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FQREWORD
or.
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many studies-of relevance to national policy ip vocational
education have been conducted. In thi's,.the fifth year of the
contract, data from several of these studies are being,assembled
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paper examines the training and experience of state vocational
education administrative staff and discusses the impact federAl
initiatives blve on the configuration of training and experience
of staff in the state vocational education agencies.
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The funds for this effort were provided bsY the Office of
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Executive Director
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Vbcational Mucation
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

One major function of state level administrative staff of
vocational education is to provide leaderthip and technical

s asdistance to local'personnel ill 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 government and the schools in which
programs and policies are actually implemented is the state
administrative staff. The purpose of this paper is to examine
the training 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-developments The findings in this paper
are based on self-reported data from .1,819 completed question-
naire:a by state vocational education staff in forty-seven.states
and are.tHe result of,a secondary analysis of that data. The
initial findingt are described in a report conip/eted at the
National Center for Retearch in Vocational Edu6ation en/titled A
Study of State Level Administration of Vocational Education (Ruff
1981).

- Seven concepts were developed for the secondary analysis of
the data: ,(1) level of eAployment, (2) area of responsibility,
131 length of emplOyMent, (4)-se1f-re5orted training and experi-
ence, (5) demographic,ohafacteristics, (6) state effort, and 17)
the identification of succes&ful states in the implementing of
programs in the five federal policy priority areas. The concepts
were used-to identify patterns br trends in staff-training and
'experience 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 enrollment and funding were used to supplement the
questionnaire.data4

The results are organized into three sections: (1) the
distribution of training and experience of state staff by various
categories -ihcluding.area of responsibility and lehgth of time
with the agency; (2) demographic characterin'tids of staff re-7
porting training and experience in each of (the priority areas-s

and (3) a comparison of successful states ih the'varimld priority
areas to the remaining states. 'Successful stateswere identified
using,two,tethaniques. Nominations of successful states in three
of the priority areas we;e obtained from National Center staff
who have workeeextensively 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
pk- the total funds spent on these priority areas were from state
hnd local funding sources.



0

a.

Some of the rveul.ts are as followst.

o "Indiviauals responsible for'sex equity, dieadvantaged,
and handicappel.programs reported a high level tif
training and experience. .

o Staff responsible for sex equity, disadvantaged, and
handicaPped are employed at the midnmanagement level'in
the organizational structure Of the state agency.

- 0
Seventy-seven percent of sex equity personnel were_hirea
in the last four years.

o '-A'higher percentage of staff members responsible for
handicapped programs were hired.in the five-y,ar.period

. prior to the passing of the 1976 Amendments (P.L. 94-482)
than in the five years since.passagef

o 'When compared to the composition'of the state staff assa
whole, there were higher percentages oi blacks,
yispanics, and other minorities with traknihg and
experiencg in each of the five prior,ity areas. These
percentages were greatest for respondents rep6rting
training and experience in programs for disadvaritaged and"
limited English speaking populations and ecOnomic
development.

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

o SucceSsful-states in sex equity activities had a higher
level of effort in vocational eduCat&on than did the
fifty states in general.

o Individuals responsible for sex equity in sUccessful
states reported a higher leVel of training and expdrience
than the individuals in the remaining states.

o .Staff Members responsible for programs.for'the dis-
advantaged in states with successtul,programs reported
themdelves as having a higher percentage of training and
experience ttjan staff members in other states.

o .States which e successful in.economic development
showed lower levels of,effort,ih vocatiohal education.

Seve2a1 conclusions and corresponding 'questions are raised
by these findinga. 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.,%

10
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However, how prescriptive should the federal government be? Is

it appropriate for the federal government -.to direct fun4ng to
the statesfor the specific purpose of hiring staff to address a
federal initiative? Or shouia decisions about the composition of
state staff more appropriately 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
.9f the populations being served. ,Does this have any influence on
the quali.Ey of the programs? Finally, vocational education playa,
a support.role in economic development' activities. Do staffs
within vocational education state agencies need to have economic
development expertise or fs that expertise pro3.7ided.by other
state agencies? The data presented in-this paper raise rather
than answer these questions concerning the appropriate, roles of
the federal and state government and the relatbd questions
concerning the ultimate impact that the'quality of state staff
has upon the polisy process.

What is evident from the data is thAt state, staff were
prepared to address federal policy initihtives by virtue of the
levels of training and experience reported in all five federal
policy priority areas. Further, the demographic dharacteristics
of state staff were varied and_dicinot reflect the stereotype of'
white males.from agriculture backgrounds that is often attributed
to vocational education administ:rators,

. .

.

re-



INTR6UCTION
%lb

Federal vocational education policies are implementeirat the
. ,.

, state and local levels of government. A primary federal rble in
vocational education is leadership for programimprovement
through legielation aftd related funding. Almost 'all vocational
education is delivered at the ocal level, and state agencies

/1facip.tate this process by p oviding leadership and technical
assistance to local educators. W13ile irocational eduoation can
only be as good as the schools 1.0-Which he programs are de-

.

livered, a crucial link between the federal goVernmeneand the
schools is the capabilities of state staflinftranslating federal
policy initiatives into programs and'policies for the schools. , .

The purpose of this paper is to examine the.capacity'of'the stte
staffs of vocational education agencies-to carry out federal ini--
tiative's.

