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Highlights

This report presents the findings from a January 1988 survey on State
policies concerning vocational education, and is designed for Federal and
State officials and others requiring technical information on State policies.
The survey also is part of a larger congressionally mandated study, and will
be discussed in that context in reports from the National Assessment of
Vocational Education (NAVE). NAVE commissioned this study and its
staff members participated in the design and analysis of the survey.

All cfuestions referred to State policies in program year (PY) 1986-87.
Many of the questions were based on categories contained in the Carl D.
Perkins Vocational Education Act, Public Law 98-524 (referred to as
Perkins categories in this report). The Act directs that funds in the basic
State grant programs be distributed in the following proportions:

Part A Handicapped individuals (10 percent),
Disadvantaged individuals (22 percent),
Adults in need of traLling or retraining (12 percent),
Single parents or homemakers (8.5 percent),
Participants in programs to eliminate sex bias and stereotyping
(3.5 percent),
Criminal offenders in correctional institutions (1 percent),

Part B And 25 categories of program improvement, innovation, aid
expansion (43 percent).*

Among the key findings are:

i In those Perkins categories where States were given discretion over-
funding allocation methods, competition was used most often. In
general, the States using competition also distributed the most
funds.

*States may subtract up to 7 percsent of the funds for State administrative costs. The proportions here sum
to 100 percent, and apply to the amount remaining after that subtraction is made.

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement NCES 89 420
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The funds allocated to postsecondary education varied by State and
by category. Within each Perkins category, at least one State
allocated no funds to postsecondary education while another State
allocated all funds. The mean percentage per State allocated to
postsecondary education ranged from 23 percent for Handicapped
to 72 percent forAdults.

Half the States first split funds for Disadvantaged into separate
pools for secondary and postsecondary education before applying
the intrastate formula specified in the Perkins Act. These States
allocated a greater percentage of Disadvantaged funds to
postsecondary education than States that did not make a prior
division. The difference in funding for postsecondary education
diminished when all Perkins categories were combined.

State programs were characterized by strong regional differences,
with the Central region and the West showing strong similarities,
but different from the Northeast and Southeast.

Almost all States (86 percent) examined course content as a method
of quality control of local vocational education programs, and most
set minimum hours of instruction and minimum sequences of
courses. Few States changed their policies between 1982-83 and
1986-87.
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Introduction

In vocational education, students are offered a wide variety of programs.
In some programs, training is offered toward specific occupations (such as
automotive mechanics and carpentry), while in others, the training involves
more general labor market skills (e.g., typing and business mathematics) or
skills not directly targeted for the paid labor market (consumer and home
economics). With such a broad range of course offerings, nearly all
secondary students (97 percent) take at least one course in vocational
education.1

Federal policy allows States considerable discretion in administering
Federal vocational education funds, while setting some controls on the types
of students and areas served and on the quality of the programs offered.
The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act (Public Law 98-524)
established basic State grant programs as the primary Federal method for
funding vocational education. States may subtract up to 7 percent of the
funds for State-level administrative costs, and the remainder is split in the
following manner: Title II, Part A, allocates 57 percent among six specific
target groups, and Title II, Part B, allocates 43 percent to 25 categories of
program improvement, innovation, and expansion. Not counting the funds
subtracted for administrative costs, the funds are distributed in the
following proportions:

a Handicapped individuals (10 percent),
Disadvantaged individuals (22 percent),

a Adults in need of training or retraining (12 percent),
a Single parents or homemakers (8.5 percent),

Participants in programs to eliminate sex bias and stereotyping
(3.5 percent),
Criminal offenders in correctional institutions (1 percent),
And 25 categories of program improvement, innovation, and
expansion (43 percent).

For two of these Perkins categories (Handicapped and Disadvantaged), the
Perkins Act also specifies an intrastate formula to be used by the States in
allocating Federal funds. For the remaining categories, allocation methods
are left to the States' discretion. Even for the categories of Handicapped
and Disadvantaged, however, considerable discretion is left to the States.
For example, States are not told how to allocate funds between secondary
and postsecondary education.

The Perkins Act also mandates that the U.S. Department of Education
conduct a national assessment of vocational education to describe and
evaluate vocational education. In response, the Department of Education
created the National Assessment of Vocational Education (NAVE) to
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conduct independent studies and analysis, with a final report to be
submitted to Congress in January 1989. As one component of that larger
study, NAVE requested this survey on the State administration of
vocational education, w. ,ch focuses on States' methods of allocating
Federal funus, on State funding of vocational education, and on State
standards to establish quality control within vocational education. This
survey was performed in January 1988 under contract by Westat, Inc., for
the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), U.S. Department of
Education, through its Fast Response Survey System (FRSS).3

Special efforts were made in this survey to accommodate the diversity of
definitions and approaches used among the States. Questions were phrased
in order to maximize States' ability to answer consistently, and considerable
followup telephone interviewing was used to verify and further understand
State responses. Extra footnotes have been included to help explain the
degree of variation found in some responses.

