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'EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  * , %
. .. !
One major function of state level administrative staff of
vocational education is to prov1de leadership and techn1ca1
asdistance to ‘local’ personnel inf carrying out federal policy. .
Such support enhances the ability of local vocational education ¢
personnel to effectively:-implement federal policy. A crucial
link between the'federal govermment and the schools in which 4
programs and policies are actually implemented is the state )
administrative staff. The purpose of this paper is to examine

. the tra1n1ng and experience of current state staff in vocational

education in five federal policy priority areas: sex equity,
disadvantaged, handicapped, limited English speaking student
populations and economic-development. The findings in this paper

"are based on self-reported data from 1,819 completed question-

naires -by state vocational education staff in forty-seven .states
and are .the result of a secondary analysls of that data. The
initial findings are déscribed in a’'report comipleted at the
National Center for Research in Vocational Edutation entltled A
Study of State Level Admlnlstratlon of Vocat10na1 Education (Ruff

,T981)

Seven concepts were developed for the secondary analysls of
the data: . {1) level of employment, (2) area of responsibility,
(3Y length of employment, (4) self-reported training amd experi-
ence, (5) demographic characteristics, (6) state effort, and (7)
the identification of successful states in the implementing of
programs in the five federal pollcy pr10r1ty areas. The concepts .

.. were used -to iflentify patterns or trends in stqff training and
'experlence and staff hiring practices that may have had implica-

tions for the'implementation of federal policies in vocational
education. Data from other sources on_ secondary vocational
education enrollments and funding were used to supplement the
questionnaire. datae .

The results are organized into three sections: (1) the
distribution of traiming and experience of state staff by various
cdategories -including area of responslblllty and length of time
with the agency:; (2)° demographlc characteristicds of staff re- .
porting training ;nd experience in each of (the prlority areas; .
and (3) a comparlson of successful states in the' varlous priority

areas to the remaining states. 'Successful states were identified -

using two, techniques. Nominations of successful states in three
of the priority areas were obtained from National Center staff °
who have worked extensively in the area of sex equity, economic

development, and programs_for the handicapped., For programs  for
disadvantaged and limited English speaking populations,” success-
ful states were defined as those states where 65 percent or more
of the total funds spent on these pr10r1ty areas were frOm state

and local funding sources.
R . -
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. 0 _States which-yere successful in economic development

/
Some of the rgeults are as followst S

o “IndiviB@uals responsible for sex equity, disadvantaged,
and handicapped .programs reported a high level Of
training and experience. = - . ,

o Staff responsible‘for sex -equity, disadvantaged, and
handicapped are employed at the mid-management level ‘in
the organizational structure &f the state agency.

. oo ' . - ?

o Seventy-seven percent of sex equity personnel were_hired

in the last four years. ‘

o *A higher percentage of staff members responsible for
handicapped programs were hired in the five-year. period
prior to the passing of the 1976 Amendments (P.L. 94-482)
than in the five years since passage. -

’

o "When c0mpared to the composltlon ‘of the state staff as .a

whole, there were higher percentages of blacks, ‘
1span1cs, and other minoritieés with training and ,
experience in each of the five prlonlty areas, These

percentages were greatest for respondents reportlng

’

training and experieénce in programs for dlsadvantaged and’

lTimited English speaking populations and ecdnomic
development. '

.
-

o ‘The level of educational attainment is quite high for all
.staff, with 85 percent reporting having obtained master's
degrees or h1gher. p

1

o Successful- states in sex equity activities had a h1gher
level of effort in vocational - .edudation than did the

fifty states in generil.

o- Individuals responsible for sex equity in successful
"states reported a h1gher level of traln;ng and experlence
than the individuals in the rema1n1ng states. ,

o .Staff members respons1b1e for programs for’ the dis-_
advantaged in states with successful programs reported
. themselves as having a higher percentage of training and
experience tnan staff members in other states. .

o
-

showed lower lévels of.effort ird vocational education.

Sever'al conclusions and correspondlng questlons are raised

by these findings. First, when the federal government gave a
/. clear mandate to the states to acquire new staff, as it did in
the area of sex ‘equity, the states appear to have responded.. s

’

s/
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‘ However, how preéscriptive should the federal govermment be? Is
-~ it appropriate for the federal government to direct fundi¥ng to
g the states :for the specific purpose of hiring staff to address a
- federal initiative? Or should decisions about the composition of
state staff more approprlately be reseryed for state decision-
~ makers? Second, in several of the priority areas, there appeared
‘to-be a tendency for staff members to reflect the characteristics
of the populations being served. , Does this have any influence on
_the quality of fhe pngrams? Finally, vocational education plays
a support role in economic development activities. Do staffs

development expertise or i's that expertise provided. by other
state agenc1es? The data presented in- this paper raise rather
than answer these questions coficerning the appropriate, roles of
the federal and state govermment and the related questions
concerning the ultimate impact that the’ quallty of state staff
has upon the poligy process.

What is evident from the data is that state staﬁj were
prepared to address federal pollcy initihtives by virtue of the
levels of training and experience reported in all five federal
pollcy priority areas. Further, the demographic characteristics
of state staff were varied and_did.not reflect the stereotype of’

to vocatlonal educatlon admlnlstrators.
‘ ]

within vocat10na1 educatlon state agencies need to have economic

white males from agriculture backgrounds that is often attributed




, state and local levels of govermment. A primary federal role in

INTRODUCTION  °* ' ‘ . r
~ . - . z

7

Federal'vocatlonal education policies are iﬁplementeé“at the

. vocational education is leadership for programiimprovement
through leglslatlon and related funding. Almost all vocational
education is delivered at the/local level, and state agencies ™
facryitate this process by p ovid1ng leadership and technical
assistance to local educators. le vecatianal education can
only be as good as the schools 1ﬁ/$ hich the programs are de-
livered, a crucial link between the federal QOVernmenéﬁand the
schools is the capabilities of state staff in translating federal
policy initiatives into programs and ‘policies for the schools. . .
The purpose of this paper is to examine the capacity of ‘the sﬁkte
staffs of vocational education agencies- to carry out federal ini-
tiatives. . :

’

. This, paper is based on the assumption that the background
and sk111s of state staff responsible for adminigtering vocation-" |
al education programs determine to a considerable degree how new .
initiatives are implemented. The 'staff of local agencies are
often toq removed and too involved "with day-to-day problems to be
responsive to new concerns arising at the national and ,sometimes
state levelg. THe degree to which local personnel. acquire the
knowledge and skills needed to deal with new federal pr10r1t1es
‘is often dependent on how well state staff articulate‘the initi-
atives and provide technical assistance relevant to the topic.
How well state staff perform these functions 1s, in part, depen-
dent on the1r own training and exper1ence.

