passage;mf the’ 1963 Vocational
Education:Act and the subsequent amendments of .1968, 1972, and,
. 1976 further emphasized the need for adminjstrators and planners
" ' to use labor. market and educational factgrs in an objective *

' ., fashion to make’ dec1sr0ns about program offerlngs.

-~ A

ot

LN ; Leglslatlve nandates have, for the most part, put decision
making in- the realm of a rational process to be undertaken by o .
. " individuals who have clearly deflned godls in regard to a clearly.
' defined role for vocational educatlon, with alternadive dec1s10ns |
to be-based on objective data. To.bring about.this jectivity, . .
) management information systems and a variety of decis |
* procedures, such as PERT (Program Evaluation Review Te
economic and, occupational forecastlng, Delphi, linear program-
ming, -and so forth, were encouraged at the state and -local levels
. as & esult of the passage ‘of Vocational Education Act of 1963 . .
and 1ts subséguent amendments., However, decision makers face a
< . reality unrecognized Ry thé implied call "for rational or scien-
tific method in the legislative mandates. Although the local
decision-making process may not mirror what is ‘reflected in the’

- © legislation, a process. oftén described as, informal may be in fact
ratlonal——ratlonal, that is, w1th1n the unlque context 'of the .
1nd1v1dual 1nst1tutlon. . . o

t

f . AJ
« In other words, the deci'sion making implied in the federal
leg1slatlon «calls for a formal, rational de01s1on-mak1ng.model. .
N . However, .1f o¢ne observes and.talks to vocational administrators
.in their env1ronnent, one sees an, informal incremental decision-
maklng model. De Young apd Conner (1982, PR- 431-432) summarlze, .
the chdracterlstlcs of these two models. : - "

" The ratlonal decision-making model assumes that dec1s1ons ~—
"in anforganlzatlon are based on rational processes. In this .
model the vocational agministrators would begin their decision- ..
making process.by identifying the problem. This step wpuld begin

L - .




*®

w1th a formulatLon of a general statement of” the problem in the .
form of objectlves. Next the “identification of.constraints (of
finances, human, resources, policies, -lays, and so forth) would L.
be balanced agaLnst the problent definition. A translation of ' v
the problem based on the analysis ‘of the constrajints would then
result in a determinatiom of measurable goals. The -secdnd phase
of this decision-making modei would be problem solving. 1In this
phase a detailed analysis of the problem would be presented, and
dlternatives would be identified and we ighted according to fixed
constraints. . From this analysis, candldate,solutlogs would be
Chosen. Then these solutions would be measured against the goals
and objectives ‘established 1n the problem deflnln? phase of the .
dec1slon-mak1ng process. ) : '

- «
.

‘The ‘second Srganizational dec1sloq-mak1ng model def1ned°by
De Young and Conner is the incremental model, which assumes that
decisions in organlzations are the product of compromise among g
competing groups. The inability to attain consensus on objec-
tives—--as a result of the many dlverse groups who have different
valties--characterizes the env1ronment in which the‘ihcremental -
model operates. De Yourdg and Conner state that informatiodn is
important in the’ 1ncremental model. . However, it does not play a
central role in decision making . They add that the choigce among
alterpatlves is not necessarliy based on theory or. past, research v
but on the pollcy experiences of the decision maker and the g

demands of the sltuatlvn. ) .- ‘ .

»”
<

- -

Dec151on maklng by vocational educatlon admlnlstrators has - -
become more complex because of the éhanges in the env1ronnent in
which. fhee vocational education system operates. The social, - v,
economic, tecKholochal, political, and ledislative .conditions
that affect the information base have,caused administrators to
look at a yariety .of factors when maklng program decisjions.

Mackinnon and Wearing %1980, p. 285) reviewed varlous‘plannlng /3
documents and concluded that a complex dec1slon-mak1ng environ- ’
ment surrounds all members of society, from the private. indivi-
dual to corporate and governmental organizations, and that this
complexity is 1ncreas1ng. In describing how Vvocational admini- :
strators must operate in a political environment, Pucel -and

~Schneck (1080, p. 45)' state that admlnlstrators serve both as a

source of decision-making information (for those 'to whom they are

: responslble) and, as decision makers (for those who are respon-

sible to them). Ibcatis, Smith, "and Blake (1980, p. 812) state .
that research on decision-making indicates ‘that~ personallty
characteristics of decision makers and their perceptions of risk
and benefits affect their decisions. Decision makers are often
publicly committed td programs and may be unreceptlve to
discrepant evaluation outcomes.

- - .-
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..agfgdministratlve program decision.. Pucel agg/§ghneekwfi980, P’ ro-
4B) state that decisions are made in a poli+iTtal environment ‘J,'”

. .aimed at- defending the ordanization or at buying time. _

~ individual needs. . A clearly defined role must Be identified for

-~

X

* . - Variocus researchers, such as U.S. General Accounting @xreport T,
«(1974), Drewes and Katz (1975), and Starr et al. (1981), have - .
confirmed, that vocational program decisién making is a complex ' o
process-that is not clearly defined at the state and local level. #
The.process is not data-based according to the rational model
defined in legislative mahdates. Rathér, management information .~ .
systems and the other techniques for decision-making implied in -
the legislation are only supplemental or ffagméntary qources’of' .
information and supply only.a part of the data néeded for making ’

inéplving varidus groups and individuzls, who may have notjonly .
different but needs?alsgi/g;/tiﬁgg, competing interests; that the -
best data-oriented planrers cannot .anticipate all of the informa-

- tion needed; and that, at times, decisions may be’'political,' = -

' As a result, effectiwe decision making for addfﬁg, terniin-
ating, or modifying vocational education pgograms9r§quires thaﬁ
vocational administrators be knowledgeable”about the context
within which their.institutions'function. The context includes ..
the educdational, social, and labor market settirgs. 'Administra-
tors alsp need to understand -the present and future trends
ffecting social and economic conditiors, and related group and

yocational'educatiom and its relationships_among local, state,
and federal constituencies. Finally, there is a need to plan and
.evaluate vocational education within a framework that. supports, a
defined dedision-makigg.process. ~That process requires a com- ) .
munications linkage’ among administrators, teachers, evaluators,
planners, employers, and special intefest groups., The ,actual |
factors used in decision making come from many sources and ake
filtered by the.personality characteristics of the decision
 makers in their perception of the role or roles of vocational «
education. The understanding of the data, their.av ilability, * L’
and their relationship to the decision-making proce in a local :
educational +institution is important. As stated in -one 'local
program,planping document: - . ) ] . .. .

. 4 -

-, Bvery school district must corréspondingly look at ‘its
decision-making structure, re-examine its nee@ifdf infor-
,mation upon which decisions are madg, and sufficiently
modify its decision-making process so that vocational
program.of ferjings are justified. in terms of employment
demand data, Jprogram costs, placement statistics, and‘
_school, commynity, and student needs. (Portland Public
Schools” 1977, p. ilii) . : -

. L, .

. The survey of administrators in this Qtudy shows the variety
~of factors used to justify and create praogram offerings. Con-,
trary to the assumptions implicit in federal legislation, many

administrators rely on regional rather than national sources of .

* data, and they reach thei;egecisions according to an incremental - -

rather than a rational mo of analysis?® -
[

9 -




‘stitufions] institutions comprlsed the sample for the telephone

CHAPTER TWO -

o \ STUDY PROGEDURES -~ = -
SRR U P - . ‘ .
. ’ ) \l > y ¢ . ) -t
. This repont is based on data and 1nformatlon collected from .
115 nonstructur d. telephone discustions and ‘twemty-five- face-to-
face, open-ende \dlscuss1ons. Flttj—flve occupational adminis- ’
trators from secopndary vocatlonal institutions and sixty
qQccupational administrators from' postsecondary oxcupational in-

dlscusslons. . The sample for the face-to-face discussions was

comprised of eleven occupatlonal administrators from secondary

vocatlonal education education .schools and fourteen occupatlonal

admanlstﬁﬁtors from postsecondary 1nst1tutlons.
L] . - @‘ "

. . 4 - . . .