This,paper,is 'bailed on the assumption th4 the background
and skills of state staff responsible for administering vocation-'
al education programs determine to a considerable degpee how new
initiatives are implemented. The staff of local agencies are
often too removed and too involved'with day-to-day problems to .be
responsive to new concerns arising at the national and,sometimes
state levels. The degree to which local personnel, acquire the
knowledge and, skills needed to deal with new federal priorities
'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 is, in part, depen-
dent on their own training and experience.

The 1976 Amendments (P.L. 94-482) to the Vbcational Educa-
tion Act of 1963 addr6ssed several federal priorities, including
overcoming sex stereotyping,.and providing Special services,
the disadvantaaed, the handicapped., andaiMitectEnaltgh_apxakkag.,:::,_.=
student populatigns. Federal dollars were.speciiically allocated
o these priorities. While the federal legislation specified

f ding, the implementation of programs directed to 'these priori-
ties rested with the-state and local vocational peribnnel in the
fifty states. Were state 'stifle prepared to provide leadership
for the implementation of these policies? Was the mix of train-
ing and experience for newly hired staff in these'areas diffeent
from the pfevious mixture bf training and experience required in
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 staielb

agency? Thgse are but a few of the questions that.c tb minB
When examining the impact of federal ipittatives in influencing .
the composition of staffs within state departments of vocational,
education.,

.;

./
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The 19dOs have brougheforth an additional initiative, the'
-push Bor economic development.. Some states have used vocation-
al education as a component of economic development for'sev4rt4,
years, and it has recently been promoted as a national priority.
Had this initiative affected the composition of state staffs.as
of the fall of 1980? What are the characteriatics of*the vo-
catighal education enterprise in stateS that are leaders in.
econ6mic development in terms of funding -and enrollments compared
to all the other states? How do their st'affs/differ in training
and experience? The dAta presented in the following pages pro-
vide a first look at these issues.

By reviewing information about state staff, it may be pos-
sible to det'ermine if staffing patterhs or areas of staff dxper-
tise have been changing (e.g., new hires for certain'positions
having different training or experience 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 configuration of professional.preparation of staff in the ,

state agencies.

Data Definitions'

-The data on state staff characteristics and backgroUWd were
taken from a mail survey of state vocational staff, Which in-
cluded state vocational directors,and assistant directors, pro-
gram area supervisors, coordinators, and program and functional
specialists. Th4Okurvey was conducted at the National Ceriter.in
iihefall of 1980 11114f 1981). The datal#601ftted of 1,819 com-
pribted questionnaire4?(81 perc nt resp000' *Ote) covering per-
solf* characteristic%and proessional#Yparation a0d experience
fioa,,4bcational in forty7seven participating*states. Ln

.thid;:dOta'the mead ement ck-the'capacity ot state staff was
baseebn self-reported training and previous experience, No
'iriformation :vas available for validating the accUracy of these
self-r9ports. e'

$ -
,

The'use of an existing data base provides speI problems
to the researcher. th this case,-parallel data on all five
priority areas were not available.. When asking staff abó pheir
primary areas of responsibility in their cuerent jobs, co1Imic
development and limited Engli speaking programs were not in-

/cluded invthe questionnaire. In developing the training and ex-
perience variable, data wer not available on prev,ious'training
about.handicaue4 populations: Fdr this priority area, data re-
ported on .theltraining and experience variable reflect only work
experience. /

.

00evenqobncepts developed fqr analyzing the data will.be
diOcuddeill next.



=-41X4-Levex-of Employment '

Respondents were As ed to indicate the position classifit-
catibn that best corres nded tostheir current position. For
this analysis these class'fications were combined into three
levevls. Senior level ad nifitrators included the chief adminis-
trator of vocational education and those administrators one or
two levels below the chief administrator. Middle leVel adminis-
trators included the admin strative headspf traditional.program
areas, such as home economi s or trade and industri11 education,
and the administrative head of stippport service areas duch as
evaluation managers or resea ch coordination unit directors. The
npecialist category included individuals who worked in either the
traditional program areas or n the 13upport service areas, but
who were not the administrati e head of that mogram or service
area.

A'Area of Responeibility

State staff were.asked to indicate the specialty"area that
Alest described their current position in the state agency. Three
of the priority areas under study were included in this listing
of aFeas of respondibilityi disadvantaged, handicapped, and sex
equity.

Length _of Employment'

,
Respondents were asked the number of years they had been

employed in"a vocatiopal education position in the etate agency.
New staff were defined'as respondents who bad been employed four
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.

Self-Reported Training and Experience

Training and experience in a specialty area were combined to
generateot,single measure of self-reported tralning and exper-
ience. Respondents were asked to report the number of years of
major work-experience in the five priority areas under.study.
Respondents reporting at le,ast one.year of experience, were
defined as having work experienc4. As a measure of training,
respondents wqA asked to rate the degree to which their degree
programs, seminars; workshops, and other training programs pro-
vided a background in four of t'he five prioritS, areas (the handl.-
capped populations category"was omitted). Respondentd reporting
either a mbderate or extensive background wete defined as having
otraining in thespecialty area. Wbrk experience and training
were combined.to generate a four-level Ateasure, ranging from no
reported background (neither training no'r work experience) to a

3
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.strong teckground ("both raining and work experience). The
analysis.was based on thp assumption that the quantity of
training and expeiience would.provide a surrogate indicator of
the,preparedness of the'staff to address federal Priorities.