The 1976 Amendments (P.L. 94-482) to the Vocational Educa=-
tion Act of 1963 addréssed several federal priorities, including L
overcoming sex stereotyping, and providing special serv1ceswtoquﬂ,ywwwmwv**
the disadvantaged, the handicapped., and.limited English speaking. ... ...

student populathns. Federal dollars were specifically allocated e
o these priorities. While the federal legislation spec1f1ed ﬁ%;
f ding, the 1mp1ementat10n of progr ams directed to ‘these pr10r1- ’

ties rested with the state and local vocational personnel in the

fifty states. Were state Btaffs prepared to provide leadership \
for the 1mp1ementatlon of these policies? Was the mix of train- .
ing and experlence for newly hired staff in these areas different IR
from the previous mixture 6f training and experience requlred in ’ - dg
state staff personnel? How do states with apparent success in . ’
these areas differ from pther states in their level o% effort in”

vocational education and in the staffing patterns in sta
agency? These are but a few of the questions that-c ¥ to min i a
vhen examining the impact of federal initjiatives in influencing- . i

the composition of staffs w1th1n state departments of vocatlonal, ‘ -%ﬁg

education. ’ 3 L F
) : . g‘iﬂ .
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' "y The 19808 have brought forth an additional initiative, the’ /V/f
'“push for economic developmen%., Some states have used vocation- .

|
|
\
|
al education as a component of economic development for' sever ‘
years, and it has recently been promoted as a national priority. |
Had this initiative affected the composition of state staffs,as 1
of the fall of 1980? What are the characteristics of ‘the vo- |
catlzhal education enterprlse in states that are leaders in. |
econbmic development in terms of funding -and enrollments compared |
to all the other states? How do their staffs differ in training |
and ‘experience? The data presented in the follow1ng pagea pro- }
vide a first look at these issues. . |

By rev1ew1ng information about state staff, it may be pos-
sible to determine if staffing patternhs or areas of staff exper-

. tise have been changing (e.g., new hires for certain’ p081t10ns
- f7 having different training or exper1ence than the mix in the en-
tire agency). If patterns are identified, they will imply that’

federal initiatives do affect hiring which results in changing

the conf1g9ratlon of profe881ona1 preparatlon of staff in the

state agenc1es¢ - .
K ,

. . ] ' ‘ Data Definitions

) ¢ . : %
~The dats on state staff characteristics and backgron;% were

taken from a mail survey of state vocational staff, which in-
cluded state vocational directors and assistant directors, pro- ,
gram area superv1sors, coordinators’, and program and functional .
spec1a1;sts. Thr ngurvey was conducted at»the National Cen'ter. in
the fall of 1980 [RMff 1981). The data-g¥iigEsted of 1,819 com-
plsted questlonna;re 5, (81 percent respﬁnﬁ gate) covering per-
soﬁﬁ% characterlstlca‘and profp851ona1 aratlon and experlence

- from Vocatlonal s&gﬁ@ in forty-seven parthipatlng states. In

ot .thls‘dgta the meagfement Of the capacity of state staff was

based’on self—reported tra1n1ng and previous exper1ence, No

information was availabte for va11dat1ng the accuracy of these 9

3 self—reports.(_m“’,4 o . ‘ - &Q&“ .

, The 'use of an exlstlng data base provides speé%gi problemsﬁi . -
s " to the researcher.. In this case, -parallel data on all flve

prlorLty areads were not ava11ab1e._ When asking staff abodrtheir

primary areas of respon81b111ty in their current jobs, co mic

. development and limited Engli speaking programs were not in- ' ;
eluded inthe questionnaire./  In developlng the tra1n1ng and ex- A
perience variable, data wer# not availablé on preV1ous "training .

N % about handicapped populations: For this priority area, data re-

,f}g ported on the training and experience variable reflect only work
25 experlence. : . ,

¢ %’Qﬁ iz». - %@ .

o %@eﬁnevenﬁc&ncepts developed for ana1y21ng the data will -be »
§
£ dlﬁcussea next. | . Lo

,Q@ ' ) -




. this analys1s these class'flcatlons were combined into three
levels. Senior level administrators included the chief adminis-
trator of vocatiomal education and those adm1n1strators one or

two levels below the chief\administrator. Middlé level adminis- -

trators included the administrative heads ,0f traditional.program "

areas, such as home economits or trade and industr1a1 educatlon,

and the administrative heads of sGppport service areas such as

evaluation managers or resea¥Ych coordination unit directors. The
spec1a11st category included individuals who worked in either the
traditional program areas Or %in the support service areas, but

who were not the admlnmst;atl e head of that program or service

area.

~—

- '.Area of Respon8ibility

State staff were-asked to indicate the specialty area that
&est described their current position in the state agency. Three
of the priority areas under study were included in this listing
. of areas of respons1b111ty d1sadvantaged, hand1capped, and sex
e equ:.ty : - e . - - %
. _ s . \ J . . R
-7 *Length of Employment

Respondents were asked the number of years they had been
employed in a vocat10na1 education position in the state agency.
New staff were defined ‘as respondents who had been employed four
2 years or less in  the state agency. Thus, all staff hired after
- the 1976 Amendments were classified as new staff in this. analy-’
sis. Staff hired between 1971 and 1976 (five to nine years of .
experience) were classified as experienced staff. Career' staff
had been emplbyed by the state agency for ten years or more.

C Self-Reported Training and Experience
Train1ng and experience in a specialty area were combined to
generatela single measure of self-reported training and exper-
. ience. Respondents were asked to report the number of years of

major work-experience in the five priority areas under. study. ot
Respondents reporting at lgast one-year of experience were B .o
defined as having work experience. As a measure of training, '

‘respondents wagﬁ asked to rate the degree to_which their degree
programs, seminars, workshops, and other tra1n1ng programs pro-
. » vided a background in four of the five priority areas (the handi-
capped populations category was omitted). Respondents reporting
either a mbderate or extensive background wetre defined as having
" 4raining in the specialty area. Work experience and training
were combined. to generate a four-level asure, ranglng from no ' .
reported background (neither training nor work experience) to a ’

4 . . - »




.s%rong background (both training and work expeé?énceo. The
analysis. was based on the assumption that the quantity of |
training and experience would.provide a surrogate indicator of
the‘preparedness of the 'staff to address federal priorities.