. K Sample'Design . Lo .

s

A nonprobablllty sampllng design was used for the purpose
of this study. Sampling frames for drawing the sampreﬁgere T
chosen‘from/selected National .Center mailing lists_ and national
directories. These lists .of public secondary,and postsecondary
1nst1tutLons incladed the followang .
.o . Natienal Assocxatlon of darge Clty Directors of
Vocational Education for- CltleS over 100,000 .
o hatlonal°Ass001atlon of Large City Dlrectors of o
Vocational Ed ation for Largest Cltles 1n State

‘o Pa%berson's American Education Dxrectofy £l981)

. o,

« O Natlonal Alllance of Postsecondary Instltutlons
V,,
o American Assocxatlon for’ Communlty and Junlor Colleges
Director of Dostsecondary Instltutlons (1981) . ‘
L * K » ,
Judgment sampling was used in selectlng sites. Factors such-
as rurdl and wrban aread and types of vocatlonal school were used
for this selectlon. Geographic represéntation was also consi-
dered. The intent was to have as many states as possible repre- "

sented within the constraln;;rgg/the budget and” scope of: the .

~ study. The telephone discu ons included twenty+ning states in
,the secondary samplé and thirty states in the postsecondary . -
|
|
i
\

sample. Flfty—flve percent of the sites in“the postsecondary o -
sample were classified as urban areéas, and 45- percent of  the -~ :
sites ‘wetde clidssified as rural. In tHe ‘Seconddry sample, 74
percent percenk of the sites were classified as urban and 26

percent as rural. The designation of rural or urban was based .
on the 1980 Census of Population of cities and counties conducted

by the-U.S. Bureau. of Census& No attempt 1s made to generallze . "




flndlngs from thls exPloratory study to votational educatlon in- PR
stltutlons across_the United States.
° . * .
. o . . . hY

” Additionally, four sites weére selected for program obsefva~ M
tion and face-to-face discussions with vocatlonal ,program admini-

‘ strators. Thée selection of sites was ‘conducted 1n conjunctlon . R v

with the National Center evaluation functlon task focusing on the
relative curricular emphasis, of vocational éducation. The same
Wational Center staff membef% were involved in both tasks and
conducted the field slte studies.. This cost—egfectLve procedure
fapllltated the achievement of objectlées for both projects. The
four case study sites included a school located in a rural axea,

one in a suburban area, one in an urban area,. (metropolltan

city), and one in an urban area, (metropolitan centrgal city). .
Open-ended discussions were conducted with eleven ‘sacondary
occupational administrators., And o -ended discussions were . .
held with fourteen postsecondary administrators at nataonal ‘ "
conferences. , RO - "
. . K . I

~ ',5; [N b . ’ L P Ny
p N " . Reliability and Validity

-~

The data—gatherlng technlques used in thls study followed o
the suggestions of Guba and Lincoln (l981, p._106) that empha- )
size_careful coding and r'ecoding of ihfogmation, contlnual scru-
tlny of data for internal consistency, cross-checking of 1nfer—
ences with, selected 1nterv1ew material, and continual assessment )
of sdbject credibility. . C oo ‘ Co
» " ,To address concerns of validity, project staff cross-thecked
the different data sources and tested interviewers' perceptions

against those of participants {House 1980). Further, the tech- .

‘nique of triangulation was used to assess the, credlblllty of data | .

and information collected. The data sources used in the €riangu-.
(lation process were .Conditions aAffecting Vocational Education |
Planning (Stan et al. 1981), 'Factors Relating to the Job Place-
ment of Former Secondary Vocational-Technical Education® Students
(McKinney et al. 1981), and Factors Relating to the Job Placet , R
ment of Former Postsecondary VocatlonaI;Technlcal Education

Students (1982). - o } .
—_—_— AL . i
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. . ) »DatamCollection s - ) .
' A*common ermat was®used for all @elephone conversations T,
and face-fo-face discussions with eleven secondary occupational
.admlnlstrators at the four case study,sites and Mlth fourteen - .-
postsecondary Bocupational .administrators. The. interviewers used
the open-ended format based on e elite interviewing "techniques

. defined by Dexter- (1970).° Wlthlh this framework,- project staff

set the context for discussions by stating: “Current trends on

vocatiohal education and the econom1€~acd demographlc conditions .
e . ~N . ” -

v . .
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cause one to do some serious” thinking about-vocatignql education L ®
program decision making. Many believe that’ decisions affecting
the ‘addition, termination or modification of vocational programs
are critical to -the overall ‘quality<of vocdtional éducation. . " -

."What are .your thqughts relating to factors <inflyencing decisions
- to add,’ terminate, -or modify programs at your Eghool?"‘ - o

“ . - € .
‘ 2 oA, . .
‘ . . * . . . B
~ - . L3
‘ x o ! ‘ B e - . . . < 2_ - . N
. - - . . . <, . v W y
- . ¢
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“Thé'methpdology]proposed by -Patton..(1980) and Guba'and. -

-~ Lincoln (198l1) provided guidelines for the basic steps in design-

ing the case studids and included defining boundaries, specifying

... the unit of analysis, selecting siteswy4 éstablishing initial con-
tacts, developing data collection systems, defining, fieldwork
procedures,, collecting -datd, and analyzing data. . -, S
toL B o T A - oL T i
. - . A pilot study was conducted to test the fieldwork -procedures N
for bBoth the_telééhone discuSS}oqs and face-to-face interviews. -
‘Based on -the res@}ts of the pilot efforts, refinements were.made £
.in.lge fieldwork procedures. . 8 o v - ® - %

»
« . .

T ! Four persons conducted ‘the telephdne discussion%.and face-
‘to-face interviews. . The iiterviewers had previdus-t{raining-and *
experience in conducting interviews on’ vocational educatieon and

« . in studying administrative decision making. A common format was \?\\

- followed by all interviéwers. The interviewsvraﬁged from fifteen -

» minutes to fifty-five minutes, with an. average leéngth of twenty- 4 .

. flve%}nut’es,, . \\ o . SR
For eadh interview, notes were taken apd descriptive reports %
were .prepared. -A cga&entiana;ysis was made of the descfiptive
reports. The results of #he content apalysis were used to geneér- e
.ate aylisting of the factors that vocational administrators . S
ideptified as ififluencing decisions to add, terminate, or modify
wvoegational education programs. Descriptive statistics, used for -,
¢ \ the purpose of the analysis, included percentages, frequencies, .
and, rankings. Several cross tabulations were made to highlight , ~ >
di fferences or commonalities among institutional types and T

data-gathering téchniques. , L
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\v1d1ng re&evant information for decision making. ‘
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. Lo ' FINDINGS AND DISC‘lUuSION : .
., ' - -
v The major findings, from this study are organlzed accordlng -
DR

to secondary and posLsecondary respondent groups -and accordlng P

vocational education programs. The data-and information repre—-

sent the respondents lndlcatlon of factors that influenced their s -
decisions to add, tenw1nate, or modify vocatxonal educat;on .o v
‘progr.ams.’ .. . . P _

R B S

,Programs wa

to the decision factors for .adding, terminating, and mcdifying’

' ' ) U TR I

."Results of Telephone Discussions with Secondary Respondents

i
v &

Plfty—flve respondents representlng twenty-nine states par— P
ticipated-in the telephone discussions. - The respondents. held.
the psition of vocatlonal dlrector for their- respectlve schoolWW ‘

dlstrlcts. - : - . -, s . ]
N . e : i . > -
In all cases, the respondents lndlcatkd that lore than one
factor was used in the dec1s10n—mak1ng process, and that this :,

process was .pultidimensional “with, respect to the number of fac~ g

o togg and persons involved. Table 3 presentg a summdyy ‘of those . .
Wfactors c nsidered influential® in decisions to add tetpinate, .

or mqQdify vocatlonal edueatlon programs at thﬁ:secondar level. o

‘ -

Existing economic cohd;tlonsvand demographiic- condltlons re-
lating te cllnlng enrollments were often cited as reasons, for
ing the addition of programs. Consideration to add: .
assoc¢iated with the building of a new vocational. °*

school or vecational center in a school district. ot
\\" . . . . B K \' . b . < - 1