In this report, survey findings are presented as national totals and by the
following cross-classification factors.

Region: Northeast (12 States), Central (12 States), Southeast
(12 States), West (15 States).

There were marked differer:oes among regions in how States assigned
authority to administer Federal funds. The most common method, and the
only method used in the Northeast and Southeast, was to assign authority to
the State education board. Separate vocational education boards were
found only in the Central and West regions, and State boards other than
State boards of education and separate vocational education boards were
found only in the West. This designation of authority was considered
important because it affects the degree to which postsecondary education is
involved in the allocation of Federal funds. A measure of the type of board
designated was considered as an additional cross-classification factor, but
the same relationships found for this measure were also found (more
strongly) for region.

Number of units added to high school graduation requirements
since 1980: 1 or less (11 States), 2-3 (17 States), more than 3
(13 States), not classifiable (10 States).

As a pr.xy measure of the recent reform efforts aimed at strengthening
high school graduation , .-.):_luirements, this survey used the number of units
that States have added to their graduation requirements from 1980-87.4
Reforms might be hypothesized to have two different, and somewhat
contradictory, effects. To the extent that States are strengthening
requirements overall, they might also strengthen requirements specifically
for vocational education. On the other hand, increased requirements for
core academic courses may make it more difficult for students to also take
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vocational education courses. Thus, administrators may try to compensate
by lowering vocational education requirements, either for individual courses
or for required sequences of courses.

Total units required for high school graduation: less than 20
(16 States), 20 (14 States), more than 20 (19 States), no State
standard (2 States; cropped from analysis).

Since some States had high graduation requirements in 1980 and others had
relatively low requirements in 1987 even after recent increases, an
additional measure was the total units required for high school graduation
in 1987.5 This provides a separate measure of States' tendency to set
tougher graduation requirements, and also helps to identify those States
where high graduation requirements may interfere with students' ability to
take vocational education.

Secondary enrollment: less than 100,000 (16 States), 100,000-
249,999 (19 States), 250,000 or more (16 States).

States' secondary enrollment was used as an indirect measure of the size of
vocational education programs, since reliable vocational education
enrollments are not available for all States. State size may affect States'
resources for vocational education.

Per pupil expenditures: less than $3,000 (16 Stites), $3,000-3,999
(24 States), $4,000 or more (11 States).

State per pupil expenditures in public elementary and secondary schools
also provide a measure of States' resources for vocational education, but
with the resources measured on a per pupil basis rather than as a total for
the State. Per pupil resources may be high if a State has relatively high
resources (e.g., a high per capita income, or a high tax rate), or if a State
devotes proportionally more of its budget to education than most other
States.

An additional measure often used in the analysis was the State-by-State
Federal fiscal year (FY) 1987 appropriations for basic State grants for
vocational education. In combination with the federally specified
percentage allocations for each Perkins category, this measure allowed an
estimation of the total Federal dollars affected by variations in State
policies. The use of this measure is discussed in more detail in the general
text.

To maintain consistency, all questions on the questionnaire referred to the
time period 1986-87. (One question to measure changes covered the period
1982-83 to 1986-87.) However, the Perkins Act allows States to spend
Federal funds for any single Federal fiscal year over a 27-month period; to
avoid the complications resulting from such an extended period and from
the overlap of 1 year with another, States were asked to base their answers
on their own program year (PY) 1986-87.



When examining subgroups of States, small differences in percentages
should not be considered substantively important. For example, with only
12 States in the Northeast, a shift by one State would result in a change of
8 percent. In this report, differences are discussed in the text only when
relatively large. In a further effort to avoid trivial comparisons, the report
generally emphasizes results that were consistent across all Perkins
categories rather than focusing on individual comparisons.

4
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Survey Findings

Use of Federal
Allocations

The Use of Multiple
Allocation Methods
Within Perkins
Categories

Until 1985, Federal regulations prescribed that each State develop a
formula for the allocation of funds within the basic grant for vocational
education. In 1985, the Perkins Act specified an intrastate formula for the
categories of the Handicapped and Disadvantaged (together composing one-
third of the basic grant funds), while States were allowed discretion on the
other five categories. In this survey, States were asked which of three
methods (formula, competition, or other discretionary means) they used for
program year (PY) 1986-87 to allocate funds for each of the five categories
other than Handicapped and Disadvantaged. If they used a mixture of
methods within any one Perkins category, they were asked to list all of the
methods in order, based on the amount of funds allocated through each
mechanism.

States responded to the Perkins Act by adopting a variety of funding
mechanisms for allocating funds. The most typical arrangement was for
States to use only one allocation method per Perkins category but in some
cases, individual States used a mixture of allocation methods even for
allocating funds within a single Perkins category. Program improvement was
the area where multiple allocation methods were most likely--51 percent of
States used more than one method for allocating funds for Program
improvement at the secondary level (table 1), amounting to a mean of 1.7
methods used per State (means not shown in tables). In contrast,
Corrections was the least likely to get multiple allocation methods, with
10 percent of States using multiple methods for postsecondary Corrections .°

The number of methods used also depended on several State
characteristics. Regional differences were fairly strong among States, with
the West and Central regions more likely to use only a single method. And
States with large increases in high school graduation requirements were
more likely to use only a single allocation method.