P

’ / ] M : S : ] ‘ !
Demographic Chavacteristics . -
., v . o : - - N

C) Five measures of demographic characteristics were examined:
age,. sex, ethnic background, highest level of education attain-
ment, and--as aymeasure of urban/rural background--the size of’
community where the respondents lived at the age of fourteen.,
State Effbrt ‘- - ‘ - b ’

Four indicators of the level .of state effort in ‘vocational
education were developed: (1) vogational education gnrollment as
a percent of the total secondary’enrollment, (2) state and local
funding for vocational education as a percent of all vocational
funds, (3) per.capita expenditures per all secohdary vocational

students, and (4) per capita expenditﬁies per students in occupa- :

tional%y.specific secondary programs. These were calculated to

.measure the lével of effort in each,state in secondary vocational

education. The data used for this analysis were acquired from
the Vocational Education Data System (VEDS)(National Center for

. Education’ Statistics 1982), the Digest of Edycation Statistics

.(Grant ‘and.Eiden 1981), and Statistics of Public Elementary and
Secondary School Systems Fall 1979 (McDowell and Price 1981).

g

'successful States L T ’

,

.States were categorized into two categories: (1) those
states that appeared succesgful in the priority areas, and (2) -
the remaining states. 1Two strategies were employed to categorize
states. For disadvantaged and limited English speaking priority
areas, states where 65 percent or more of the total funds spent
on these priority areas were from state and local funding sources
were considered successful states. For sex equity, handicapped,
and economic development priority areas National Center staff who
specialize in. these selected priority areas nominated states
that, in their judgement, were successful in terms of staffing,
funding, extent of activity, and/or evidence of success. The
‘staff who were asked to ominate states had extensive experience
and backgroq&d in these areas and were aware Of current state
actiyities. ‘

$ ~ ~

‘ ’:.
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Related .Re'search'

A literature review was conducted to.identify research
studies relevant’/to the state admimistration of vocational .
education. A.computerized search was conducted usiﬁg\Ohio

" . \\,L
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State University Mechanized Information Center facilities. The
data bases reviewed included Resources in Education (RIE) and the

* Current.Index to Journals in Educatien (CIJE). The.ERIC descrip-

tors used varied from very specific (e.g., vocational directors)
to more generic terms (e.g., administrative personnel) to iden-~
tify all related documents.

- o

-~ ~

A shbstantlal number of documents were identified that
related to local vocational administrators and their competen-
cies, but very few documents were identified that focused on
state level administrators of vocational education. For example,
studies of leadership capabilities or personnel development needs
were identified_in thirteen different states, but these were pr1-
marily focused on local vocat10nal administrators. - ;
. Whlle the identified documents served a useful purpose in
describing the type of research that had been done, the iden-
tified research was not rela‘ted to'the research being conducted
for this particular paper. Therefore, the data and the findings
in this policy paper must.stand alone with respect to related
literature, with the exGeption of a prev1ous paper using the same
data, A Study of State Level Admlnlstratlon of Vocational

Education (Ruff 19871).
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RESULTS
* ’
1] .

The results are organized into three sections. The first
section addresses,two basic descriptive questions: (1) How is

.training and experience distributed in each priority area? (2)

When was that training and experience &cquired in the state
agency? The second section provides demographic characteristics
of staff reporting both training and experience in each of the
priority areas. The final section compares thode states defined
as successful wifth the remaining states’ in each of the five
priority areas. Staffing patterns and the level of effort in
secondary .vocational education are compared for the two types of
states. .- ' N .

-

Distribution of Preparedness

The individuals respénsible for sex equity, disadvantaged,
and handicapped programs reported a high frequency of training
and experience in their areas. +3lmost nine out of ten (88
percent) of those responsible for programs for the disadvantaged
reported they had either training or experience, while almost all
sex equity personnel (95 percent) reported one or the other
(table 1). Nearly two-fifths (38 percent) ,of the staffs working
in sex equity and with the disadvantaged reported having both
training and experienqg&%JIn”hlI cases, experience alcne was a
more frequent preparation for the job than training only. The
data in table 1 strongly suggest that the personnel gesponsible
for implementation hdve the prerequisites necessary to address
federal initiatives in these areas by virtue of their training or
experience, Iad : ‘ ..

¥

A majority of staff members responsible for sex equity,
disadvantaged, and handicapped programs ‘were employed aty the mid~-
management level of the organizdtional structure of state
governments (table 2). Economic development and limited English,
speaking training and‘experience were distributed throughout the

state agency.

About’ one~-third (32 percent) of all staff members in the
state agency as a whole were hired within the four years
following the 1976 Amendments, while 77 percent of sex -equity
personnel were hired in that period (table 3). This implies that
the expertise necessary to be & sex equity coordinator was not
available in the existing state staffs, and it was necessary for
states to hire externally to fulfill the need generated by the

federal initiative in sex eguity.




TABLE 1 - “

LEVEL OF TRAthNG AND EXPERIENCE BY AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY .

v

- f
Level of Training Area of Responsibility
and Experience

/ Sex Equiky DisadVéﬁtaged Handicapped?

(percent) (percent) (percent) ’ T e
Training and Experience .38 - 42 ™ NA. .
/ _ « . ‘ ]
Traini nly o 7 2 : NA L
' Experience Only . 50 - 44 91 ' - C
No Training or____- . . 5 12 . o
Experience ’ ‘
. ’ < - ;e
— - TOTAL © 100 100 - - 100
Number - . [44] - 682] [45]
// ' T - . !
- s - - F -
- A
. apata are not available on the receipt of training by staff in ,

}

-the area of the handicapped.

<«
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TABLE 2

LEVEL OF EMPLOYMﬁbT BY AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY

(
Level of Area of Responsibility® Staff with Training & Experience
Employment?@ All - Sex Equity Disad- Handi- Economic Limited English
Btaff (percent) vantaged , capped " . Development Speaking
- (percent) . (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) .

Senior Level ‘9 2 8 s .10 : 12
. _Administrator oL e o
- Middle Level 46 82 60 . 57 45 46
Administrator ) : . . . )
© ~ specialist 45 16 © 32 34 45 Y P X.
/ ‘ . ‘o O -
TOTAL 100 =~ 100 -100 - 100 100 - 100

Py o

Number {1813] [44] - - [53] : [44]. .- ~[525) ', . [1?0]

/

aSen'ior 1eve1'administr tor includés'state directors and assistant state directors.
Q 7 .
' Middle levelnadmlnistrator includes admlnlstratlve heads of traditional program service
areas.and heads of suPport service areas. . “ C T

A}

Spec1alist incdTudes’ individuals who work in traditlonal program areas and individuals who
work in one of th support service areas. ) . ) M
- , - Lo ' -
PArea of responsibility is defined as thé primary area of respon81b111ty of the .

respondent's present pdsition. .