Demograpihid,Characteristics.
0-

)
Five measures of demographic characteristics were examined:

age,,sex, ethnic background, highest level of education attain-
, ment, and--as aimeasure of urban/rural background--the size of'

donlmunity Where the respondents lived at the age of fourteen.,

State Effort
a^

Four indicators of thelevel,of state effort inwocational
education were developed.: (1) vCcational education enrollment as
a percent of the total secondaryi'enrollment, (2) state and local
funding for vocational edUcation as a percent of all vocational
funds, (3) per:capita expenditures perall secohdary Niocational
students, and (4) per capita expenditlies per students in occupa-

- tional+y specific secondary programs. These were calculated to
measure the level of,effort in each,state in secondary vocational
education. The data used for'this analysis were acquired from
the Nbcational Education Data System ('.7EDS)(National Center for
Educatiori Statistics 1582), the Digest of Education Statistics
.(Grant and.Eiden 1981), and Statistics of Publit Elementary arid
Secondary School Systems Fall 1T79 (McDowell and Price 1981).

Successful States

.States were categorized into two categories: (1) those
states that appeared succesSful in the priority areas, and (2)
the remaining states. Two strategies were employed to categorize
states. For disadvantaged and United English speaking priority
areas, states where 65 percent or more of the total funds spent
on these priority areas were from stkte 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 succesdful in terms of staffing,
funding, extent of activity, and/or evidence of success. The
staff who were asked to jlominate states had,extensive experience
and backgromad in these areas and were aware of current state
activities.'r

Related ReSearch

A literature review was conducted to.identify researdh
studies relevant)to the state administration of vocational
education. A computerized searbh was conducted usIllgOhio



State University Mechanize d Information Center facilities. The
aata bases reviewed included ResOurces in Education (RIE) and th'e
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.

A sUbstantial 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 pri-
marily focused on lbOal vocational administrators.

While the identified documents served a useful purpose
describing the type of research that had been done, the iden-
tified research was not related to'the research being conducted
for,this particular paper. Therefore, the data and the findings
in this policy paper mus.t,stand alone with rRspect to related
literature, with the exoeptibn of a previous paper using the same
data, A Study Of State Level Administration of Vocational
Education (Ru,ff l98k).

5



RESULTS
C1:1.

The results are organized into three sections. The first
section addresses,two basic descriptive questions: (1) How is
training and experience diatributed in each priority area? (2)

When was that training and experience acquired in the state
agency? The second section provided demographic Characteristics
of staff reporting both training and experience in each of the
priority areas. The final section compares tho6e states detined

as successful wits 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.

Distribution of Preparedness

The individuals responsible for,sex equity, disadvantaged,
and handicapped programs reported a high frequency of train,i.ng

.and experience in their areas. .P'tamost 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 7.). _Nearly two-fifths (38 percent),of tRe staffs working
in sex equity_and with the disadvantaged reported having both
training and experiencg»,In-all cases, experience,arone was a
more frequent preparation'Tbr the job than training only. The

data in table 1 stronglY suggest that the personnellresponsible
for implementation have the prerequisites necessary to address
federal initiatives in these areas by virtue of their training or

experience, T./ -

A majority of staff members responsible for sex equity,
disadvantaged, and handicapped programs 'were employed atkthe mid-

management level of the organizational 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 if: that period (table 3). This implies that
the expertise necessary to be a 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 equity.

\Z 6
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TABLE 1

LEVEL OF TRAINING AND WERIENCE BY AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY

Level of Training
and Experience

Area of Responsibility .

Sex Egu4ty Disadv4antaged Handicappeda

.

(percent) (percent) (percent)

Training ar1 Experience 38 42 NAe

Traini nly 7 2 NA

Experienbe Only 50 - 44 91

No Training or 5 12 9.

Experience

TOTAL 100 10O 100

Number [443 rg 23 'DS])

aData are not available on th,R,receipt of training by staff in
the area of the handicapped.

8 .1



TABLE 2

LENEL OF EMPLOYMENT BY AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY

Level of
All -

Area of Responsibilityb Staff with Training & Experience
Empi oymenta Sex Equity

(percent)
Disad-
vantaged
(percent)

Handi-
capped
(percent

Economic
Development
(perdent)

Limited English
Speaking
(percent) .(percent)

Senior Level 2 8 9 10 12
Administrator

Middle Level 46 82 60 57 45 46
Administrator

Specialist 45 16 32 45 42

TOTAL 100 1.00 100 100 100 100

NuMber [1813] [44] [53] [44] [625] [190]

aSenior level Administror includes
.

state directors and assistant statg directors.

Middle level. administiator includes administrative heads of traditional program service
areas.and heads of suppgxt service, areas.

Specialist indTpdes'individuals who work in traditiona1 program areas and individuals who
work in one of thd support service areas.

-

bArea of responsibility is defined As-the primary area of responsibility of the .
4

respondent's present position.

,
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TABLE 3

LENGTH OF EMPLOYMENT BY AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY

Tenure
.--6?--

All
Sex
(percent)

.Area of ResponsibiLity
Handicapped

. (percent)
Staff Equity Disadvantaged

(percent)Staff (percent)

0-4 Years 32 , 77 30 29

5-9 Yeafs 26 26 33

v

.18

10 Years or More 42 5 44 4. 38

TOTAL 100 100 100. 100

'0 Number [1808] . [44] [54] [45]

%.1



Btate'lltaff members addressing the needy of he.handicapped
-were a little more likely to have been'redruited in the five-year
period prior to the 1976 Amendments. Thirty-three pel.cent of the
handicapped program staff had been employed for five t.6 ten years
in the state agency'compared to 26 percent 'of the state staff as
a whole.(table 3). Data on,staff fesponsible for programs for
the disadvantaged show that there had been ho Particular time
period when staff memihers were recruited at a,rate'higher than
the staff as a, whole.