Because most States used only a single allocation method within any
individual Perkins category, this analysis will generally focus on those
methods States identified as their primary allocation method (based on the
number of dollars allocated) within each Perkins category.

5



The Use of Multiple
Allocation Methods
Across Perkins
Categories

The Most Frequently
Used Allocation
Method

Dollars Allocated
Through the Three
Allocation Methods

While most States used ..., single allocation method within individual Perkins
categories, they tended to use different methods for different Perkins
categories. A majority (55 percent) used more than one method across
Perkins categories for secondary vocational education, and 68 percent used
multiple methods for postsecondary vocational education (figure 1) Y

Several patterns were evident among the States. Regional differences were
strong at the postsecondary level, with States in the West and the Central
region more likely to use the same primary allocation method across all
Perkins categories. Other patterns also occurred. Large and medium-sized
States (based on secondary enrollment) were more likely to use multiple
methods across Perkins categories than small States (67-68 percent vs.
27 percent at the secondary level, and 87-89 percent vs. 25 percent at the
postsecondary level). At the postsecondary level, States with high funding
per student were less likely to use multiple methods than those with lower
funding levels (45 percent vs. 69-78 percent).

Competition clearly stood out as being the most frequently used method for
allocating funds--for every Perkins category at the secondary level, and for
every Perkins category except Adults at the postsecondary level (tables 2-6).
For the categories of Single parents/homemakers and Sex equity/sex bias,
competition was listed as the primary allocation method by at least two-
thirds of the States. Among the remaining Perkins categories, it was
generally the primary allocation method of about half the States.

At the secondary level, competition tended to be used most by States in the
West and used least by those in the Southeast, though there were exceptions
in some Perkins categories. Competition was used less often as the primary
method in large States than in small States. Large States, however, were
somewhat more likely to use multiple allocation methods within each
category, and thus they may still have used competition to allocate a large
portion of their funds. Finally, at the secondary level, competition was used
more often by States that had increased their graduation requirements by
more than 3 units than by the remaining States.

While competition was used by the most States, it was not necessarily the
method used for distributing the most funds. As noted, the large States
were less likely than other States to use competition as their primary
method; competition still remained generally the most common allocation
mechanism, but large States showed an increased tendency to use formulas.
Since Federal appropriations are based largely on State population (and per
capita income), the large States also allocate a substantial amount of
Federal funds. This suggests that the relative importance of formulas
versus competition and other discretionary means was different when
measured by the amount of funds allocated.

This survey did not directly ascertain the amount of money allocated by
each State, or by each allocation method. However, the amounts of the
1987 Federal allocations for each State are known from the Federal budget.

6
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By assuming that States deducted the maximum of 7 percent for State
admLiistrative purposes, the amount of State funds for each Perkins
category can be estimated. (The estimates are not exact because States are
allowed 27 months to distribute funds for any given Federal fiscal year; a
State's program year will thus include some funds that were "rolled over"
from previous years and exclude some funds to Le used in later years.)
Further, the questionnaire asked States to indicate the percentage allocated
to postsecondary education within each Perkins category, and the
remainder can be assumed to have been spent on secondary education.
(Some States did distribute funds through an "other" category--generally for
Corrections- -but this should not seriously affect the reliability of the
estimates.) Thus, reliable estimates of State allocations can be obtained for
each Perkins category and broken down by secondary/postsecondary level.
Estimating the amount of funds distributed through each allocation method
is more difficult. However, since States tended to US3 only one allocation
method per Perkins category, the assumption that all funds were allocated
through the primary allocation method can be used to provide a rough
estimate.

By this measure, it appears that the percentage of funds distributed by
formula considerably exceeded the percentage of States using formulas,
making formulas the primary allocation method used in some categories
(based on total dollars). In the cases of Program improvement at the
secondary level and Adults at the postsecondary level, most funds were
distributed by States whose primary allocation method was by formula
(55 percent and 74 percent). In only one case (Corrections at the secondary
level) was the proportion of funds distributed by States using formulas
(2 percent) lower than the proportion of States (10 percent); most funds for
Corrections at the secondary level were distributed by other discretionary
means.

Across all five of these Perkins categori?s where States have discretion over
the allocation method, an estimated 50 percent of funds were distributed
primarily by formulas, while 38 percent were distributed primarily by
competition, and 13 percent by other discretionary means (not shown in
tables). If Handicapped and Disadvantaged are included (which are
required to be distributed by formula, and which constitute 32 percent of
the funds distributed), then abcut 66 percent were primarily distributed by
formulas, 25 percent by competition, and 9 percent by other discretionary
means.

8

VII.MCK.