<




TABLE 3

LENGTH OF EMPLOYMENT BY AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY

L

‘T
Tenure All ] Area of Responsibility
. g_i:' ~ Staff Sex Equity Disadvantaged Handicapped
staff (percent) /(percent) ‘ (percent) . (percent)
’ K / - ., - - -
—~ 0-4 Years 32 .77 - 30 . 29
5-9 Years 26 18 © 26 33
3 ’ .
10 Years or More 42 ) 5 44 v 38
. TOTAL - 100 100 - 100" 100
+ Number ' [1808] - [44] S [54] . [45]
/
)
J -~
\ »
\
10 -
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State’ staff members addressing the needs of the-handicapped
.were a little more likely to have been ‘reéruited in the five-year
period prior to the 1976 Amendments. Thirty-three pe?cent of the
hand1capped program staff had been employed for five t0 ten years
in the state agency compared to 26 percent 'of the state staff .as
a whole. (table 3). Data on.-staff respon81b1e for programs for
the disadvantaged show that there ‘had been ho particular time
‘period when staff members were recruited at a ,rate higher than
the staff as a Whole.

A

Table 4 presents the level of training and experience that
was reported by all'state &gency staff for each substantive area
by length of service in the state agency. For sex equity pre-
paredness, new staff reported.a higher level of training and ex-
perience, while career staff reported a 1ower level.

, Table 4 also shows that almost one—th1rd of all staff had
training and experience in handlcapped programs and economic
development, while one~fifth had training and experience in sex
equity and only one-tenth had backgrounds in limited English
speaking and dlsadvantaged programs. While it can be argued that
training and experlence is only important for those respondents
who have ‘ultimate programmatlc responsibility, if a familiarity
with the 188ues is present throughout the state staff as a whole,
there could be’a natural basis of support within the department

. for policies relating to the priority area. .

» N . . J

Demograghic éharacteristioS'of Staff

R

Table 5 through table '9 present. the demographic character~
istics of state agency personneL who reported both tra1n1ng and
experience in each of the five priority areas. Before discudsing
the individual tables, some general observations describing the
similarities across all f1ve areas are in -order.

L} ! ,

F1rst, compared .to the composition of the state agency staff
as a whole, staff reporting training and experience in each of
‘the five priority areas included a higher percentage of blacks,
Hispanics, and other minorities (table 7). The percentage of
minorities with training and experience varied from 13 to 24 per-
cent for the priority areas, while only-9 percent of the state
agency staff as a‘whole was from a mrgorlty group. - -

* The level of educatlonal attainment was qu1te high for all
staff, and 85 percent reported obtaining master's degrees or . SN s
higher (table 8) The staff members with training and experience K
in sex equity, ecoriomic development, and limited English speaklng'
reported even slightly mOre advanced degrees. ,

’
<+




" TABLE 4 - i S

< 4 +

LENGTH OF EMPLOYMENT '
BY STAFF WITH TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE -

«

«

»
.

&

Tenure of Staff with Trainihg and Experience ] 4

Staff Sex Disad- Handi- ° Economic Limited
. Equity vantaged capped? Development English ‘

(percent) (percent) .(percent) (pefcent) Speaking

Co 7 i (percent)
7 ; — \
0-4 Years 24P 11 - ’gz = 31 11 )
s i : . . o
5-9 Years 16 2 34 . 28 . -9

10 or More 13 11 . .30 = .29° | 11
Years . - L C g . .

All Staff - 17¢ 10 32 . 29 c11 .

'S

agtaff with experlence in handlcapped programs- data on tralnlng are
not available. . .

-

« :
Prhe percentage 1n this cell ig interpreted: as follows- 24 percent .
of new staff members have both trainlng and expertlse in sex equlty
CThls is. the percentage of all respondents who have tralnlng and .
experience in.each of the substantive areas. .

.

)
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- When examin{gg table 9, note that without exception, staff
who, at age fourteen resided in large cities (population 100,000
or more) were employed at a higher rate in each of the priority
areas. That percentage was greatest in the two priority areas
that serve the disadvantaged and the limited English speaking
populations, which are often-:concentrated in large cities.

Sex Equity .- i , S

[ .
Compared to the composition 6f the state agency staff as a

whole, staff members with sex equity ‘training and experience were
more likely to be women (table 5), were young (table 6), were

less likely to be white (table 7), had higher levels of eduCation\ﬂ

(table 8), were less likely to have grown up in a rural commun-
ity, and were more likely to~“have’ resided in large cities (table

9)0 - , t . . : "

Disadvantaged .

/

staff meémbers who reported a background in programs for the
disadvantaged, in comparison to state agency personnel as a-‘whole
were more likely to be in the forty- to fifty-five-year age range
(table.6); were more likely to be black, Hispanic, or to be a
member of other minority groups (table 7); were a little more

"likely to have obtained education above the bachelor's degree

(table 8); and were much more likely to be from large cities
(table 9). . - ’

v

Handicapped D ] .

Staff with training and experience in handicapped issues were:

slightly more likely to be male (table 5), less likely to be
white (table 7), more likely tQ have a doctorate or educational

specialist degree (table 8), and slightly less likely to,beLfrom
a rural community (table 9) when c;y%hred to state agency

personnel as a whole.

Economic Development

Staff with training .and experience in economic development,
‘when compared to state agency personnel as a whole were more
likely to be women (table 5), slightly more likely to be forty to
fifty-~five years old (table 6), more likely "to be black ( table
7), more likely to have ‘a master's degree or highér level of

education (table 8), and were 8lightly more likely to have re- .~

sided in a large cvity when fourteen yearé-ol? (table 9).

Limited English Speaking ) .

s [
When compared to all staff, state staff personnel with
training and experience in limited English speaking programs were
;more likely to be forty to fifty-five years old (table 6), were
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' TABLE 5 .
¥
o SEX BY STAFF WITH TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE T o
. ‘ . ‘
Gender - ' Staff with Training and Experience : T
All . Sex Byuity Disadvantaged = Handicapped®  Bobnamic Limited English -
Staff (percent) (percent)” (percent) , Development  Speaking
{percent) L (percent) -  (percent)
Female 8 39 27 . 267 - 11 . 28
Male L 72 6l - T 7 O 69 72
TOTAL 100 ' 100 10 ¢ .. 100 . 0. . ‘10 ",
Nurber . [1795] [312] . . [179] (577 [523] [191]
;o / . 4 . R . .
— , . , .

Astaff with,experience only.

handicapped.

H

.