Table 4 presents the level of training and experience that
was reported by all,state agency staff bor 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 lower level.

, Table 4 also shows that...almost one-third of all staff had
training and experience in handicapped programs and economic
development, while on-lifth had training and experience in sex
equity and only one-tenth had baCkgrounds in limited English
speaking and disadvantaged programs. While it can be argued that
training and experience is only important for those respondents
who have'ultimate programmatic responsibility., if a familiarity
with the lieues is present throughout the state staff as a whole,
there could be'a natural baeis of support within the department
for policies relating to the priority area.

Demographic dharacieristiCs- of Si.aff
,

Table 5 through table 9 present.the demographic Character-
istics of state agency pefsonnel who reported both training and
experience in each of the five priority areas. Before discasing
the individual tables, some 'general observations describing the
similarities acrots all five areas are in .order.

Firstecompared,to the composition Of the state agency staff
,as a wbole, staff reporting training and eilierience in each of
the five priority areas included a higher Percentage of blacks,
Hispanice, and other minoritiee (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
i'gency staff as a'whOle was frdm a .m4ority group.

'The level of educational attainmen't was quite high for all

staff, and 85 percent reported obtaining master's degrees or
higher (table 8). The-staff members with training and experience
in sex equity, eCoriomic development, and limited English speaking,
reported even slightly mbre advanced degrees.

0.



TABLE 4
.:.

,LENGTH OF EMPLOYMENT
BY STAFF WITH TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE

er

Tenure of Staf,f with
Staff Sex Disad=

Equity vantaged
(percent) (percent)

TrAining and Experience
Handl- Economic Limited
cappeda Development Englisli
.(percent) (petcent) 8peaking I

(percent)

0-4 Years
-oleh

24b 11 1.521 . 31 11,

5-9 Years 16 9 34 28. 9

10 'or More 11 30 . 29 11
Years ,

All Staff 17c 10 32 - 29 11

aStaff with experience in thandicappedjDrograms; data on training.are
not available.

bThe percentage in.this cell ip interprete d. as follows:. 24 percent
of new staff members have both ,training and expertise in sex equity.

cThis is.the percentage of all. respondents Who have training and
experience in,eadh of the sUbstantive areas.

s
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'

When examining 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. l'hat percentage was greatest in the two priority areas
that serve the disadvantaged and the limited English speaking
populations, Wiiich are often,concentrated in large cities.

Sex Equity .-

Compared to the composition of the state agency stafeas a
whole, staff members with sex equity'trainin§ 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
(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).

Disadvantaged

Staff meMbers who reported a background in programs for the
disaavantaged, in comparison to state agency personnel as aWhole
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 oth'er minority groups (table 7); were' a little more
likely to have obtained education above the bachelor's degree
(tabre 8); and were much more likely to be from large cities
(table 9).

Handicapped

Staff with training and experience in handicapped issues were
sli/htly more likely'to be male (table 5), less likely to be
white (table 7), more likely to have a doctorate.or educational
specialist degree (table 8), and sli htly less likely to.be from
a rural community (table 9) when c ared to state agency 1-

personnel as a whcle.

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
fif'W-sfive years old (table 6)r more likely'to be black (table
7), more likely to have'a master's degree or highdr level of
education (table 8), wild were Slightly more likely to have re-
sided in a large city when fourteen years. old (table 9).

6

Limited English Speaking

When compared to all staff, state r4aff personnel with
training and experience in limited Eriglish speaking programs were
,more likely to be forty to fifty-five years old (table 6), were

23 s



Gender

4

MBIE 5 -

SEX BY STAFF WITH TRAIN= AND EXPERIENCE

All sex EguitY
Staff (percent)

Staff with Traininy and Exyerience
sadvantaged ,Handicappeda Ecionanic

(percent)' (percent) Develcipment
(percent)

Limited English
.sPeaking
(percent)

e

Female 28 39 26- 31 28

Mae 72 .61 .73 74 69 72

Tam 100 100 160 100 , 100- 100

timber . [1795] [312] . [179] [577] [523] [191]

aStaff with_experience only. Data 'ire not available'on the receipt of training by Staff in the area of the
handicapped.
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AGE BY SWF WITH TRAIN= AND EXPERIELCE

Nt , Staff with Training and Experience
Sex, Equity Disadvantaged Handicappeda .,Econanic Limited English

"gaff (percent) (percent) (percent) Development 4peaking
(-1:ereent) . (percent) , (percent) ,

Lhder J1.

31 to 40 years

40,to 55 pars

Over 55

. purAL t

Ember

5'

32

45
\

18

160

[1803] .

6

36

46

f
, 12

no

'[315]

3

31

51

'15

loo

[181]

,

/

,

6

31

47

)1.6

no
[579]

4

'32.

48

16

no

[24]

,

:

'r- 3

29

55

.13

1.00

[192]
(

aStaff with experience only. Data are not available on 'the receipt of training by staff in
handicapped.