State Controls on
the Allocation of
Federal Funds

States have other methods of providing controls on tie use of Federal
funds besides the approval or disapproval of funds. To provide a partial
measure of these methods, States were asked whether they used two
particular control options: specifying maximum dollar amounts or a
maximum number of years for any one continuing project. Some States had
difficulties in answering these questions. For example, one State set dollar
maximums, but set maximums for subcategories rather than for an entire
Perkins category. The same State also set maximums for individual
programs within Program improvement, yet no overall maximum existed
because recipients could have any number of programs. Despite these
difficulties in measurement, it was clear that dollar maximums were not
widely used as a formal limit on award amounts- -only 12 States made any
use of them as defined by the questionnaire (not shown in tables). The
setting of a maximum number of years was more common (33 States), and
may be somewhat understated, since there are Federal requ:lements on a
maximum number of years for some areas in Program improvement.g
Generally, the number of States with maximums was much smaller within
any particular Perkins category, ranging from 0 to 9 States setting maximum
dollar amounts, and from 13 to 30 States setting a maximum number of
years (figure 2).

Figure 2.--Number of States setting maximums on dollar
amount of award or on number of years for any
one continuing project

Perkins
category

Adults

Single parents

Sex equity

Corrections

Program
improvement

0 2 4 6 8 10

Number of States
setting dollar limits

21 RE Postsecondary

el Secondary

9

30

5 10 15 20 25 30
Number of States
setting time limits



Allocations
Between
Secondary and
Postsecondary
Education
The Concentration
of Funds at a Single
Level

Definitions used in data collection were fairly specific, and many States still
had controls available in these areas even if they did not have prespecified
limits of the type mentioned in the questionnaire. For example, some
States commented that they used their own review processes to lower the
award amounts from those requested, or that they provided potential
recipients with information about the funding available. Also, several States
commented that the use of a formula to allocate funds in effect also
provides a dollar maximum. However, for this survey States were only
counted as having dollar maximums if they used formal mechanisms to
override the award amounts that might normally occur through formulas or
other allocation methods. An example is some States' use of maximums to
achieve a greater geographical distribution of the funds, and prevent the
funds from going to just a few metropolitan areas. The two specific
methods of control discussed in the questionnaire were not meant to be an
exhaustive list of the formal and informal controls available to the States.

States were asked what percentage of funds were allocated to
postsecondary education within each of the seven Perkins categories .9
Usually funds were split between both the secondary and postsecondary
levels, but in every Perkins category there was at least one State that
allocated no funds at the postsecondary level and at least one State that
allocated all of its funds at the postsecondary level.10 This concentration of
funds was most pronounced for Corrections, where only 45 percent divided
funds between at least two levels (table 7). Of the remaining 55 percent,
35 percent distributed funds only at the postsecondary level, and 20 percent
distributed funds either at the secondary level or in a third category that
was neither secondary nor postsecondary (not shown in tables). On the
other hand, for three Perkins categories, 90 percent or more of the States
showed funding at both the secondary and postsecondary levels
(Disadvantaged, Sex equity /sex bias, and Program improvement).

There were some regional differences in the tendency to split funds
between levels, though they were less strong than the regional differences
for other items: the Central region was either the most likely or among the
most likely to split funds in every Perkins category. Also, large States were
roughly at or above the overall average tendency to split funds in every
category, while small States were at or below the overall average in every
category.
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Mean Allocation to More information about the allocation of funds to postsecondary education
Postsecondary can be obtained by examining the mean allocations among the States for
Education each Perkins category. For three categories, States typically spent most of

the funds at the postsecondary level: Adults and Single parents/homemakers
received the highest postsecondary allocations (with mean allocations of
72 and 70 percent), while for Corrections the mean was 57 percent (table 8).
Sex equity/sex bias was almost evenly split between the secondary and
postsecondary levels (with a mean allocation of 46 percent to the
postsecondary level). For the remaining categories, funds were typically
spent at the secondary level. The mean postsecondary allocation for
Program improvement was 37 percent, the mean for Disadvantaged was
30 percent, and the mean for Handicapped was 23 percent.

Strong regional differences appeared in the allocation to postsecondary
education. States in the Northeast and Southeast were quite similar in their
allocations to postsecondary education, while, except for Single
parents/homemakers and Corrections, States in the Central region and the
West were generally similar to each other but higher than the Northeast
and Southeast (figure 3). Further, the four Perkins categories in which
these relationships are the strongest (Handicapped, Disadvantaged, Adults,

Figure 3.---Percentage allocated to postsecondary education
within each Perkins category, by region
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The Structure for
Making Secondary
and Postsecondary
Allocations

and Program improvement) make up 87 percent of Federal funds. These
results repeat the finding that States in the Central region and the West
often appear qualitatively different in their approach to vocational
education than those in the Northeast and Southeast.