1
-

Adding Programs —_— ‘ a . )

.~ ? N

The nost frequently mentioned factor 1nfluenc1ng the addi-
tion of a vocational education program was information from advi-
sory committees. Seventy-eight. percent (n=43) of the respondents
identified this factor as important in makihng, a decision to add
a program. The information that admlnlstratoré generally sought
from the advisory committees was the identification of a program
to satisfy the job needs of local employers.” In some instances,
the respondents indicated that adV1sory committees were used as
a validation source for job needs originally identified through
published data. The majority of the respondents said that they _
were more inclined to believe the lanrmatlon provided by the .
advisory committees than that found in published data sources.’
However, administrators emphasigzed that there was a high, degree

of variability in the effectiveness of adv1sory councils pro- 5
One -~ ) )
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'\' & ' T . . ’ ° TABLE 3 e 0 . P ’
. Y - .t . FACTRS. INFLIENC ING PROGRAM DECISIONS BY NUMBER - - .
' . . . AND PERCENT (F SECONDARY VO'JATIONAL ADMIN ISTRATR S - - , "
-, R . v ‘:ﬁ ,
o0t : o N (Based on Telephone DIscusslons) . o ; . . NN -4
L4 Y “ ¥ i\ . - ) ‘. - -‘\
. . N = . '\ . ~7 . I i N @
.2 ) ADDING . - . U \TERMINATING ‘. S > . MOD'IFYING *. 4
' : Sal e e ‘ ) : 4o,
\ v . P . ‘ :
Advlsory Committee Input 45 18 Student Enrollment Figdres 24 44~ Advisory Commlttee . -
- T + Industry Surveys 38 -+ 69 Student Interest 20, 36 . lnputy 44 80.
- Student Interest 2 . 26 47 “Job Piacement Rates .19 4 . Faculty & Adminis= . . ¢
: State Libor Mar'ket Data | 21 38 ' Needs Assessments -14 25 Hadration Input 7 15 27
Program 0051' ‘16 -29 tack of Qual Ifled FacuH‘y 13 20 Industry, Surveys ¢ 13 24
® . ’ . Communlty Surveys ° 7 13 . .
) N 4 . . Student Interest 6 1 i
» ‘ t . .
: _Commun Ity Surveys 14 , 25 Program Cost Q, 16 ? Occupational Data 5 09
.y "Student Phrol Iment Flgu‘es 11, 20 Advlsory Committee Inpur _ 9 16 Industrial Vislts 5 09 .
L .« Faculty & '\dmlnrsh'aﬂon v Industry Surveys . 6 1 gmployer Fo)low-up Data 4 07
. o= . legut <9 16 Comunlty Surveys, 6 1 Program EvalmHon 4 07~ .
. ) Job-FPlacement Rates 8 14 * Student Follow-up Data 5 - 09 Job Placw;neni' Rates ¢ 4 07
Occupaﬂonal Data - 5 09 \ . - . .
. - ~ » s . ~ . ) .
. Employer Fol low-up Da+a 5 09 - Faculty & Administration State Labur-Market Data 4 07 .
.. ~ ¢ Studint Follow-up Data 2 04 . Input -4 7 _ Literature Reviews 3 05
. . Political Impllcations J 02 & ate Labor Market Data »y 07 2 ~ Student Enrollment -
. 4 - P Qccupat lonal Data 2 D4 *Flgues ey 2 04 .
- Obsolete Equlpment . 1 02 _State Requlreéments 2 04 .
‘ N Literatue Réviews ] 02 Competency=-based - . s . e
. ] . s - Instruction 5° 102 e
- - .t .  Artlculation with Post= ) : )
. * o . secondary Programs .V 02
- . Y . . . : B >
)‘.’ = Y = N ~
) OTE“ Mulﬂple responses were glven by all respondents In ldenﬂfyl ng factors for Influencli’ng thelr program Jecls lonss =55 )
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T ’ n . » » v . \ = p b
- » - ’ - - ¢ . . .
. ) - R - . 'F’ ] . N N
s L . . . .
L =9, . S N .(‘ : ' - .
. ’ ) . IS “ -
con ) . . * A ot 26'
A & ‘ - . -~ .
Qo ‘ o ' e ) oo >
‘ e 4 .

LRIC




o

. 5‘ - But iZ we use them with. a clearly defined goal in mind,

.surveys initiated or conducted by the school district. Sixty- «

_est, was 4dentified by 47 percent (n=26) of the respondents, Some

administrator captured the fecsings of the majority of the .
respondents in regard to adv1sory commlttees use and effective-
ness by maklng this statement: ‘ =

_Advisory committee beneflts are proportlonal to involve-
ment in the program. If we have only two meetings a ‘
year to satisfy federal reguirements, we have nothlng .

‘most ar'e effective. Effectiveness is determined by the
administrator involvement and teéacher ihvglvement.

‘ »

The second most frequently mentioned factor was industrial

7

nine percent (n=38) of the respondents reported that suiveys
locally conducted by. school personnel or, those contracted out

to consulting firms or agenc1es such as the chamber of commerce,
were 1n£luentlal in cisons to add vocational programs. Both
formal and informal . .rvey techniques were identified by respon-
dents. In comparing the usefulness of the information from local
industry surveys with data published by state or ‘national o
sources, the majority of the respondents preferred the former.

‘The third most ‘frequently menticned factor, student inter~

admlnlstrators indicated that student interest hgs long supported
progrdms such as auto mechanics ang,cosmetology, despite pocr

placement records of those programs..:lowever, they indicated

that smaller budgets will cause the administrdtor to reassess the
we ighting of student interest. Rates of job placement and costs
of programs were identified as fagtors that could replace student
interest in influencing decisions to add programs. 4

L4

State labor market data wete mentioned by 38 percent (n=21)
of the respondents. Of this group, seven irdividuals citeq, in-
formation from the employment service. The majority of the , .
respondents ind.cated that the publlshed data provided by state
and national scurces did not address their needs, and were con-
sidered only ‘because of requirements for-state or national plan- .
ning activities. Levitan (1977, p. 2) descripes such usage when .
he comments, "To paraphrase'an old advertlsenent- ‘We're using
the statistics more now but”bellev1ng them less." .

Administrators from three schools, captured the feellngs of
the majority of respondents by stating that data published by _ .
state -and national agencies were-used very little. One admin-—
istrator stated, "If we relied on published data, we’ would shut
our program down, and these are programs which are plac1ng .
individuals in jobs. The published labor market 1nformatlon does
not meet our needs; trends .atre not accurate for this county ﬁ
The National Commlsslon‘on Employment and Unemployment Statlstlcs |

v
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(1979, pp.<109-110) concluded tﬁat,informétion supplied to state
authorities in vocational education was often unused, in part - : .
because--~ Ce - \ ‘ y .

: v\vocationgl’;dgcation of ficials wére accustomed to
d depending on industry contacts or advisory groups for-
job prospect information; in part because of rigidities
imposed by existence of tenured teéachers of various
specialties or expensive equipment for teaching specific

- skills;.in part because of vocational educators' unfa- .
__miljarity with occupational statistics, or distrust of ’
. outside agencies. ) A R o
N . - N .

The findings from this study support the above’conclusion: for
information nn job prospects, administrators rely on industry

contacts or*advisory,ﬁrgups more than on reports on the labor .
market published by the state. . i ’ :

- Program cost was identified by 29 pertent (p=16) of the
respondents. Many described it as one factor that is growing
in importance. Citing current and projected "gconomic -conditions,’
oadministrators;indicated that a reprdering of§factors’ would Lo
.» probably occur because of increased operating expgﬁ ktures. '

Y

Other factors .considered by the administrators’when adding
.t vocationalfﬁ?ogram . were-- ' ’ R c T o
.. ) v \ )

o community surveys, 28\percent. (n=14); -
o &tudent enrollment , figures, 20 percent (n=11);
o. faculty and adminfétration:input, 16 percent (n=9); ,
-0 Jjob placement rates, 14 percent (n=8); . .
o occupational data, such as changes ;n technology .

salary, and working conditions, 9 percent (n=5);"

o employer follow-up data, 9 percent (n=5); -
o student, follow-up data, 4 percent (n=2); and
o political implications, 2 percent (n=1)- .