'

area of the
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TAILE

ETHNIC BACXGRCUND BY STAFF WI' TH TRAINING PND EXPERIEICE

1.-

c

i

t

Ethnic ,

All 'Sex

'
Equity

(percent)

Staff with Training and EXperience
Lixnited Engliah

Speaking
(percent)

Background Disadvantaged
(percent)

Handicappeda
(percent)

Etc:conic

Develogrent
(percent)

Staff
(IWEent)

ihite

Black

Hispanic

'Other

TC/rAL

Number

91

6

1

2

100
.

[1799]

87

10

) 2

1

100

[315]

76

13

7

4

,.00

d.80]

86

9

4. 2

3

100
,

. [577]

83

12

2'

3

100

[524]

83

10
1

3

4

100
,

[191]

aStaff 7.1ith experience only. Data are not available on the receipt of training by.staff in the area of the

handicapped.
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TABLE 8

LEML CF EDUtATION BY STAR? WITH TRAINING AND EXPER1EME

1-
-..1

. Eduoation Level
All Sex jaguity

(percent)

Staff with Training and Egperience
Limited Efiglish

Speaking ,

(percent)

Disadvantaged
(percent)

Handicappeda
(percent)

Economic .

Develdpment
(ercent)-

Staff
(Taant)

/

Doctorate

Educational

Specialist

Master's

Bachelor's

Associate

High School

TOTAL

Nunber

14

5.

66

11

1

3

100

[1800f

15

7.

68

9.

1

. 0

:100

[315]

15

4,

68
,

11

0

2

---
100

[1,79]

17

6

.. 61

12

.1

, 100

[580].

16

6

--168

9

0

1
.-

100

[525]

22

7

60

8

.1

2

.100

[192]

aStaffcsith experience only. Data are not available on the receipt of training by staff in the area of the

handicapped.



TABLE 9

SrZi CF COMITY AIME SWF LIVED AT AGE FOIRrEEN BY STAFF WITH TRAINING AND EXPERIEirE

Size of
Carrrunity

Staff with Training and Experience
All Sex Equity rdmadvamtaged Handicappeda Economic . Limited Englidh
Staff (tercent) (percent) (percent) Developrent Speaking
(TeTEent) (pefcent) (peicent)

Under 2,500 33 29

2,500 to 25,000 32 '32s

25,001 to 100,000 17 18
,

Over 100,000 18 21

27 ,29 30 30
e

28 33 31 -27 ,

16 p 17 18. . 16
e

29 21 21 -27

Tam, ioo loo. loo loo loo 100

Number [1795j [314] [180] [576] [523] [191]
,

-

aStaff with experience only. Data are not available on the receipt of training by staff in the area of the
handicapped.
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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).

;..44

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. In this section an attempt is made to

,

relate state efforts in 'vocational education a d success in these
priority areas to patterns of state staffing.

Defining,effort and success is, of cour di Oult. The
approach taken in'this paper tp define effor onsis ed of cate-
goritzing states into high, medium, and low effort st tes on the
basis of four indicators: (l),enrollment in vocational education
as a percentage of:total enrollment iA grades seven through
tweive; (2) state and local lunda as a percentage of total voca,-
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
wasdefined, by the reputation the states had tor makipg 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.

The results in tableS'
percentages of states tbat
footnotes in those tables.
paper, the figures reflect
State staff.

Sex.iquity

Sex-equity succeSs states were more activb 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

10, 12, 14, 16 and 18 are based on
wefe categoriked as Indicated by the
Unlike the other tables in this

percent of states, not percent' of

415

*Occupationally specific program's at the secondary level are
defined.in'the Vocational Education Data System as "those pro- .

grams offered at or above grade eleven which purport tO impart
entry level job skills for a specific,gainful occupation."
(Golladay and WuIfSperg 1981, p. 16).

. 34
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a TABLE 10

LEVEL CF EFFORW BY SUCCESSFUL STATES IN 'SEX EQUITY PROGRAMS

Level
Enrollmant Levela

Effort All Sex Equity
States SucceSs

(percent) States
(percent)

State/Local Per Capita Expendituresc
Commitment of Fundab (Total Vocational Enrollment)

All ,. Sex Equity All Sex Bquity
Statias. ,SUccesa States Success .

(percent) States tw (percent) States

.. (percent) (percent)

Per Capita Expenditureda
(Occupationally Specific)

All Sex Equity
States Subcess

(peident) States
(percent)

High 58 26, - 28 58' 32 7 42 36 42

Medfull' 25 3Q 40 36 58 34 42

Low 17 36 32 8, 32 30 16,

TM:AL 100 100 ,160 100 100 . 100 .100 100

Number [12] [503 [5C0 [iZI [5.03 [120 [50] [12r

aPercentage of students in grades 7-12 enrolled in vocational education for sdhool year 1979-80 (Low=

10.6-35.9; Medium=36.0-50.9; High=51.0-100.5). Source: Digest 'of'Elucaticn Statistics 1981.and VE6S 79-80

Preliminary Table 1104.

bStath and lccal funds as a percent of total vocational education faida' (L6.=61.1-86.0; Medim=86.1-89.9f

High=90.0-93.7). Source: VEDS 79-801 Preliminary Table 7.5.

cEbr capita expenditure per secondary vccational student (Low$3L0-549; Mediump$550-799; High4800-1,850)..