It is possible to calculate the percentage allocated to postsecondary
education across all Perkins categories by multiplying the postsecondary
allocations within each category by the percentages specified in the Perkins
Act. By this measure, the postsecondary allocation ranged from 8 percent
in Mississippi to 100 percent in New Mexico (table B-1), with a mean
allocation across States of 42 percent (not shown in tables). Regional
variations still were strong when using this overall measure. States in the
West and the Central region showed higher mean allocations to post-
secondary vocational education (57 percent and 50 percent) than those in
the Northeast and Southeast (30 percent and 28 percent).

The mean allocation among the States is not the only measure of
postsecondary allocations. An alternative is to sum the dollar allocations
across the States, and then calculate percentage distributions based on
those totals. This measure is especially valuable if large States allocated
funds in a different manner than small States, since 64 percent of the
Federal appropriations were received by the large States (not shown in
tables). Generally, however, almost the same results were produced when
this alternative method was used (table 8). The exceptions were for Adults
and Single parents/homemakers--63 percent of all Federal funds for Adults
and 62 percent of all Federal funds for Single parents/homemakers were
allocated to postsecondary education, as compared with means per State of
72 percent and 70 percent. For these categories, there was a strong
relationship between State size and the allocations to postsecondary
education: the mean allocation by large States was 57-60 percent, while the
mean allocations by medium-sized and small States ranged from 73 to
80 percent.

As noted earlier, the distribution of funds between secondary and
postsecondary vocational education is a major issue. Federal policy has
been to allow a great amount of State discretion, and has not specifically
addressed postsecondary education. In the Perkins Act, no specific
requirement was stated for postsecondary education, though seine
categories (Adults, Single parents/homemakers, and Corrections) tend to be
associated with postsecondary education. In the absence of explicit Federal
directions, States allocated a substantial portion of Federal funds for
postsecondary education, and the mean allocation per State was 23 percent
or higher in every Perkins category. There was substantial variation both
among the States (for each Perkins category, at least one State allocated all
funds at the postsecondary level while another State allocated no funds at
that level) and among the Perkins categories.

Depending on the State and the Perkins category, the allocation between
the secondary and postsecondary levels may be either a conscious choice or
a by-product of other funding decisions. In some cases, States' lack of

12
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knowledge about the amount of funds allocated to postsecondary education
indicates that no specific percentage target was set (or enforced).11 For
example, some States indicated in telephone interviews that they did not
know the amount of funding going to postsecondary education, and that
they performed separate calculations to provide those figures on the
questionnaire. And in some States, data were not available to perform
these calculations. Yet one State indicated that it provided exactly the same
percentage to postsecondary education for each Perkins category (based on
the relative secondary and postsecondary enrollments), and still other
States indicated that they made decisions for each category individually.

To help quantify States' decisionmaking mechanisms in this area, States
were asked whether they determined the share of PY 1986-87 Federal funds
going to secondary and postsecondary education before allocating the
funds. States were told to answer only for Disadvantaged, and different
answers may apply to the other Perkins categories. In fact, Disadvantaged
and Handicapped are the only categories for which States are required to
use a federally prescribed formula in allocating funds, and thus may be
likely to involve different decisionmaking mechanisms.

For Disadvantaged, 54 percent of the States established the relative
proportica going to each sector before actually allocating the funds through
the intrastate formula (table 9). Large and medium-sized States
(56 percent and 68 percent) were more likely to make such divisions than
small States (33 percent). Regional differences also appeared that were
consistent with, but smaller than, the patterns often noted in this report--the
Central region and the West had somewhat larger allocations to
postsecondary education (58 percent and 57 percent) than the Northeast
and Southeast (50 percent for each). Because the large States were more
likely to first divide the funds between the secondary and postsecondary
sectors, the amount of funds so allocated was substantial. Overall,
60 percent of the funds for the Disadvantaged were apportioned in this way.

This decision mechanism may have implications for the amounts allocated
to postsecondary education. One indication is that, for Disadvantaged,
States making a prior division of funds gave a higher percentage to
postsecondary education than the remaining States (33 percent, compared
with 24 percent; table 9). Yet there are also indications that the mechanism
used for Disadvantaged may have been related to the postsecondary funding
for other Perkins categories. Interview data indicate that some States
consciously adjusted other categories (especially Program improvement) to
compensate for the level of postsecondary funding going to Handicapped
and Disadvantaged. (As noted, handicapped and Disadvantaged are least
subject to a State's discretion, since the Perkins Act specifies an intrastate
formula for these categories. Also, some States commented that the
definitions of Handicapped and Disadvantaged are more difficult to apply at
the postsecondary level.)

Thus, while postsecondary education received more funds for the
Disadvantaged in States that made prior divisions of the funds, it received
less in some other Perkins categories. States that made a prior division of

13

1 n
C.1



Ability to Receive
Grants and
Spend the Full
Allocation

the funds tended to give proportionally more funds in the categories of
Disadvantaged, Handicapped, Adults, and Single parents/homemakers, but
less funds in Corrections and Program improvement (which alone accounts
for 43 percent of the funds; table 10). Overall, 40 percent of Federal funds
went to postsecondary education in those States that made a prior division,
compared with 36 percent in the remaining States. In sum, the total
amount going to postsecondary education was not dramatically changed by
making a prior division, but the distribution of funds among the Perkins
categories was different.