«
4

s
g .-
- .

Terminating Programs ' Ny

. -
« . A

.Perminating a yocatiohal program at the secondary level,
was not censidered -a common practice by those vocational adminis-
trators interviewed by telephone. 1In the words of one adminis- |
. trator, ﬂWe-don't terminate programs here. Instead, when student
est falls, the program remains in mothballs until needed
" Another administrator stated,'"Actualidroppfhg of a pro- .t
never done. Instead, it 'is modified or 'allowed to go o "
-*—ﬁmr1f3mmm*6T—EW6”ﬁﬁt11,conditions.imprOVe,“"However,
adminilstrators who had closed a program or considered closing a

program indentified the following factors which influenced or
™ wouLj influente their decisions. . - )

.
T - ) .’ r .,
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« As shown in table 3~(p. 21), the factor cited most fre-

quently for terminating programs was student enrollment. Forty:-

" four percent (n—24) .of the regpondents reported that if enroll- - | .

ment’s were adequate, programs would continue to operate- and if

' they fell below-a district-gpproved level .they generally would
- e &elther be put on probation for a certain time or bhe terminated.
: : The second~most frequently mentioned factor, student 1nterest,F

' was ldentlfled by 36 percent (n= 20) of the.respondents. This

factor<was conslgered to be highly correlated wi'th student en-

. rollment but was expressed as a separate element for .program
decision making by the majoritf of administrators. The third
mostgfrequently mentioned factor was job placement rate,’ which -
34 percent (n=19) of, ‘the respondent’s cited as. influential in %

* decision making. Needs assessments were identified by 25 percent
(n=14) of the-‘réspondent' group as a factor to be" cons1dered in .,
deciaing whether to"terminate an occupational program. -~ These
comprehensive assessment were described as involving students, '
employers, teachers, and parents. Other fagtg#s consmdered

. 1nportant 1ncluded—— . . ) ot \ )
. © a lack of, qua i'fied facuLty, 20 percent (n—ll), < . R
* o ,cost of, program, ‘1l6.percent (n=9); . . L
"o advice of advisory committee, 16 percent (n 9); ,
- 0 results of industry surveys, 12 percent (n=7); -
* © o community surveys, 11° percént (n=6);:
o student’ follow—up data, 9 percent (n=5);
o faculty and admlnlstratlon input, 7 percent (n=4);
o ystate labor market data, 7 percent (n=4);"
: o) occupatlonal data, such as changes in technology, .
. salary, and ‘working conditidns, 4 percent (n=2);
0 .obsolete equlpmen% 2 percent (n=1): and.
. o 1nformatlon from llterature reviews, 2 percent (n=1).

P . - . .

[

Modifying Programs - ’ S ,

»

Modifying occupational programs was considered more common
than terminating programs by the respondents in this study. In
the words o&f one admlnlstrator. "We'are more dlikely to modify
a programg than close one. Another administrator stated, "We )
probably would modify a program rather than terminate it." .

[y
2

. The most frequently mentioned factor in decisions to .modi fy
. a .program.was information provided by the advisory committees.

As shown_ in table 3, 80 percent (n=42) of the fifty-five respon- . , .
dents identified this factor. Further, craft/program advisory
committee were mentloned as prov1d1ng the information (n=30) more’
frequently than general advisory commlttees (n=12). The second
most cominon fagtor was faculty and admlnlstratlve input, identi-
fied by 27 pe?Eent (n=15) of the respondents. Industry surveys, T

conducted by }Jocal schools or by other agenties, were identified

‘ by 24 percent (n=13) of the respondents. Community surveys,
' Y ,




LS

N . . n

' .o Y - . . -
‘similar to industry surveys.but focused more on the social and,
econonic needs of the general public, comprgégd a fourth factor
that was identified by 13 percent (n=7) of the respondents.
Other factors.considered important:included-- '

-

’ 4 student interests, 11 pércent (n=6): s
o occupational data, such as changes in teghnology,
salary, and working conditions, 9 percent (n=5);’

o employer follow-up data, program evaluation, job
<+ placement: rates and state laborumafket;daga,

7 percent (n=4); . - - . ?
. o information from literatur€ reyiews, 5 percént (n=3): .
o student;enrollﬁént\figures a state requirements,
" . 4.percent (n%2); and-’ ¢ x

‘0 competency-based instruction \and articulation with |
postseconddry progtams, 2 perdent (n=l). ' o
- » ‘ ) -‘7','.. .
. ’ 3
Results of Telephone Diséussions wit

L

Postsecongafy Reépdnaents

‘ ' - L) \ @

- At the postsecondary level 60 respondénts, representing
thirty states participated in the, telephone discussions. All
respondents held adminjstative. positions (such_as dean of occu-
patipnal eduzation, president, dean, ‘oxr vice pr sident for aca-
~demic affairs) and were charged with major responsibilities -for

decisions relating to the vocational programs_ in community
. colleges or two-year technical "institutes. - .

~ R

Twenty-eight factors wére. identified from the sixty inter-
views as being influencing of the administrative decisions to
add, terminate, or modify vocational education programs. The
majority of the postsecondafy_féspbndents, like}thqée at the .
secondary level, indicated that a variety o actors influenced
their decisions to add, terminate, or modify a vocational, pro-
gram. Also, as was found in the interviews with secondary' school
administrators, decision making was a multidimensional process
that .included a number of individuaks and groups in identifying
data and information. Table 4 (p. 29) summarizes the factors

» influencing decisions to add, términate, or modify yocational
programs. ] .o .

7

‘Adding Programs

" : ) . . %

*

. Thé factor cited most often by the postsecondary administra-
—+tors, was industry surveys. The majority of the respondents re-
ported that both formal and informal surveys were generally con-
ducted by their institutional staff, One administrator stated,
“The state board of regents has a federal process for adding pro-
grams; however, in the informal process néw ideas are drawnd pri-
marily from an indusiry survey by the administration." Another
administrator. added, "The state provides good supply/demand
information back to the ldcal .institution relating to adding a

1]
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AND PERCENT OF POSTSECONDARY VCCATIONAL ADMINISTRAT(RS

‘TABLE 4-

’

FACTCRS IN’LIEI\C’ING PROGRAM DECISIONS BY MUMEER

-t

’ .

Fd

-+

%

»

%
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|
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- ) 1 " A |
: L L A _(Eased on Telephone D[scusslons) \\ - L4
~ . L ':;'%5\',?'.(‘ 3 - » . .
s £ - > - : > " Y : - N
s - ADD ING ' . v ¥ 2 TERMINATING -~ ¥ 4 MMTFYIN(\ , AN 8
A Industry Surveys ' 45 75 Student Enrollnfefnf Flgures 34 56 Adylsory Commlttee
. Advisory Gémmittee Irput 31 52 Job“Placement Rates ~3 55 Imput - “ 35 58 )
Program Cost o 25 42 Innusfry Surveys 30 Fagulty &yAdminis- -
. Student -Intferest 21 35 Program Costs 17 28 “4ratration Imput 30 50 \
-"( . . State Labor Market Infor- Student Interest 13 22 Industry Surveys “ 15 ég
<l matlon (publlshed datp) =~ 20 33 2 ! e Program Costs 5 V -
. . ” , Y e . ) Occupational Data 4 07
Faculfy and Administration Student F‘ollow-up Data 3. 22 Commun Ity Surveys ’ 3 05,
. Input 16 27 Advl'sory Committee Imput 11 18 Student Interests .3 05 :
Commun I4y Surveys 13 22 Occupational Data - 9 15 Student: Fol low-up Dato 3 05 :
N Needs Assossmonts - 9 15 *, Program Eval uat lon 8 13 Program Evalwtlon 2 03 .
Lo 'Oc‘cupaflonal Data - 8 13 Faculty and Admlnlsfraﬂon . .State Labor Market Data - 2 03 ——
' - o T Inpuf 5 08 cot - -
Student Enrellment Flgures 4 07 State Labor Market Data « 4~ 07 - "Compefency-based f
tudent Follow-up Datfa 3 05 Number, of O-aduates 4 ' 07 Instructlon’ 2 03 ,
Literature Reviews, 3 05, Employer Fol lowsup Dota 3 05 ,Job Placément Rates 1 02 .
Industrial Visits 2 05 CommunHy Surveys . 2 03. Sj*ud nt Enroliment . -
Perceptlon of Institution SKIl] Shortages ,2 03 Flgdres, i ,02
i Mlsslon 5 09 . R Skil i Shortages 1 02 ;
I : ' . 4 e - v - Polltical, Impllcaflohs 1 .02
.t i . . . ’
. Politlcal Implicatlions 2 ~05 . Lack -of Quallfled Faculty* 2 03 Fundlng.Pa'H?rns 1 02 ¢
g ~ ¢ Ski1l) Shortages Fundlng » 2 05 .- Fundl'ng, Patterns 1 02 .
: . Patterns Space Avallablllity 2° - 05 # - Competency-based Educatlon . 1 02, . . - . -
. , 2 05, , R ’