Source: VEDS 79-80 preliminacyTables 7.5 ani 1104.

dPer capita expenditures per occupationally specific secondary vocational students (Low$450-1,699; Medium=

$1,700-2,609; High=$2,610-9,720). Source: vErs 79-80 Preliminary 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'equity reported a generally higher level
of t'raining and experience .than staff in the remaining states
(table 11). The percentage of sex equiti 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 repotted some level of
training or experience, six percent 'of the staff in the remaining
states Aported 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 fundb,' and--when measured by,occupationally
specific enrollment levels--had a high per capita expenditure for
vocational education (table 12).

v\

The data in'table 13 show that in prograthe fon disadvan-
taged populations, all states had about-12 percent-of staff with
no reported training or experience. ,The successful states, how-
ever, were more likely to have,staff with botht.training and ex-

. perience than the remaining states. The Eemaining states were
more,likely to have st4ff with experience only. Staffs with
responsibility for programs for the disadvantaged reported a
higher level of training and expeiience in states defined as
successful, which implies different hiring practices in the two
categories of states. .

Handicapped
,

Given that only five states were categorized as succedsful 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, howeverf that the successful states tended to
Commit more state and local funds to all secondary vocational
education, and that successful states were not states with low
enrollment levels (table 14). 4aff in the five nominated states
reported a higher level of experience than did staffs in the
remaining states (table 15).

,Economic Development

Active
1 states in economic developMent tended to show lower

levels of effort in vocational education (table 16). -States that\.

emphasized economic development may not have been financially
e7 45



TABLE 11

LgvEL OF TRAINING.AN6 EXPERIENCE OF
NDIVIDUALS RESPONSIBLE FOR SEX EQUITY

BY SUCCESSFULNESS,OF STATES.
4

Level of Training
and Experience

Sex
All.
Staff
(percent)

Equity Arsonnel
Success
States
(percent)

Training and 38 46
Experience.

Training Only 8

Experience Only 50* 46
1

No Training or 5 Q
Experience

Total

Number

100

[443

100

[133

Remaining
States
(percent),(

36

7

22 38



TABLE 12

LEVEL CF EFFORT BY SUOMMSFUL STATES TN DLSADVANENGED PROGpAMS (sEcrroallo E16)

Jo

Level
of Enrohnent Levela

, Elrfort All Success
States States
(percent) (percent)

State/Local
Cammitment of Fundab
All 4 Success
States

(percent) (percent)

Per Capita Expendituresc
(Total Vocational Enrollment)

States
(percent).

Success
States
(percent)

Per Capla Eipendituresd.
(Cccupationally Specific)
All , Success

States States

(percent) (perCent)

tigh

Medium

Low

Ki TOTAL
ca.)

'Number

29

40

32

100

[50

44

39

17
....,-

,

100
,

[160

, 26

39

36

100

[50] .

33
,

56

11

100

[18]

32 .

.1 36

32

100

[50

28 _

44

28

100

1.,18]

36tr,

34

30

100''

C503

50

28

25

100

D483

aPercentage of students in grades 7-12 enrolled invocational education for school year 1979-80 (Doior..
10.6-35.9; Medium=36.0-50.9; High=51.0-190.5): Source: Digest of F#ucatii Statistics 1981 and VEDS 79-80
Preliminary Tdble 1104.

bstdte and local funds as a percent of total vocational educatibh funds (Low=01.1-86.0; Medium=86.1-89.9';-
High=90.0-93.7)., Sburce: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary.Table 7.5.

cPer capita expenditure per secondary vocational studemt (Low=$310-549; Medium=$550-799; Highs$80071,850).
Source: VEDS 79-80 Prelimiriary Tables 7.5 and 1104.

Per capita expenditures per occupationally specific secondary vocational students (Lat./4450,-1,699; Medium=
-$1,700-2,609; High=$2,610-9,720). Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Tables 7.5,and 1204.

. .

eSuccessful States are those states (n=18) in 411,chthe state provided 65 percent or more of all funds under

Section 1101for 4isadvantaged populations. Successful states were Arkansas& California, COnnedticut, Florida,
Hawaii, Illinois;lauisianna, Maine, Maryland, Nevada, New Nbrk, Ohio, Cklahama, Rhode Island, Texas, Ultdh,
Washington and Wisconsin.
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STABLE 13

LEVEL OF TRAINING AND EXPERANCE OF
INDIVIDUALS RESPONSIBLE FOR DISADVANTAGED

POPULATION PROGRAMS BY SUCCESSFULNESS OF STATE

Level of Training Disadvantaged Personnel
Remaining
States
(percent)

and Experience All Staff
(percent)

Success
States'
(percent)

Training and .42 :50
Experience

Training Only 2 0 3

Experience Only. 44 39 ,47

No Training or 12 11 12

Experience

TbTAL 1,00 100 100

Ndmber [54 [18) [34]

.

41
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9 TABLE 14

LEVEL OF EFFORT BY SUCOCESSFUL STATES IN HANDICAPPED PROGRAMS (SECTION 110 Elands) -

Level
Enrollment Levela

Effort Pll ' Strcess
States States

(percent) (percent)

State/Local
Cannitment of Fundsb

All Success
States States

(percent) (percent)

Per Capita Expendituresc
tTotal Vocational Enrollment)

Pll Suooess
States States
(peromt) (percent)

Per Capita Expendituresd
(OccupationallY Specific)

All Suoaess_,

States States
(percent) (percent)

High 26 60 28 40

Medium 38 40 60 ,

Law 36 20 32, 0

TOTAL 100 100 100 100

Ntinber [50] [5] [5]

100

Deg

-40

40

20

100

[51

36

34

30

-[50]

20

40

46

100

[]

aPercentage of students in grades 7-12 enrolled in vocational ed14ation for school year 1979-80 (Low=
10.6-35.9; Medium=36.0-50.9; High=51.0-100.5). Source: Digest of Education Statistics 1981 and VEDS 79-80
Preliminary Table 1104.

bState and local funds as a percent of total vocational education funds (Low=61.1-86.0; Medium=86.1-89.9;
High=90.0-93.7). Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Table 7.5. 1,

crier capita expenditures per seoondary vocational student (Low=$310-549; Medium=$550-799; High=$800-1,650).