Data are not available ‘on the‘receipt of training by staff in the area of the

. *
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, T o . TABLE 6
- t g , o , . e
.. AGE BY STAFF WITH TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE ,
. Age i ' © Staff with Training and Experience ,
~ . R ALl Sex. Bquity Disadvantaged  Handicapped® . JBoonamic Limited English
, t Staff (percent) (percent) (percent) Development  Speaking '
, _ Tper_cem;) . - ' (percent) - (.percent) ,
A Under 31 w? e . 3 6 - a4 = 3
,‘ 31 to 40 years 32 36 31 Rt 32, - 29
= . .
- 40 .to 55 years 45 . 46 -~ - 51 7 47 48 55
\
_over 55 _ 18 .12 15 ) 16 ' 16 . .13 -
7 ) ; . - /
TOTAL 100 100. 100 o . 100 . 100 100 (7/
Nutber [1803] . [315) [18i] ( [579) 524 | [192]

astaff with experience only. Data.are not avaifable on the receipt of training by staff in the area of the
handicapped . ~ , . m )

~
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Ethnic , B Staff with Training and Experience _
Background All ' Sex Byuity Disadvantaged  Handicapped®  Economic Limited English
. . Staff °©  (percent) (percent) (percent) . Development  Speaking .
_{percent 5 (percent) (percent)
" White 91 87 : 76 86 . 83 83’
'Black _ 6 10 13 9 12 10 -
. S ) : 1
Hi'spanic 1 2 7 L2 A 3
e " Other 2 1 4 3 . 3 .4
ToTAL 100 1100 100 " 100 - 100 100
/ " Nurber © 79 - [315) . TiBq] . [377 © [524] . [191]

-

agstaff with experience only. Data are not availabie on the receipt of training b; staff in the area of the
- handicapped. — . S

-
-
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N TABLE 8 .
, , LEVEL CF EDUCATION BY STAFF WITH TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE - -
. 7 » ¢
Education Level i : Staff with Training and Experience _
R All Sex Pquity . Disadvantaged  Handicapped®  Econamic . Limited English
- Staff (percent) (percent) - (percent) | Development  Speaking ,
_ {percent) - (Percent)-  (percent)
. Doctorate 14 15 15 ' 17 16 22
l ! ° ‘~ . " v
‘Educational T 5, 7 4, 6 : 6 7 L
. Specialist ‘ ’ o - L . -
~ ‘ ' S ’
Master's ' 66 68 68 . . 6l 8 60
Bachelor's 11 9. ' 11 12 9 8
Associate 1 1 _ o 1 0 1
High School 3 0 ' 2 ‘3 ‘} 2
TOTAL 100 c106° 0 100 T . 100 100 100
R *

Nutber . [1800)  ‘[315 = [179] - 580, [525) | [192]

agtaff with exmrierbé only. Data are not avajlable on the receipt of ti'ainirxg by staff in the area of the

handicapped.
&~ ) “ . ?}‘
34 L
» 3i-




. TABLE 9
M /

SIZE CF COMMINITY WHERE STAFF LIVED AT AGE FOURTEEN BY STAFF. WITH TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE

Y

Size of Staff with Training and Experience - - BN
Commui ty All Sex Byuity Tisadvantaged  Handicapped®  Fconamic - Limited English
Staff (bercent) ! percent) i (percent) ‘ - Dévelopment  Speaking :
_(percent) . ' -~ . (peFcent) (percent) -

’

Under 2,500 3 2 - 27 2 30 - - 30

. v
B 2,500 to 25,000 32 32 7 33 ©-o3 L2
25,001 to 100,000 17 -18 16 17 18 .0 T 16 .
) ' / ’ ’ . ‘ ’ s ' . ‘ .
over 100,000. - 18 21 2 R T 21 -27

TOTAL. 100 100 . 100 - 100 100 100

Number [1795] [314] ‘risal - [576 [523] [191]

v : / . . N . | A P
. @staff with experience only. Data are not available on the receipt of training by staff in the area of the
handicapped. - '

. ’ . " -
, .




s

‘e
P

more likely to be Hispanic or from other mindrity groups (table
7), were much more likely to have a doctoral degree (table 8),
and were much more likely to have come from a large city with a
population greater than 100,000 (table 9).

+

f‘* . ~ R R »
Staffing within Successful States.

The preceding results indicate a tendency for state staff to
have personal characteristics congruent with their responsibili-
ties in the selected priority areas. Almost all staff also re-
ported preparedness for these responsibilities by virtue’of their
training or experience. 1In this section an attempt is made to
relate state efforts in vocational education aRd success in these
priority areas to patterns of state staffing.

. Defining.effort and success is, of courge, dr
approach taken in this paper tp define effor onsistjed of cate-~
gorizing states into high, medium, and low effort stadtes on the
basis of four indicators: (1) enrollment in vocational education
as a percentage of total enrollment in grades seven throudh
twelve; (2) state and local ‘funds as a percentage of total vocar
tional funds; (3) per capita expenditures from vocational funds
for total secondary vocational enrollment; and (4) per capita
expenditure from vocational funds for students in secondary oc-
cupationally specific programs.* Success in the priority areas
was defined, by the reputation the states had for making exem-
plary efforts in these areas. Nominations of successful states
were obtained from staff-of the National Center who specialized
in the selected priority areas. .

A .

. The results in tables 10, 12, 14, 16 and 18 are based on
percentages of states that were categoriked as indicated by the
footnotes in these tables. Unlike the other tables in this
paper, the figures reflect percent of states, not percent of
state staff. i

Sex»ﬁguitx -

:

Sex -equity success states wére more active in and committed
to vocational education than were the states in general (table
10). . All four measures of effort presented in Table 10 show a
strong tendency for success states to have committed a high

-
-

*Occupationally specific programs at the secondary level are
defined.in the Vocational Education Data System as "those pro-
grams offered at or above grdde eleven which purport to impart
entry level job skills for a specific gainful occupation.”
(Golladay and Wulfsberg 1981, p. 16). ‘

’

. -
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k - | . TARLE 10

Ed

) LEVEL CF EFFORT BY SUCCESSFUL STATES IN SEX BQUITY PROGRAMS
- . o '
Level . State/Eocal Per Capita Expenditures® ‘Per Capita Expendituresd
g_?c' - Enrollment Level?2 Commitment of FundsP (Total Vocational Exrollment) (Occupatlonally Specific)
Effort All Sex Bquity ALl . Sex Byuity All Sex Fquity All Sex &quity
States- Success States . Success States Success . States Success -
/ (percent) States - (percent) States y (percent) States (percent) =~ States -
(percent) . (_percent) (percent) i (percent)
High . 58 | .26, - 28 58° 32 v 42 36 . 42
Medium 25 . 38 a0 . 31 . 36 58 4 - 42
N Low , 17 36 2 8 ' 32 ! \0 - 30 16,
TOIAL 100 100 - 100 100 ° 100 . 100 100 - 100
' Naber  [12]  [50] [sa] - [0 (50 - (17] [50) [z
.‘J ’ ’ ' ' l ‘

T :
aPercentage of students in grades 7-12 enmlled in vocational education for school year 1979-80 (Low=
10.6-35.9; Medium=36.0-50.9; High=51.0-100.5). Source: Digest of Education Statistic¢s 198l.and” VEDS 79~80
Prel:.mmary Table 1104 *

—
bstate and local funds as a percent of total vocational educaticn funds (Iow=61 1-86.0; Mediun=86.1-89.9;
High=90.0-93.7). ~Source: VEDS 79-80 Prellminary Table 7.5. . ' .