For the categories of Handicapped and Disadvantaged, States were asked to
provide the number of eligible recipients for a PY 1986-87 allocation (for
the secondary and postsecondary levels combined), the number receiving
grants, the number unable to spend the full allocation, and the percentage
of the total allocation unspent.1 These numbers were also used to calculate
the percentage of eligible recipients receiving grants, and the percentage
receiving grants that were unable to spend the full allocation.

A mean of 68-70 percent of eligible recipients (districts/institutions)
received Federal funds from the States for the categories of Handicapped
and Disadvantaged (table 11). However, some States emphasized that they
gave funds to all eligible recipients that applied; these States said that many
eligible recipients did not apply because they were eligible for only small
amounts of funds.

States in the Southeast awarded funds to almost all eligible recipients (a
mean of 92 percent), while, in the remaining regions, States awarded funds
to a mean of 57-68 percent. States with large increases in the number of
units required for graduation awarded funds to roughly half of their
districts, while the remaining States allocated funds to roughly three-fourths
of the districts. And small States awarded funds to a smaller percentage
(54-57 percent) than medium-sized or large States (79 percent and
68-70 percent).

Of those districts/institutions receiving funds, roughly one-third (per State)
were unable to spend their full allocation.13 For Handicapped, States with
little change in the number of units required for high school graduation
showed a lower proportion of recipients unable to spend their full allocation
(23 percent, compared with 43-44 percent in States with greater changes in
their requirements), and States with low expenditures per pupil had a
higher proportion (46 percent, compared with 28 percent for the other two
categories). These relationships were weaker and less consistent for the
category of Disadvantaged.

While 34-36 percent of the recipients were unable to spend their full
allocation, the total dollar value left unspent was much smaller.14 Overall,
States reported that- a mean of 13 percent of their allocation was unspent
for the Handicapped, and a mean of 17 percent for the Disadvantaged.
There was little variation among the States in their ability to spend their
allocations. Measures of the percentage left unspent were not entirely
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Additional State
Financial Aid

State Quality
Control
Mechanisms

reliable, however, since some States did not keep records on this, and since
States have a period of 27 months over which unspent money may be
reallocated. Conversations with State representatives indicated that some
gave data as of the end of PY 1986-87, while others projected to the end of
the 27 months. Thus, data provided here should be considered only as
rough estimates.

Besides allocating Federal funds for vocational education, States also offer
State aid. It is typical for States to offer additional State aid for vocational
education beyond that provided for comparable students not ir, vocational
education, with 90 percent providing such aid (table 12).15 Further, that
additional aid was often given in more than one manner. Among the States
giving additional aid, 80 percent gave earmarked funds, 38 percent gave
funds on a per student basis (through the general State aid formula or other
reimbursement), and 38 percent gave funds explicitly designed to satisfy
match provisions of the Perkins Act.

Additional State aid was given most frequently in the Northeast, where
100 percent of the States gave at least one form of aid. However, with
90 percent of all States giving aid, there were not great differences in the
tendency to give aid. There also were not great differences in the provision
of earmarked funds, again because the use of earmarked funds was so
common.

There were some differences among States in the other types of aid given.
States in the Northeast and Southeast were among the most likely to offer
aid on a per student basis (both at 55 percent), while States in the Central
region were the least likely (no States). Per student aid was also more
common among the large States than the small States (47 percent, com-
pared with 29 percent), and among States with high graduation require-
ments than those with low requil-cments (again, 47 percent, compared with
29 percent). Matching funds were more frequently used in the Southeast
(64 percent), and less frequently in the Central region and Northeast (20
percer and 27 percent, respectively).

States were asked about three administrative quality control mechanisms
concerning local secondary job training programs: State reviews of course
content, the setting of minimum hours of instruction, and the setting of
minimum sequences of courses. For each of these three mechanisms, at
least half of the States had controls for some job training areas.16 The most
frequently cited activity was reviewing course content, where 86 percent of
the States have reviews in at least one area, while 67 percent set minimum
hours and 57 percent set minimum sequences of courses (figure 4).

States also tended to pursue these policies consistently across program
areas. In fact, only 8-14 percent of the States gave mixed responses across
the six secondary job training areas listed in the questionnaire.
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Figure 4.--Percentage of States that maintain policy
consistently across six job training program areas
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hours of instruction

Set minimum
sequence of courses
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areas
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I=1 Mixed
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State Requirements
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Content

State Requirements
on Minimum Hours
of Instruction

State Requirements
on Minimum
Sequences of
Courses

Reviews of course content were conducted by almost all States and in
almost all of the specified job training areas. More precisely, 78 percent of
the States reviewed course content in all six areas, while an additional
8 percent reviewed course content in at least some areas (table 13).
Reviews were the most comma:. in the Southeast, where all States
conducted at least some reviews, and 92 percent of the States reviewed
course content in all six job training areas. The region least likely to
examine course content was the Central region, but, still, 75 percent of its
States reviewed course content in at least some areas.