Source: VEDS 79-80'Preliminary Tables 7.5 and-1104. .

dPer capita expenditures per occupationally specific secondary vocational student (Lc:m=05(Y-1,699: Medimp
$1,700-2,609 High$2,610-9,720)., Source: VEL6 79-80 Preliminary Tables 7.5 and 1204. .

AI
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TABLE .15

WORK EXPERIENCE BY SUCCESSFULNESS OF
STATES IN PROGRAMS FOR THE HANDICAPPED

.

Level of Experience -Handicapped Activities
All,Staff Success Remaining
(percent) States States

(percent) lpercent)

Experience Only 32 37 31
4

No Experience -.68_ 63 69
_

TOTAL . 100 100 100

Number [1808] [246] C1562]

4 4

26



able to support vocational education 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 traditionally rank'low on educational
expenditures to emphasize economic development.

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

Limited Engliail Speaking,

Those states succeisful in "Programs for limited English
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.

St,affs within the successful states were'slightly more,
likely,to have bOth traintng and experience or to have experience
only (table 19), and 38 percent of the staff in the remaining
states had neither training nor experience compared to 31 percent
of staffs in successful states.

V



, TABLE' 16. ,

LEVEL CP EFFORT BY SUCCESSFUL SliTES IN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Levels
of

Ef16rt

State/Local
Enrollment Levela CcarmatMent

All
States
(percerit)

.26

Medium 38

Lae 36
to
co

'Ibtal 100

NUMber mg .

Per Capita Expenditureso
of FUndsb(Tbtal Vbcational Enrollment)

Per Capita EXpendituresa
Occupationally Specific)

Saccess
States
(percent)

A/1 ,

States-
(percent)

SUccess
States
(percent)

All - ,

Stateseu

(percent)

Leading
States,
(percent)

ALl
States
(percent)

Success
States
(percent)

22 28 22 32 33 36 -33

45 40 67 36 22 34 45

33 32 11 32 45 30 22

100 100 100 ,loo 100 -100

[9] [50L: , [9], [503 [9] [503

aPerbentage of students in grades 7-12 enrolled in vocational education Bor school year

10.6-35.9; Medium=36.0-50.9; Bigh=51.0-100.5). Source: Digest of Education Statistics

Preliminary Table 1104.

bState and local funds as a percent Of total vocational educatidn funds iLow=61.1-86.0;*

Bigh=90.0-93.7). Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Table 7.5.

1979-80 (Low=
1981 and VEUS 79-80

MediuM=86.1-89.9;

cPer capita expenditures per secondary vocational student (Low$310-549; Medium=$550-779; Bigh=$800-1,850).
*Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Tables 7.5 and 1104. 4.0

dper capitaataxpendit'ures per occupationally specific seoondary vocational student (LowT$450-1,699; Medium=
$1,700-2,609; Bigh=12,610-9,720). Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Tables 7.5 and 1204.

4-7
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TABLE 17

LEVEL OF TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE IN.
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT BY SUCCESSFuLNESS OF

STATES IN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT:

Level of Training -Economic Development Activity
and Experience All

Staff
(percent)

Success
States
(percent)

Remaining
States
(percent)

Training and 29 -7-- 23 30.
Experience'

Training bnly 29. 37 28

Experienbe Only 8 8 7

No Training or 34 "' 32 354
Experience/

.TOTAL 100 100 100

-Number. £1798) [316) [1482)

e.

4

29



Level
of

Effort

TABLE 18

LEVEL CF EFFORT BY SUCCESSFVL STATES IN LIMITEDENGLISH SPEAKING PROGRAMS (SECTION 110 Funds)"

State/Local
Enrollment Levela Ccamitment of Fundib

All Success All Success
States States States States
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)

Per Capita Expendituresc
(Total VOcational Enrollment)

Per Capita Expendituresd-
(Occupationally Specific)

All Success All Success
States sates States States

(percent) (percent) (percent) J (percent)

High-

Medium

Low

Tom

Ntmber

26 33

38

36

100

C5CO

50

17

100:

[12]

32

100,

.42

33

25

[ al 11

11.

32* '50 34 42

36 25 34 25

32 25 32 33-

100 , 100 100 100

[5 01 [12] [5 0] [1

aPercentage of students in grades 7-12 enrolled in vocational education for schoca year 1979c80 (Low
10.6-35.9; MediumF36.0-50.9; High=51.0-100.5). Source: rigest of Education Statistics 1981 and VEDS 79-80
Preliminary Table 1104.

bState and local funds as a percent of total vocational edubation funds (Low=61.1-86.0; Medi
Hi9h=90.0-93.7). Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Teble 7.5.

.1-89.9;

cPer capita expenditures per secondary vocational student (Low=$310-549; Medium4550-799; High=$800-11850).
Source: VEDS 79-80 Preliminary Tables 7.5 and 1104.