Cper capita expenditure per secondary vocational student (Iaw=$31.0—549 Mec'hum=$550—799° High=$800~1,850) . -
Source: VEDS 79-80 Prelmunary Tables 7.5 and 1104. _

dper capita expenditures per occupationally specific secondary vocational students (Low=$450-1,699; Med:u:m= ,
$1,700-2,609; High=$2,610-9, 720) Source: VEDS 79-80 B:'eliminary Tables 7.5 and 1204.

’
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percentage of local funds to vocational education, have had high
secondary enrollment levels, and have had high per capita expend-
itures for vocational education. In successful states, individ-
uals responsible for sex'equlty reported a generally higher level
of training and experience than staff in the remaining states
(table 11). The percentage of sex equity staff reporting both
training and experience in successful states was 46 percent,
compared to 36 percent in the remaining states. While every sex
equity staff member in successful states reported some level of
training or experience, six percent of the staff in the rema1n1ng
states r®ported no preparation for the job.

-
Disadvantaged

States that exerted effort on programs for the disadvantaged
(defined as those states in which the state provided 65 percent
or more of all funds under Sectioh 110) -had high levels of secon-
dary vocational education enrollment., These states were more
likely to provide 86 to 90 percent of total vocational funds from
state and local funds, and--when measured by occupationally
specific enrollment levels--had a high pér capita expenditure for -

[

vocational education (table 12). . ' . |
. AN - a . b

The data in"table 13 show that in programs for. disadvan- c .
taged populations, all states had about™12 percent-of staff with . |
no reported training or experience. .The succegsful states, how- |
ever, were more likely to have.staff with both‘training and ex-

+ perience than the remaining states. The remaining states were

e

g

more, likely to have staff with experience only. Staffs with ..
respongibility for programs for the dlsadvantaged reported a ,
higher level of training and expeflence in states defined as -
successful, which implies dlfferent hiring practices in the two
categories of states. g

J

Handicappgd } . ) -

)

‘Given that only f1ve states were categorlzed as successful in
programs for the handicapped, it is difficult to make any state-
ments about the efforts of the states in vocational education.
The data suggest, howeéver, that the successful states tended to
commit more state and 1oc£1 funds to all secondary vocational _
education, and that successful states were not states with low

enrollment levels (table 14). aff in the five nominated states
reportéd a higher level of experience than d1d staffs in the
rema1n1ng states (table 15). .

Economic Development

\

|
Active states in economic development tended to show lower .
levels of effort in vocational education (table 16). - States that
emphag;zed economic dgxelopment may not have been financially

-




TABLE 11 S - ' .

-

. ' ' ; LEVEL OF TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE OF o .
INDIVIDUALS RESPONSIBLE FOR SEX EQUITY
" : o o BY SUCCESSFULNESS OF STATES.

¢ . : 4

a

. Level of Training ‘ Sex Equity Pérsonnel
and Experience All - Success Remaining
AR staff _ States _ States
(percent) . (percent) - {percent);

Training and . 38 46 36
Experience- - ‘ .

Training Only 7 8 | 6
'Experieqce.pnly . ‘ . 50 - .. . 46 . 527, )
No Training or 5 - } 0 ' . S

Experience ' © , - ’
o Total . - 100 100 y 100

Number © - [44] [13] R ¥ B!




TABLE 12

’ .
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IEVE@EFEWPBYSWSMSMESNDWWS(SWHOMIIOM%)

. » . . L :
Level S State/Local Per Capita Expenditures“ Per Capjta Expenditures®. .
of Enrollment Level?® Commitment of Funds® TTotal Vocational Fnrollment) {Occupationally Specific)
. Effort All Success AL .~ * Success - ALT Success ALl Success
States ,, States States States States .~ States States States ‘
{percent) (percent) (percent)\(percent) . (percént) .. /cpercent) (percent) (perceént) .
fligh 28 44 . 26 33 32 . 8. = 36F..° 50 °
Mediup " 40 39 38 56 * 36 a4 34 ‘ 28'5 :
Low 2 . 17 3 11 32 - 30 - 25
N TOTAL 100 © 100 100 100 100 ‘100 - 1000 . 100
‘Nawber [50] . [18] .- [50) .. [18] ° . [50] [18] [50] (18]
/ : - — - — ‘ A = -
’ aPercentage of students in grades 7-12 enrolled in vocatlonal education for school year 1979-80 (Low=, -
. . 10.6-35.9; Medium=36.0~50.9; ngh=51 0-100.5) Source: Digest of qucat:lgl Statistics 1981 and VEDS 79-80
Preliminary Table 1104. ) ) - . ‘ L7
.o . . ’ .
Pstate and local funds as a percent of total vocational educatidh finds (I.ow=61 1-86.0; Mediun%6 1-89. 9- - =
- High=90.0-93.7). - Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Table 7.5: ) , -
- Cper capita expenditure per secondary vocational student (I.ow=$310—549, Mediun=$550—799, Highmssoo-l 850)
» Source: VEDS 79-80 Prelzminary Tables 7.5 -and 1104. _
dPer capita expenditures per ocaupationally specific secondary vocational students (Low=$450-1, 699; Medium=
$1, 700-2 609; High=$2,610-9, 720) Source: VEIB 79-80 Preliminary Tables 7.5 and 1204.
" eSuccessful States are those states (n=18) in vhich $he state provided 65 percent or nore of all funds wnder
Section 110 for ?;tsadvantaged populations. Successful states were Arkansas, California, Oonneéticut, Florida,
‘' Hawaii, 'T1inois, ‘Ibuisiama, Mame, Maryland, Nevada, New ’xbrk, Cthio, COklahama, Rhode Island Texas, Utah,
4 Washin;ton and wlscomin ' . .
\‘l " ) > . - ) . B ‘o . . * .
ERIC : ' S | Lo - 40




" Level of Training

- . [TABLE 13

sy

LEVEL OF TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE OF
INDIVIDUALS RESPONSIBLE FOR DISADVANTAGED
POPULATION PROGRAMS BY SUCCESSFULNESS OF STATE

/ | '

N . N yi +
Disadvantaged Pexrsonnel

Remaining

and Experience | All Staff ~success
. C (percent) States’ States
' (percent) (percent)
Training and _ C a2 - .50 - 38
Experience .
Training Only : 2 , (0] 3
Experience Only . . 44 39 /. 47
No Training or 12 : 11 12
Experience . o
TOTAL . 100 . 100 100
Number : [52] [18] B . [34]
L 41 _
P . ) 24 »




TARLE 14 | , e S

LEVEL (F EFFORT BY SUCCCESSFUL STATES IN HANDICAPPED PROGRAMS (SECTION 110 Funds) <

.
o~ -

Level « . State/Local Per Capita E:l:penditt.n:eec Per Capita Expenditures<

of Enrollmént Level®2 Comutment of FundsP T{Total Vocational Enrollment) {Occupationally Specific)
Effort ALl - Success ALl . Success All Success All . Success.
. States States States = St#tes States States States States -
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (parcent) (percent.) (percent)

i ; . N
High 26 60 . 28 40 32 40 36 , 20
Medim 38 - 20 40 60, 36 40 . 3 . 4

. Low - 36 2 2. 0 "2 J 20 30 4b

TOIAL 100 100 - 100 100 100 100 . o0 100

Nurber " [50] 5] jua m (s . . (5] .[50] . (5]

kN - : .