¢ Toe N

+ NOTE: Multiple rlesponses\ were glven by all respondents In ldentifylng factors ‘for

Influencing thelr program declslons.

‘n=60.
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program, but we then conduct a local 1ndUstry survey to confirm |
the need. Seventy-five percent (n=45)..of the respondents indi- !
cated that this factor was used in decndlng to add programs.
g Fifty-two percent (W=31) .of the respondents indicated that the -~ .
second most frequently mentloned factor was input from an
. advisory committe. Respondents were nearly divided as to the
type of advisory committees used to provide information, with
fifteen respondents indicating the craft or program advisory Sl
committees and sixteen re%pondents ihdicating the general advi- .
sory committee. The third factor most often mentloned was pro-
‘gram cost,. with 42 percent (n= 25) of respondents indicating that
. this factor affected their program decisions. It should be
N noted, however, that the majorlty of the admlnlstrpmors 1nd1cated
that eéconomic conditions and resulting budgetary problems were ] )
increasing the umportance of this.factor. Thirty-five percent .
(n=21) .of the respondents mentioned that they considered student
e . interést in deciding.to add programs. 6 State data'on the labor, \
~market were considered by 33 percent (n= 20) of the resggn ’ 8
dents; however, a majority said.the data were of questlonable '
value for their local or,reglonal needs and were used to comply ,

B with regulatloﬂs or to reinforce a decision thq;.already had’ been
‘made. One administrator stated, "If you look at statewide - <
figures, there is an oversupply of nurses, but we need them in <
‘our area." . ’ . -

/s .
¢ . . . >

Other factorstcgnsideped important included-—

. v -

a o faculty and admlnlstratlve input, 27 percent (n—lG) -
© community surveys, 22 percent. (n—l3), . “ -
o nédeds assessments, 15 percent (n=9); -, . ‘
.. o occupational data, and job placement rates, 13 percent
"~ (n=8); ° . .
: o0 student enrolﬁ;znt flgures, 7 percent (n-4),
. o student follow-up data and literaturle revmews, 5 percent

(n=3); and . B
o industrial v1s1ts, perceptlon of institutional mission, ) ) ’
political implications, skill shOrtages, funding patterns
and space availability, 5 .percent (n=2)." .
. ¢
. . ay . . B

:\ Termﬁnating Programs - : X SR iyt

~

The most” frequently cited factor was student enrollment.
Fifty-six percent (n=34) of the postsecondary administrators
) . mentioned that this factor had#influenced their decision to
- terminate a program. One administrator stated, "Criteria for e —
terminating a program include a decline in student enrollment ’
or.placement." Another adm;nlstrator said, "For terminating a
program, thé prlmary criteria are low enrollment and low job

placemént.” - . :

A L]

-

Job placement rate was the second most frequently mentloned
factor 1nfluenc1ng an administrator's decision to terminate a

. Y
.
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program. Flfty flve percent (n=33) of the admlnlsbrators indi- .
cated that low job. placement of completers, over a period of -
time' such as two years, raised questlons about the program's’ '
contfuance. However, the majority of respondents said ‘that -t
the prevailing and projected économict conditions in the local
area hafl to be-taken into .accoufit before a decision to terminate
a4 program was rmplemented As reportedfearlier, current and pro-
jected economic conditions were mentioned as becoming more
.prominent influences on decisions abouffvocational _programs. ' -
3 . ’ ‘

-

SThirty percent (n=18) of the _postsecondary admlnlstrato S
said that their locally conduycted” 1ndustry surveys provided ’ T
\Lnformatlon for program termination.” A total of 28 percent . ’
(n=17) &f the postsecondary administrators stated that program .
costy entered into 'the decision to termipate A program. Student
“interest and.st ent follow-up data were each cited by 22 percent K
(n=13) of thA x spondents.‘ . . —

~

~ar

Other factors cons1dered befbre termlnatlng a progran' . C
included-- ° P
o advisory committee ‘input, 18 pércent (n=11); ' -
0 program evaluatiop, 13 percent (n=8);- -
o faculty and administration input, 8 percent (n 5);
o state labor market data and number of’ graduates,

¢ 7 percent (n 4')l ‘.“ . < f‘ ) "m N - ..
o employer féllow-up data’ 5 percent (n—3),, . T
o c¢ommunity surveys, -skill shortages, ' Thck of . -

Ve .,qualified faculty; 3 percent (n=2); and .
o fundihg patterns and the availability of )
competency—%ased instruction, 2 percent (n—l)” g

< : .

.Modifyingrproéramsl ‘ . ’ L .

M 3

Modifying occupatlonal programs was considered a prlmary v
means of program improvement according to one administrator ' .
"Program modlflcatlon often solves the problem of a, program which :
should be terminated. Approximately 75 percent of the adminis-
trators 1nd1cated that modification preceded the terminating or
addlng ‘of a program. One admlnlstrator scrutinized with an eye
toward modifying or 1mprov1ng “cather. than termlnatlng Another-

administrator had this to say about program modlflcatlon. "Since o,
1977 we have modified programs- money for expansion has been nil
because of poor economlc conditions." . , ’ .

[ SR

Flfty—elght percent (n—39) of the admlnlstrators cited ad- "
visqQry committees as influencing theif decisions to mod;fy pro-
grams. Additionally, 50 percent (n=30) mentioned faculty and
administration input as influencing the decision-making process.
Twenty-five percent (n=14) of the admlnlstrators stated that .
they used locally conducted indust¥y surveys.

-
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CHART 2
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. . ‘(Based on Telephone Discussions) . .
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' CHART 3 :
SELECTED FACTORS lNFLUENClNG DECISIONS TO MODIFY PROGRAMS BY SECONDARY _ -
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o TABLE 5 L . .
RANK ORDER OF FACTORS. INFLUENCING PR®GRAM- DECISIONS
BY VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS
. . (Based. on Telephone Discussions) : "
- - - - .
. Decision Type
Factors Adding ) Terminating  Modifying
’ " Sec.. Postsec. ‘Sec. Postsec. Sec. Postsec.
Industry : ‘ o
Surveys 2 1 8 3 3 3 )
“Advisory L
Committees 1 2 6.5 7 1 o1
- ‘) ” . :
Program Cost 5 "3 . 5 4 - 4 . .
Student o
Interest 3 4 2 . 5.5 5% °, 7.5
Student Enroll- I . |
meht Figures - 7 1r . . 1 1 12.5° 12.5
w N 1 - - )
Job Placement b s, o
Raﬁes q19 905 3 2 9'5 12'05
§tété Published ~ i . . . ot
Labor Market Data 4 5 11 .11 9.5 ~ 10.5 | .
Faculty & Admin- - ‘ : ) )
istrator Input 8 6 11~ 10 . 2 2
Community Surveys .6 7 9 ‘14 4 7.5
"Needs Assessments -~ & 4 - - -
Occupatidnal C o :
. - Data’ ’ 10.5° 1 9.5 13 7 6 .5
Student Fo;low—' | ) - .
Dp Data N . — 1205 - 5 - ’705 «
. N 3 ’/ R b
“~Literature R
Reviews . -l - 12.5 14 - 11 -
Industrial '
_ Visits - 14.5 - - 6.5 -
Perceptions of . ) i
Institution -
Mission - - 14.5 - - - - 1
. |



TABLE 5 {Cont.)
Decision Type. ~

" Factors Adding Term¥nating Modifying .
- Sec. Postsec. Sec. Postsec. Sec. Postsec.