Because examining course content was so widespread, most differences
among States were relatively small and depended on a difference in only
one or two States' responses. However, there was a substantial difference
based on State per pupil expenditures: States with the smallest per pupil
expenditi res were the most likely to examine course content (all States
reviewed course content in at least some areas), while States with the
highest per pupil expenditures were the least likely (27 permit did not
review course content in any of the areas).

The next most frequent State control mechanism was the setting of a
niinimum number of hours of instruction--67 percent of the States set
minimum hours for at least some areas. Minimum hours were least used in
the Central region, where 42 percent of the States set at least some
minimums, and most used in the Southeast and Northeast, where 75-92
percent set minimums.

Among States having the greatest increases in graduation requirements,
85 percent set minimum hours, while relatively fewer States (59-64 percent)
set minimums among the States with smaller increases. Yet this does not
mean that States with high graduation requirements tended to set minimum
hours; in fact, 53 percent set no minimums. High graduation requirements
are thus very different from large increases in requirements. Some States
had high requirements in 1981, so they had little room for increasing
requirements since that time, while other States had relatively low
requirements even after large increases. The absolute level of graduation
requirements is important because it affects the proportion of a student's
day filled with required courses (thus affecting a student's flexibility to take
vocational education courses). Changes in graduation requirements, in
contrast, do not necessarily indicate that students were left with little time
for vocational education (depending on the initial level of a State's
requirements).

States were evenly split in setting minimum sequences of courses, with
49-53 percent setting minimum sequences in each of the six areas (not
shown in tables). Yet some categories of States were much more likely to
set minimum sequences than others. Thus, 67 percent of States in the
Southeast set minimums in all six areas, compared with 33 percent in the
West and Central regions.
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States that recently showed large increases in their graduation requirements
were the most likely to set minimum sequences--62 percent set minimum
sequences in all six categories, compared with 36 percent in States with
small changes in graduation requirements. This relationship was similar to
that found for setting minimum hours.

State quality control efforts concerning course content, minimum hours of
instruction, and minimum sequences of courses may also be related to other
State actions. One type of State activity discussed earlier was the allocation
of Federal funds. More specifically, it was noted that 33 States set a
maximum number of years when funding projects. These States might be
considered as likely to be more active in their supervision of local programs,
and thus more active in using these quality control efforts. Figure 5
indicate that these States were more likely to set minimum hours of
instruction and to examine course content than other States, and equally as
likely to set minimum sequences of courses.

Figure 5.-- Percentage of States that control the quality
of secondary job training courses, by use of
State maximum on years of funding
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NOTE: Based on percentage of States using a quality control mechanism in all six of the following job training
areas--agriculture, distributive/marketing, business education, trades and industries, health, and
occupational home economics.
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Changes in State For two of the State quality control mechanisms, setting minimum hours of

Requirements instruction and minimum cequences of courses, States were also asked how
their policies had changed over the last 5 years. In general, a low level of
change was found. For both mechanisms, about three-fourths of the States
reported that their requirements had remained the same (table 14).11
Among those that had reported a change, increases in requirements were
slightly more likely than decreases, but the differences were not large
(17 percent vs. 12 percent for minimum hours of instruction, and 15 percent
vs. 8 percent for minimum sequences of courses). Because of the small
level of change that was found, differences between subgroups of States
typically were small and reflected only one or two States. One exception is
that States with a large increase in graduation requirements were more
likely to have shown an increase in minimum sequences of courses than
States with small increases (42 percent, compared with 0 percent).
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Footnotes

I
First intenm Report from the National Assessment of Vocational Education, U.S. Department of Education, National Assessment of Vocational

Education, January 1988, p. 1-2.

2
Othcr areas of Fcdcral funding for vocational cducation besides the basic State grant programs arc community -based programs, consumur and

humemake. education, Indian and Hawaiian Natives programs, national prubrams (research, etc.), bilingual vocational training, and State cuuncils.

In this rcport, 'Fcdcral funding' will bc used to refer specifically to the basic State grant programs and the Perkins categories for allocating funds.

3
NCES's Fast Rcsponsc Survey System is a spenal service that, upon request, quickly obtains nationally reprtsentative, policy - relevant data from

small surveys to mcct thc needs of U.S. Department of Education policy officials. This sir ...y was sent to the 50 States and the District of

Columbia, and received a 100 percent response ratc.

4
Othcr measures of reform efforts art obviously possible, and this measure does have the weakness of not bcing able to measure reforms if States

were already do= to the maximum of what schools can offer in 4 years of instruction. However, it is successful in distinguishing a group of States

that have been active in increasing thar requirements, and some intcresting differences among States were related to this measure.

5
For this measure and the previous one, some States could not be classified because requirements were set at the local level rather than at the State

level. Where possible, State recommendations were used if no State standards existed, under the assumption .ha. most localities seek to at least

tett, if not exceed, the State recommendations.