- X

aPefcenfage. of studenté in grades 7-32 enrolled in vocational education for school year 1979-80 (Low=
10.6-35.9; Medium=36.0-50.9; ngh=51 0-100.5). Source:  Digest of Education Statistics 1981 and VEIB 79~-80
Prelimmary 'Iable 1104. ) :

¢ bSt'.aua ard local funds as a“percent of total vocational education funds (I.aw=61 1-86.0; Med1un=86 1-89 9;
High=90.0-93. 7) Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Table 7.5. ) »

Cper capita acpenditures per secondary vocational student (I.ow=$310—549- Mediun=$550-799, High=$800-1, 850)
Source: VEDS 79-80° Preliminary 'Iables 7.5 and-1104. .

dper capita expenditures per ocmpationally specific secondary vocational student (I.ma=$450-1 699; Mediun=
$1,700-2,609; High=$2, 610-9, 720).» Source: VEDS 79-80 B:'elinﬂnary Tables 7.5 and 1204. . . '

4 . 4
LK . , -
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‘§ _ : «  TABLE 15 . , -
g WORK EXPERIENCE BY SUCCESSFULNESS OF .
STATES IN PROGRAMS FOR THE HANDICAPPED
Level of Experience - Handicapped Activities
. All ‘staff Success Remaining
. (percent) . States States
N (percent) = ‘(percent)
" . N . i A LI
Experience Only . 32, 37 . 31
) No Experience . 68 . 63 .69
TOTAL - . 100 100 100
Number . [1808] © [246] [1562] -

e
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able to support vocatlonal educatlon at the highest levels. One, ’
of the reasons states decide to stress economic development is to

improve their economic conditions. There is, therefore, a

tendency for.states that tradltlonally rank' low on educatlonal

expenditures to emphaSLZe economic deveiopment. -

Staffs in successful states in economic development reported
a higher frequency of training as a preparation for work {table
17) than did staffs in the remaining states, while at the same
time they reported a lower level of tralning and experience in
economic deve10pment.

Limited Engllsh Speaking.

speaking populations exerted more effort in vocational education™
_than did all the states (table 18), except when measured by state
“and local commitment of funds as a percent of total secondary
vocational funds. i ,

\
. ,\ i

Those states successful in programs for limited English oL
1

. Staffs within the successful states were*sllghtly more,
likely. to have both training and experience or to have exper;ence
only (table 19), and 38 percent of the staff in the remaining
states had neither training nor experience compared to 31 percent
of staffs 1n successful states.




. TABLE 16

~ . ) IEVEL(FEE"{DRTBYSIIEESSMST&’HTSNEXDNGHICIEVELDR&ENT ‘
Levels State/Locnl Per Capita Expenditures® Per Capita Eipexﬁlt\n'esd
of Enrollment level® Commuitment of FundsP (Total Vocational Enrollment) (Occupationally Specific)
- Effort AT Success AL Success All - - leading All Success
States States = States- States States., States States States
. * (percent) (percent) (percent) (pers:ent) (percent) (percent) _ (percent) (percent‘:)
Hish = .26 22 28 22 32 T 33 6 . 33
* Medim 38 45 40 67 36 .. 2 -7 34 © 45
g Low 36 33 32 1 32 45 30 22
m ~
Ttal 100 . 100 100 100 | 100 . 10 ©  -100 - . 100
.9 [50] [9 [sal .~ 091

Nuber [50] . [9] [s0].

)
Ty,

. Apercentage of students in grades 7-12 enrolled in vocational education for school year 1979-80 (Low=
10.6-35.9; Mediun=36.0-50.9; H1gh=51 0-100.5) Source: Digest of Education Statistics 1981 and VEDS 79-80

Preliminary Teble 1104.

Dbstate and local funds as a percent of total vocational education funds. {Low=61.1-86. o- Medium=86. 1-39 9;
High=90.0-93.7). Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Table 7.5. _

Cper caplta experxhtm'es per secondary vocational student (Iaw=$310—549- Mediun=$550-779- High=$800—1 850)
"Source~ VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Tables 7.5 and 1104. ° ,

dRar cap:.ta &expenditm'es per occupationally specific secondary vocational student (Lows$450-1,699; Medium=
$1,700-2,609; High=$2, 610—9,720) Sourcé: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Tables 7. 5 and 1204. X

-

-

4"/
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TABLE 17

STATES IN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT'

A}
v

_LEVEL OF TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE IN.
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT BY SUCCESSFULNESS OF

Level of Training
and Experience

3

- Economic Development Activity

Remaining
States
(percent)

Training and
»  Experience ’

Training Only

Experience Only

. No Training or
' Experience:. '

-TOTAL

: Number Pl
’ ot

All Success
staff ‘States
.. (percent) (percent)
29 e 23
v 29. - 37
|
\‘x
[ | 8 8
V34w 32
100 100

30
28

7
. 354

100
[1482]

-~

*




TAHLE 18

-

LEVEL, (F EFFORT BY SUCCESSFVL STATES IN LIMITED ENGLISH SPEAKING PROGRAMS (SECTION 110 Funds) !

~
- . . - -

Level State/local = . Per’ Cap:l.ta Expendlturesc Per Capita Expendituresd
of Enrollment Level® Commitment of Funds® TTotal vVocational Enrollment) {Occupationally Specific)
Effort All Success All Success . All . . Success All Success
.States States - States - States States Stat% States States
- (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)

High~ 2 33 2 42 32 50 . 34 42

Medium ° 38 50 - 40 33 36 T 25 T 34 25
Low 36 17 o3 25 32 25 ' 32 33-

TORAL 100 100, 100 100 . 100 .10 - 100 100
Nmber [s0] (12 (s 0 . [sof” na . s . 0

@

o€

i

@percentage of students in grades 7-12 enrolled in vocational education for ec}nol year 197980 (Low= -
10.6~-35.9; Medium=36.0-50.9; High=51.0-100.5). Sowrce: Digest of Educatlon Statistics 1981 and VEDS 79-80
Preliminary Table 1104. )

Pgtate and local fmds as a percent of total vocational education funds (I.ow=61 1-86.0; Mediu .1-89.9;
High=00.0-93.7). Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Table 7.5. »

Cper capita expenditures per secondary vocational student (Low=$310-549; Mediun=$550—799, High=$800-1,850) .
Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Tables 7.5 and 1104. .