.

-

Skill . o . B

Shortages - 14.5 . - 15.5 - - 12

Fuhding -Patterns -  14.5 - 17.5 . - 12

Space e :

Availability . .= 14.5 \ - . - = ’ -
Political ° ' , S S e Ty,

Implications 13 . l4a.5 L= I A 12

Compe tency ] - ' : .,,L_* - o :‘* S
Based Education - - T - " 17:5¢ ' 14.57 7 9 L
Employer . ) A .
:Follow~up 10.5 - = -, 13 9.5 -

4 N .

Lack of

Qualified - .

Faculty ] - - 5 * 15.5 - - o
Program ¥ ' .

Evalua;ion - . - - . . 9 9.5 9

Obsolete \ 5 , -

Equipment ) - - .14 -, A -
Articﬁraﬁibn '

with Secondary/. - .
. Postsecondary ' ]

Progr ams - .- - - 14.5 -

State “ ) . . X
Requirements - - . - - . 12.5 - .

NOTE: The rank order of factors was based on the frequency.of
response by the vocational administrators. The highest rank of i
one indicates that the factor was mentioned by more vocational
admiristrators than any other factor, A "-" indicates that no

‘mention was made of this factor as influencing the vocational
administrators decision to add, terminate, or modify a program.
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_ Other factors mentioned, but with less frequency, in- - P
cluded-- - . . . . o i . . -

e
.

o occupational daéa.,such §§.changing technology,
salary, and working conditions, 7 percent (n=4);
o community surveys, student follow-up, and student

.

interest, 5 percent {n=3); " -~ .. . :
_ o program evaluation, state labor market .data, and . < vl
’ competency-based instruction, 3 percent (n=2); ' e W

Q job placément rates, .student enrollment figures, :
skill shortages, political ‘implications, and funding o
patterns, -2 percent (n=l). h - ' - .

. . P . .
o. . . » - , X
Py . \

Comparison of Secondary and Postsecondary Kesponses ﬂ

There were a number of factors used by vocational adminis-
trators in deciding to add, _terminate, or modify vocational
educatioﬁ_programédﬁ’ih examining the telephone responses of - .
secondary and postsecondary vocational administrators, project o
staff identified twenty-five factors cited by secondary adminis- .
trators and twenty-eight factors cited by the postsecondary

- B

administrators. ' .
Charts 1, 2, anhd 3 ‘(pp. 35-37) contrast the respQnses by
secondary and postsecondary administrators. Table 5 (pp. 47-48) 9
ranks factors cited by secondary and postsecondary administiators : ~
on the basis of the number of respondents citing a particular

factor for 'each type of decision.

o

.o ' X o ) -
Results of Face-to-Face Interviews with Secondary ang-- .,
Postsecondary Respondents - A -

3

»

at the four case study sites, eleven vocational administra- .
tors took part in face-to-face, open-ended interviews. Face-to- .. £
face interviews were also held with fourteen postsecondary voQca-
tional administrators at national conferences. In all cases; the
respondents said that they considered rore than one factor in
making program decisions, and that moré than one person was T
involved in the decision making process. .

»

-

P

Results of Face-to-Face Discussions with Secondary Respondents'“‘

As in the telephone discussions, the interviews revealed -
that .secondary.vocational administrators cited economic con- . '
ditions and demographic conditions relating to changing enroll-
ment patterns as reasons for not comsidering the addition of new’

, programs. In the words of one administrator, "We have to be
cost-conscious.given. the conditions -which exist npw and which are-

projected." Table 6 (p. 30) summarizes those factors mentioned

-

Y
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TABLE 6

FACTCRS IN".LENC ING PROGRAM 'DEC ISIONS BY NUMBER

; ~ .
A AND PERCENT. F SECONDARY VCCATIONAL ADMIN ISTRATQRS . ¢ .
. : ) . " (Based .on i’aée-fo-Fqce Dlscusslc;ns) . R
' YA ) K3 o .
. ADDINE : ¥ 3 TERMI NAT ING # 2 ; MOD.IFYING # r oL,
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by the secondary vocational admlnlstrators as 1nfluehc1ng thelr ;
program decisions. " :

.

k- P

-

| Industxy surveys were fnentioned most frequently; 54 per-. .

. scent (n"6) of ‘those interviewed’ reported that such surveys in- ~
fluenced decisions to add a program. Input from adVlsory

committees.was méntioned by 45 percent (n— ) of the respondents.

L4

According to one, "I maintain contact with industry, the advisory,
committee, and the chamber of commerce in order to get new ideas”
for programs . Other factors mentioned 1nclude—— v

”

. . o student interest, 36 percent (h=4) ; -
. - » 0 student enrollment figures, 27 percent (n=3); -, .
g ﬁf’ . .0 “faculty and administration 1nput, 18 percent (n=2); .
c . o program cost, 9 percent. {n=1); and B ,
.0 . community surveys, 9 percent (n=l).
The factor cited most frequently as influencing decisions
r . to termlnate programs was studeht enrollment; . 73 percent (n=8)
- of. respondents mentioned these flqures. Like the respondents
o contacted by telephone, the intgrviewees indicated that 'if
enrol lments. were adequate, programs would, continue , to operate;. 1f
they fell below.a district-approved level, they would be put on’
o . probationary status. One administrator comment®ed: "We look at
enrollment’ progectlons from the central office on the first of T
March. And given that the central offlce indicates you, have
.ninety. teachers for the coming school year and that you must have \ ]
at least a 17:1 student teacher ratio, plus student subject ‘ ‘ .
. choice, a decision to termindte programs can be made." Another
administrator said succ1nctly, "Student enrollment figures are
¢ important; that will close a program. L ,

~_ . ¢« = 2

2

) The second most frequently mentioned factor was job place-

ment rates; 36 percent (n=4) indicated that this factor was -
cons1dered in termlnatlng a program. Howevefr, most respondents ;
took economic conditions into,account. As one administrator .

commented, "Low placement rates by. themselves would not he a
‘reason to terminate a program, because placement rates are not

a fair way to evaluate vocatlonal educatiod glven economic  con~
ditions and student interest." Advisory copmittee input was
~mentioned by 27 percent (n=3) of the individuals as ‘a factor to
be consldered in termlnat;ng a program. Others facmors mentloned
were-"‘ - . . A y

' -student interest, 9 perceht (n=1); -

student follow-up .data, 9 percent (n=l);

occupational data, 9 percent (n=l); . . .,
program evaluation, 9 pércent (n=1); and ’ '
faculty and admlnlstratlon input, 9 percent (n—l)

- ¥ -
’ v
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As was found in the telephone discussionsx a greater empha-
sis was ‘placed on program modification than on termination. In . -
the words of one admlnlstrator, "I would rather modlfy a program

than close or dopen a program.

.

-

The most frequently mentloned factor for dec1d1ng to modify
a program was input from faculty and adml istration; 82 percent
(n=9) cite this factor. One administratot stated, "The. teacher
is the key in modifying programs.” The-second most meftioned
factor, was input from an advisory committee, according to 27
percent (n=3) of ‘the respondents. One administrator commenteéd,
"Program modifications would be chiefly motivated by change in
‘the work place, mainly through advisory committees and teachers'
perceptlons." Other factors mentioned as 1nfluenc1ng decisions

on program>mod1f1catlon are--— . ‘ }
, © communlty surveys, 18 percent (n=27; ///
‘o industry visits, 18 percent (n=2); - \ .4
o ‘industry surveys,’ 18 percent (n=2); - e o =
o student follow—up data, 18 percent (n 3): and . N
o job. placement rates, 9 percent (n=1).- * S S
. - ‘ .