"4

dPer capita expenditures per occupationally-specific secondary vocational students (Low=$450-1,6991 Medium=
$1,700-2,609; Higt42,610-9,720). Source: VEDS 79-80 Prelindnary Tables 7.5 and 1204.

eSuccessful states are those states in Which the state provides 65 Element or more of all funds Under Section

llfo r the likted English speaking. Successful states are California, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Maine, Nevada,

Neg Hehire, blc44 York, lennsylvania, Rhode Island, Wisconsin, and Wadhington.
/
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,TABLE 19

LEVEL OF TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE IN
LIMITED ENGLISH SPEAKING POPULATIONS BY

SUCCESSFULNESS OF STATES IN
LIMITED ENGLISH SPEAKING PROGRAMS

Level of Training
and Experience .

Limited English Speaking Cbmmitment
All Staff Success' Remaining
(percent) States 1 States

Training and
Experience

11

Training Only 42

Experience Only 0, ,11

No Tiaining or -.4, 'f-436'-
.

'Experience
.t,.

.

,

TOTAL, 100
--

Number [1795)

(percent) (percent)
.

,14.

..

, 41

lO

43

14 9

411
-3.1 38,

,

N
100 ,

100

E518] [1277]
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Nhat doesthia reanalysis indicate concerning the capacity
of state staff"to provide leadership for the implementation of
f eral priorities?. To the eXtent tjlat camity was measured by
e f-reported training and experience, almost all state staff who

-had responsibilities in the prioritY areas'that were examined
appear to be_guatified. There were slight differences across the
various priority areas in terms of-employment, demographic dhar-
aäteristics, and funding. The identification.of certain tr6nas
or patterns in staffing could'possibly be used to describe not
only what is (the current situation), but also what needs to be,
for certain federal initiatives o be implemented at the local
level.,

4 * w

c)2

,

Sex EquN
. .

. .

The analysis of stikte 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.

--i A high pprcentage of sex equity personnel in kl states are
neW hireas state agencies sought external training and lexperience_
to supplement existing staff capacity. States will respond to
federal initiativeb if given a clear mandate to do so. The pro-
vision in P.L. 94-482, Uhich allocated funding for the sex equity
staffe may have influenced the hiring of new staff as'opposed to',

, the readsignment pf currently employed staff. While,the ghange
in staffing is evident 'from this data, howiltIgidoeS the federal
government _want to be. this prescriptive? Sh the le
government mandate changes ih th'e composition ofptate t , oi
is that an actiVity more appropriately reserved for the states?
)The current trend in the role of the federal government ia away
from prescriptive directives and toward greater lati u e Aar

10state and lod'al gOvernments. It is.unlikely that le latag
funds for dhanging the capabilities of sitate staffs will be a,
popular strategy in the near future.

Disadvantaged

The grade's seven through twelve enrollment in states with
successful programa for the disadvantaged was high, as was the y

funding per Student enrolled in ocNipationally specific programs.
High proportions-of the priority area staffs wer,e from\large
gities where disadvantaged.populations are concentrated. The
staIfs' backgrourvls Seem to,be congruent with the population
being served. Sudh a matching technique gay be beneficial tc5 the
success of a ;program since staff might have a better base to

33
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understand the dimensions of the problems of the disadvantaged
student. The dat'a presented here, hdwever, do -not address
whether matching staff characteristics to t.he populations served
enhances'the quality of vocational educatiOn programs.

Handicapped

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 experience, a higher percentage of
staff members-had doctorates than did the state staff as a whole.
A numbe-r of staff with training and experience related to the,
handicapped popUlation .v.ere hired prior to the 1976 Vocational
Education Amendments. Such a pattern indicates that factors
-besides this legislation were present in the determination of
staffing requireMents with regard to handicapped populations.

Economic Development

In the states whiab have been successful in economic devel-
opment activities, .the per aapita funding for secondary total and
occupationally specific vocational education was low. There is a
certain face validity in this finding, in that thoselstates with
lower.levets 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
states vocational education is a reSource and performs a,support
role. Economic development activities are initiated in Other .

state 'agencies p in rily the Office of the Governor or the
Department of Eiomic and Community Development. Training and
experience in economic development appears to exist at all levels
of employment within the state agencies.

Limited English tpeaking
-

A higher percentage of.individuals with training and exper-
ience in 'this priority area have doctoral degrees.than does the
staff as a wh011e Successful,states had a high vocational eduaa-
tion per capita expenditure when measured by secondary voaational

education enralment. There were seven states that had no state
or federal funding for limited English speaking populations.
Such'a pat,i,ekn may reflect that a small percentage of the state
population needs such a program.

Given the inherent lack of precision in theSe data, these
conclusions must be tentative. ftst 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 patteups suggest'thát theestates have the capacity to
provide leadership for the implementation of programs to realize

federal priorities. When there is a clear Mandate from the



federal governmentsuch as the requirement to hire full-time
'personnel to reduce sex stereotyping (P.L. 94-482 Sec. 104
(b))--states will hire nevi staff if they are needed. State,staff

.o also are diverse with regard to,sex, racial/ethnic, and urban-
rural backgrounds. The resurts presented do not reflect the
stereotype of white males from agricultural backgrounds that is ,

often attributed to vocational education administrators.

Obiriously, many other factore besides the training end
experience of state staff influence whether or.not federal prl-
orities are carrifed out at the state and local level. The data
analyzed for this paper suggest that when special knowledge or
skills-are needed states do seek them and that the individuals
who are responsible for providing state leadershile) are qualified
by virtue of their training.and experience to do so.
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