. dP!er capita expenditures per ocmpatlonally-specztflc secondary vocational students (Imv==$450-1 699, Med:um=
$1,700-2,609; High=$2,610-9,720). Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Tables 7.5 and 1204 .

esuccessful states are those states in. which the state provides 65 percent or more of all funds undér Section
110 for the liMited English speaking. Successful states are California, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Maine, Nevada,

New h1re, New York, Rennsylvanla, mode Island, Wisconsin, and Washington. ..

ERIC - oo IR B
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. TABLE 19 L,
L i o ‘
LEVEL OF TRAINING AND EXPERTENCE IN .
o LIMITED ENGLISH SPEAKING POPUYLATIONS BY
- : SUCCESSFULNESS OF STATES 'IN .
v . , LIMITED ENGLISH SPEAKING PROGRAMS

Level of Training Limited Ergllsh Speak:.ng Comm:.tment
and Experience . All Spaff ~  Success’ . Remaining

: ) : (percent) States States

) , . ) (percent) (percent) '
. . ‘ . . .
. Training and 11 14 /10
Experience .
Training Only 42 . ar 43
Experie;ce Only s . 11 14 -
No Training or *© % §. *:.486° o "31 - _ 38 .
" Experience - e ¢ G I /
A o / ' ‘ v (
TOTAL 100 -~ 100 5 100 °
- Number ) ~ [1795] [5181 =~ [1277]
. . . .
. \ - .
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-  “had responsibilities in the Priority areas 'that were examined

Ty

IM_P}.ICATIoNs . L -

—

What'does this, reanalysis indicate concerning the capacity
of state staff to prov1de\leader§h1p for the’ 1mp1ementation of . _
.federal priorities?. To the ekXtent that capagity was measured by

elf-reported tralning and experience, almost all.state staff who

appear to be_gnailfied. There were slight differences across the
various priority areas in terms of - employment, demographic char-
atteristics, and funding. The identification of certain trenﬁs
or patterns in staffing could possibly be used to describe not

. only what is (the current s1tuat10n), but also what needs to be,
for certain federal 1n1t1atqves to be implemented at the local
"level.. .

4 - * .
- /y) o, Sex Eguitg
The analysis of sthte efforts and success in the priority
areas) suggests that those states that were successful in sex
equity tended to.be high effort states on all the indicators. -
These states also tended to have more sex equity staff who .were
‘qualified by virtue of both training .and experience.

-

.

. A A high percentage of sex equity personngl in all states are
new hires% state agencies sought external training and experience
to supplement existing staff capacity. States will respond to

- federal initiatives if given a clear mandate to do so. The pro-
vigion in P.L. 94-482, which allocated funding for the sex equity

staff, may have influenced the hiring of new staff as' opposed to’, -

", the reasslgnment of currently employed staff. While the ghange

in staffing is evident ¥rom this data, howloften,does the federal
o government want to be. this prescr1pt1ve? Sh the fe : .
government mandate changes ih the composition of gstate t f&, or ’ ’
is that an act1vity more appropriately reserved for the states?
»The current trend in the role of the federal government is away
from prescriptive directives and toward greater latigude th
state and local governments. It is, unlikely that ledpBlat
funds for chang1ng the capabilities of state gtaffs w111 be a
popular strategy in the near future. =
N »

Dlsadvantaged - ?"4/ -
with

The grades seven through twelve enrollment in state
successful programs for the disadvantaged was high, as was the
funding per student enrolled in oc®upationally specific programs.
High progortlons of the priorlty area staffs were from large
cities where dlsadvantaged populations are concentrated. The ’ g
staffs' backgrounds seem to-be congruent with the population
being served. Such a matohing technique may be beneficial to the )
success of a pmogram since staff might have. a better base to ’

- + «:n.;', U ’ L
. - . /'52'
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understand the dimensions of the problems of the disadvantaged
student. The data presented here, however, do not address
whether matchlng staff characteristics to the populations served
enhances the quallty of vocatlonal educatlon program%. .

i‘. L ' Handlcapped

y : In successful states in programs for the handicapped, a high
percentage of funding was from state and local sources. For in-
dividuals with training. and expérience, a higher percentage of
staff members 'had doctorates than did the state staff as'a whole.
A number of staff with training and experlence related to the-
handicapped populatlon were hired prior to the 1976 Vocational
Education Amendments. Such a pattern indicates that factors
besides this 1eglslat10n were present in the determination of
stafflng requ1rements with regard to handicapped populations.

Economic Development

~ In the states whlch have been successful in economic devel-
opment activities, .the per capita funding for secondary total and
occupationally spec1f1c vocational education was low. There is a
certain face validity in this finding, in that those!states with
lowerllevehs of economic activity would seem most likely to try
to encourage more activity. The role vocational education plays
. in economic development should also be considered. In most
7z states vocational education is a resource and performs a_support
role. Economic development activities are initiated in other |,
state agenc1es£ég$;@g£;1y the Office of the Governor or the
Department of dnomic and Community Development. Training and
‘ experience in economic development appears to exist at all levels
‘of employment within the state agencies. ;

- - Limited Englishﬁﬁpeaking

-

A hlgher percentage of- 1nd1v1duals with tra1n1ng and exper- =
ience in this priority area have doctoral degrees than does the
staff as a whol Successful states had a high vocational educa-
tion per capita eéxpenditure when measured by secondary vocat10na1
education enrdllment. There were seven states that had no state
or federal funding for limited English speaking populatlons.

Such'a patfern may reflect that a small percentage of the state’
population needs swch a program. .

¢

Given the inherent lack .of precision in these data, these
conclusions must be tentative. Most of the differences in staff
,training and experiences that were found‘were in the expected
directions; however, most of these differences were not large.
The overall patterps suggest that the ’states_have the capacity ‘to
prov1de leadership for the implementatlon of programs to realize
federal priorities. When there is a clear mandate from the




-

/

federal government--such as the requirement to hire full-time S
, 'personnel to reduce sex stereotyping (P.L. 94-482 Sec. 104
(b) )--states will hire new staff if they are needed. State. staff
also are diverse with regard to,sex, racial/ethnic, and urban- '
rural backgrounds. The results presented do not reflect the .
stereotype of white males from agricultural backgrounds that is ,
_often attributed to vocational education administrators.

- s t

Obviously, many other factors besides the training and
experience of state staff influence whether or not federal pr1-
orities are carried out at the state and local level. The data )
analyzed for this paper suggest that when special knowledge or .
skills ‘are needéd states do seek them and that the individuals .
who are responsible for providing state leadership are qualified
by virtue of their training ‘and experience to do so.
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