>

Results of Interviews w1th Postsecondary respondent

. , p ...

‘A summary of the results of the face—to-face, open-ended
‘discussions with fourteen postsecondary administrators is
presented in ﬁable 7 (p. 33). . : .o ) ‘

F - ~
- The single most frequently mentioned factor for adding a
program was the industrial surveys[ 64 percent (n=0) cited this
factor as influential-in program decision makings The second
most ,prominant factor-—29 percent (n=4)~-was advisory committee
input and student ‘interest. These results.of the face-to-face c
discussions are similar to the results of telephone discussions . .
regarding the frequenpy with which industry surveys and 1nput )
from adV1sory commlttees are mentloned as key factoxs in the
addltlon of program$. Among the other. factors, 21 percent (n=3)
-of the postsecondary vocational administrators, mentioned job
placement rates, input from faculty and admlnlstraﬁlon, and
program cost as important in dec1d1ng to add a program. othér -
factors mentloned as 1nf?uent1al in decisions to add a program ‘
wer e--— . ) : .

o student enrollment figures, 14 percent. (n=2); ’ S
occupational data, 7 percent (n=1); and - co
o needs assessments, 7 percent (n—l) . -

o

In discussions on termlnatlon of vocational programs, a
majorlty of the administrators raported very careful examina-
tions before making .this type of decision. As one admlnlstrator

-
- . . .
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A 4 ' * B £ - -
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stated, "Before we terminate a program, we place the program in
tenporary suspenslon——keep equ1pment and reassign teachers--and
look at all conditions." Twenty-nine percent (n= 4) of the voca-
tional administrators mentioned student enrollment flgures as
important in .deciding to terminate a program One administrator
stated, "We -have a state board policy that any enrollment that
drops below ten for two semesters will be reviewed for continu-
ation." Fourteen percent (n—2) of the vocatlonalsadmlhlstra—
tors mentioned job placement ratés, program cost, and industry
surveys as important factors in dec1s1ons to terminate programs.
Other factors mentioned were--

- 3

o student follow-up data, 7 percept (n=1);
o employer -follow-up data, 7 percent (n=1);
o program evaluation, 7 percent (n—i)

.y .

. The results of the facé-to-face dlscu5510ns are similar to
those of the telephone” discussions regarding the most frequently
mentioned factors. Specifically, the student enrollment figures
and job placement .rates were most frequently, cited as 1ﬁfluenc1ng
deb1s1ons to termlnate vocatlonal programs. . . v

On modlfylng vocatlonal programs too, the responses of voca- |
tional administratoys were similar. The single .wost important ~
factor for modifyin sprogram. was input from facuylty and admin-
istration; forty-three percent (n= 6) of the respondents cited
this factor. One administrator stated, "We expect, at least,
modifications every two years, and most of the input comes from
teachers.". Twenty-one percent ‘(n=3) of the respondents cited
input from advilsory committees as lmportant. According to one .
administrator, "For modifying a program prlmary feedback comes
from the adv1sory committee and employers. The third most fre-
quently mentioned factor was. industry sur'veys, wlth 14 percent
(n=2) of the admlnlstrators indicating that this ‘factor was
influential in the declslon to modify a program. Other factors
‘méntioned 1ncluded—~ . s

"o student follow—up data, 7° percent (n=1);
"o ‘'student interest, 7 percent (n=1);- and .
o professional assoclatlon input; 7 percent (n—l)

Charts 4, 5, and 6 (pp. .35-37) contrast the responseés of those
secondary and postsecondary administrators who were interviewed.
- Table 8 (p. 38) ranks the factors based on frequency of response
that were cited by secondary and postsecondaLy adm1n1strators~as
1nfluenc1ng their program _decisions. B

-
-~
3 . L3

Summary of Findings

In summary, secondary and postsecondary vocational admlnls—
rators use information from a variety of sources in making .
isions to™add, terminate, or modify a program. Published

7

»
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‘ ° . . TABLE 8
) o i . RANK ORDER OF FACTORS INFLUENCING ‘ &
e . - PROGRAM DECISIONS BY VOCATIONAL \ .
. EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS
) (Based on Face~to-Fa&e Discussions) ) 2 .
. . .
' J v Decision Type . ‘
. Adding . Terminating "~ " Modifying
Factors Sec. .Postsec. Sec. . Postsecs Sec. Postsec.
Industry Sufveys 1 1, - 3,57 ‘ 4.5 . 4.5 ‘
. . ] N Y . d
Advisory Commi ttee v2 . 2.5 N 3 1’ . 2 b |
Input . . . ‘ o ’ . . )
Student Interest -3 (2.5 545 - r - 4.5 )
Student, Enrollment 4° 7 1 1 : - - }
' ,Figures . S Co L . - "
Job Placement ) - * 555 .2 35 ‘ 7 o=
Rates o ° . . {t.-" . . \
Faculty and 5 5.5 5.5 - .1 1 ‘
_Administration - 4 .. .
Input'. . . . .
L 7 . e _. .
Program’ Cost 6.5 5.5 - 3.5 .. Co- -
Student Follow-up - -~ - . 343 6.5 4.5 4.5 e
Data, R . , .
Gommunity Surveys' o . 6.5 - R 4.5 -
> ) S L * ’ .
o :
Occupational Data , - - 8,57 5.7 - - - i
Needs "Assessments = 8.5 - - - -
S * o ) _ '
Employe? Fofiow-up o - - - . 6.5 . - - 1
,Data . o . ™ A ) . . . . !
Program Evaluation LT - .'*Sag Voo ’ - - - - )
Industry Visits - - - - 45 -
Professional | ’ - - —i - - 5 bed ) -
Association X - . N o ..

Input

. Al

NOTE: “The rank order of factors was based on the freguency of response by the
vocational admipistrators. The highest rank of one indicates that the factor -
was mentioned by more vocational administrators than any other factor. A "-"
indicates that no. administrator mentioned this, factor as influencing their
décision to add, terminate, or modify a program. . .




" data, for the most part, were generally used only to satisfy the'

requ1rements of state or federal plannlng or to substantiate 2
tdeCleon. . . )

. The study shows that these administrators consider the
.effect .of impending decisions on their constituents by relying
on.input from advisory commlttees, and on surveys of community
and industry, and on measures of "student ‘interest and enrollment.
The, administrators consider programs feasible when the factors
indicate a positive climate, and-rely ol published labor market
data’ foE verification of their decision.

« The follow1ng overall patterns of factors affect local ad-
ministrators' decisions to -add, terminate, or modify vocational
programs: . s :
o locally conducted 1ndustr1al surveys had a.major influ-
ence on prcgram deCleons. These surveys were conducted
in both a formal and 1nformal manner. A .

o Adv1sory cawmlttees were considered very influential in
decisions ‘to add or modify. programs. However, more
effective use of the committees in these decisions. was a
concern of most admlnlstrators. For some admihistrators,
committees are used: only because they are a program
fundlng requlrement. , .

-
-

o Student enrollment figures and student.interest were
rated as important factors for adding or terminating
programs.. Administrators believed these factors could
be strength%ped by better counseling and through 1mproveu
"advert1s1ng" of prograns. .

s

0 Published labor market data are often used to support:
program decisions; however, they are seldom the major
.. influence on program changes. Administrators expressed
ncern over applicability of £he labor market data to
. their.specific geographic areas, and their vocational
education programs. - ~ .

- 0o Rates of job placement were mentibned 3s a factor 1n'
‘. program decisions, but few secondary administrators
* indicated théy would be reason for a program addition
or termination. Ilowever; a majorlty of postsecondury
administrators indicated that.ldw rates of job placement
were instrumental in decisions to terminate programs if
economic. conditions were likely to continue the trend.

.
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"0 Input from faculty and administration‘was congidéred a
’ .major fdctor in program modification by both "the
secondary and postsecondary administrators. Industrial ’ - .8
B . Visits helped faculty and administrators obtain . i
de0151on—mak1ng infomation. Although only a few cited . .
] industrial visits ag a factor in dec1510ns, a najorlty . d
‘. of the responde “indicated that indystrial v151ts were
needed an at they should have Jdecurred on a regular '
basis. However, financial, logistical and other factors

s ‘ often prohlblted v1s1ts “from, taking place., - Lo .
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g ‘ : " - CHAPTER FOUR. _ . .~ " .

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

-
* -
N
“ ~ TN

The data and information from this study lead to a nUmber e
of conclisions for local, state, and federal audiences.-: .These -
study findings suppplement findings from studies noted in chapter
1, 1nclud1ng (1) Copa et al.“(1976), Drewes and Katz {(1975),

Lawrence and Dane (1974), the National Institute of Education's
Vocational Education Study (1981), Starr et al. (1981, 1982),
* the, U.S. General Accounting Office Report (1974), and Enihger

(1968). The conclusicns are intended to provide a base for
further study and to assist vocational administrators in theirx .
plannlng and evaluation. Within thls framework, the followang

= -

lus10ns and reconmendations are’ offered. o 2 »
. L *

-t
<

veral factors and/or processes are uded by administrators

in maki deecisions to add, terminate, or modlfy vocational edu- ..
) ‘cation programs In the telephone discussions and. face-to~face -
’ discussions of the secondary and postsecondary-vocational,

) admlnlstrato s\mentloned, approxmmately thlrty factors.\
.-t . 0
B A prlmary concern of both Secondary and postsecondary admln—
_ istrators is balanc1ng the needs of their institutions' students
. ,w1th the needs of their communities' epployers. Studefits mugt be
given tralnlng suited to thei:x backgrounds and abilities, and at
the saine’ tlme, ‘the lnstruqtlonal programs must be targeted to .
satisfy the current and fututre needs of| the labor market. The ¢
prlmary_attentlon given to such factors,as advisory commlttees,
. ‘ ‘student interest and enrollment, ,and industrial surveys at both
" the secdondary and postsecondary levels supports” this flndlng.

. v .

- . quthermore, in order to provide high quallty programs in '-_ .
vocational education, the administrator must’ conslder such inter- .
related factors as the potential employee, the coqmunlty,,the : -

" employer, work environments, and .the job charactefistics. Infor-
mation, on each of these factors is of critical importance. Thede-

fore, within the institutional settlng of vocational education, ) ‘
.a system must measure, interpret, or respond to those factors : <
critical to maklng programmatic decisions. s )
’ One 1nd1cator of need is the set of prlorltles establlshed : .

by the,communlty and the educational system.. In what dlrectlon

does the communlty view its industrial development? What needs

for human services exjist in the ctommunity and how do they,relate .
to the industrial needs? How does the community view the-xole . N .
of vocational educatlon-—secondary and postsecondary? For -
example,bWhen numerous job openings exist in two or more occupa-

tions (e.g., for sales clerks, secretarles, walters/waltresses,. )
nurses), the priorities of human needs must be establlshed and, .t

123 *
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welghed agalnst the needs of 1ndustr1es. In arnother example,,'
when , there is.a strong. demand for hoth carpenters and electronlc
,Lechnlcians but limited resources prevent meetlng both needs, the
dlrectlon in which the.g¢ommunity wishes industry to develop may
dictate which. proggam should be implemented. Vocational adminis-
trators' reliance-on the input of advisory commlttees and on
lobally developed industry surveys underlines ‘the importance
which- administrators attach to the needs of the community and the ;
. labor market needs to the 1mplementatlon of vocatlonal programs.
Another indicator of need is, the rate of job placement for
b formér students. TJ6b placement was considered a jmore important
©+ , factor in proyram decisions—gt the postsecondary level. Job b
- - placement was considered somewhat important at the secondary i
o level, but in most cases, administrators said they would not
termlnate programs simply on the basis of low placement rates,
because economic conditions might distort the record of job
placefents. Information on job, placement was often discussed in
oocupatlonal specific terms; that is, the data show the number of
trainees from each program who are successfully employed in the .
occupailons for which they were trained. " Postsecondary adminis-
trators often cite hlgh placement as a valid indicator. of an ade-
quate number ’of JOb openings for program training and quallty
programs, while low placement rates reflect a’ shortage of job
openings. or a program which lackﬁ_guallty -Placentent rates were
- ** considered by both secondary and postsecondary administrators
i~ t, to be more, valld than any published data produced by state-or

;;,://,/f/federal government agenc1es.

' Another Lnfluence Qn program dec1s1on~mak1hg was occupa-

) tlonal’data on working condltlons, job salary, and. competency
requlrements relatlng to change$ in technology. Occupatic..al
data were generally obtained thrpugh advisory committees or
‘locally developed.surveys.of industry.

Y

e

- Several admlnlstrators 1nd1cated a need to provide more tlme
.for teachers tosvisit various industries on‘a regular bas1
Howevel, constralnts of budgets and lOngthS must be 1oosened o
' . to ensure 1mplementatlon. Attention is neetled from local, states .
'and federal levels to make industrial visits by ‘faculty as a
standard operating procedure. This stretegy for getting valu-
_able information for program decision-making could ‘enhance the
. likerihood of the goals which.certain individuals and groups have -
setffor the reauthorlzatlon of th@ Vocational Educatlon Act.

‘Puolished.data on ﬁhe&labor market was used less for making
initial decisions about adding, terminating, or modifying pro-
grams thah merely for complying with state or, federal reporting

. or for reinforcing a decision. However, there are indications
that the National Occupatlonal Coordinating Committee and State
Occupatlonal Coordlnatlng Committee efforts were providing
1mpfovement in what some admlnlstratgrs considered an extrémely

‘

.
-

)
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difficult job. ‘hese efforts to develop and present data on the
labor market should be publicized, and téchnical assistance e
should be expanded to help local administrators to interpret the
data and use it in their decision-making. ~ - ° O

. ) , T ) AL )
Nequy all of the administrators relied on locally %pnducted_
surveys of industry and the assessments of. community needs. In-
creased efforts are needed to improve the effectiveness of the
use of advisory committees arid sdrveys of local industry to 3
gather information, and disseminate it to local schdols.

_EBEfforts to provide trairing in the uge of such surveys have
been launched by, such agencies as the Ameﬁﬁcan Vocational Associ-
ation (AVA), the National Center for Researdh in Vocational EBdu= .
tation, the National Association for Industry Education Coopéra—
- tion, and the National Instituge for Work and arning. However,
‘these. effotts need to be geared to the key partNgipants and to
the actual programmatic decisions taking place in local schools,
.with a focus on the key participants in the decision-making
process. « L - - ’
/\-l [
‘In summary, the.practice of administrators in deciding to
add, terminate, or modify programs is similar #0 the practice of
- * legislators as described in the following quotation:

.Legislative priorities.exist in the following order with
regard to a particular issue: first, legislators con-
sider the effect on constituents (how do they feel about
it?); second, they consider legislative feasibility (is
‘there a ~consensus to do something about it?): and only
in\last place, do they consider substantive information
(what do we know about it?). The legislator thus
reverses the priotrities of the ideal "statesman-policy- . .
maker" who put substance first and constituents last.
Also, sqmewhere within the legislator's last priority"’
lies the researcher's top priority.- And this explains
quite a few things. For example: why emotional issues
(i.e., constituent issues) dominate legislatures; why,’ -
" if you coire in with substance but without showing how’
» constituents will be affected or what legislative . strat- _
. egy ,is$ possible, you won't get fuch response, not tech- Lo
nical ones; and why timeframes for legislative action x
are geared to time in office, not to the amount of time

”

needed to solve the problem.* .

’

.

N S s

* Hon. Gordon Voss, Minnesota State Legislatufe. Remarks at 2a .
Panel Discussion Conference on "The Integration and Use of .
Research within the Federal System," Hawaii, 19 June, 1979.
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) The results of this study show that the administrators who
were surveyed dg consider, the effect on their ¢onstituents hy
relying on the input from advisory committees, on surveys of
industry and conmmunity, ‘and.on student interest and enrollment.
They determine feasibility on the basis of these factors and’ then-
use published ifformation on the labor market only.to verify what
has §13:'eady begn decided. .
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