6
i-orrations is an unusual category in which it is often hard to classify vocational education as sccundary or postsecondary, and in which speciai

mechanisms arc often uscd for distributing funds. Also, only 1 percent of Fcdcral funds arc allocated for Corrections, leavinb few funds to

distribute to each catcgory if funds arc divided between the secondary and postsecondary levels.

7
For simplicity, these estimates are based va the pnmary allocation method identified by each State for a Perkins category.

R
Sonic States may alsu have misunderstucxl the question un the maximum number of yews of funding, and stated that there was a 1-year limit if

eligible recipients needed to reapply every year.

9
I echnically, "allocations* arc difLicnt from 'expenditures.' States may consciously choo4c to ail.x.ate a set proportion of funds fur postsecondary

education, ur they may expend funds by some other decision rule, in some casts not even knowing the proportion of funds going to postsecondary

education. Fur this question, State. were told to ignore this difference and calculate profit/1-1mm based on their actual expenditures if no pout

altucations had been made. It should also be noted that, while States were asked to &Luc pu.asecondary education as education pnwided beyond

grade 12, they sometimes used their own uinitions. Thus, there arc some inconsistencies between States. For example, some automatically

considcr adult cducation to bc postsecondary.

10_
(his is almost equivalent to saying that in every catcgory flint was at least one State that allocated funds only fur the secondary and at least

one State that allocated funds only for the postsecondary level. I lowever, we cannot infer that if a State spent no funds at the postsec.mdary level,

it spent all of its funds at the secondary level. Usually this will bc true, but a kw Statcs distribute funds in a third category that is neither

secondary nor postsecondary (typically for Corrections).

11
Thcre arc a variety of reasons why States may not know the percentage of Fcdcral funds going to postsecondary education (or, at least, may nut

have satisties readily available). One is that the survey defined postsecondary coucation as education provided beyond grade 12, while States

often define postsecondary education in terms of the types of institutions receiving funds. Another reason Ls tha. States may give grants to State

ur Iota. Administrative units (such as consortia) that arc re-six/risible for further distributing funds, and only the administrative units know huw thc

funds arc distabutcd between secondary and postsecondary education. Third, some States decide on grants un a case-by-case basis and du nut

aggregate those grants in terms of secondary and postsecondary education.
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12_
the reported number of eligible recipients receiving grants may be a slight underestimate, because some eligible recipients apply as consortia
rather than as single districts or institutions. Where this problem was encountered, States were asked to estimate the number 4
districts/institutions represented, rather than reporting the number of grants. However, not all States may haw. followed this procedure.

13
States were evtn no guidelines in the questionnaire on how to treat recipients that were able to spend all but a small portion of their allocation,
and a few States indicated that these formed the vast bulk of those unable to spend their full allocation. Some States probablydid not include
these recipients in their report of those unable to spend their full allocation, while other States did.

14
Allocated funds may be left unspent for at least two reasons. First, sonic recipients have difficulty in spending the full amount of their allocation,
second, some States indicated that fur, "- -my be received too late to be included in eligible recipients' planningprocesses.

IS
The District of Columbia is excluded from this portion of the analysis because it is also a local education agency, and division between State and
local funding is not meaningful.

16
States were asked to respond for the largest major iti terms of enrollment within each of six job training areas (agnculturc, distributive /marketing,
business education, trades and industries, health, and occupational home economies).

1
7To simplify the presentation of results across the six job training areas, table 14 summarizes e net change among States. States listed as showing
"No change" include one State that increased both retjuiremt.nts in distributive/marketing, and deicased both reqiirements in health, and States
listed as showing 'Some increases" or 'Some decreases" arc categorized according to whether there were more increases or decreases.
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Table 1.--Percentage of States using more than one method in 1986-87 for allocating funds within each Perkins
category, by education level and State char tcteristic: United States, 1988

State

characteristic

Perkins category and education level

Adults Single parents

Secondary
Post-

secondary
Secondary

Sex equity Corrections Program improvement

Post-

secondary
Secondary

Post-

secondary
Secondary

Post-

secondary
Secondary

Post-

secondary

Total

Region

22 31 30 35 29 27 13 10 51 43

Northeast 40 45 45 42 42 36 25 13 75 55

Central 0 18 20 30 27 36 0 10 36 27

Southeast 38 33 30 33 25 25 29 18 42 56

West 0 27 22 33 23 14 0 0 50 40

Number of units added to

high school graduation

requirements since 19501

1 or less 20 18 30 30 45 40 0 13 36 27

2-3 31 29 36 35 33 24 33 23 56 43

Morc than 3 0 9 0 17 0 0 0 0 25 18

Not classifiable 29 70 44 60 49 56 0 0 90 90

Total units required for

graduation2

Less than 20 18 33 40 36 40 40 9 9 40 33

20 25 29 0 29 15 8 0 0 36 42

Morc than 20 25 28 38 37 33 32 25 23 67 47

Secondary enrollment

Less than 100,000 10 6 36 27 40 33 10 8 33 20

100,000-249,999 31 37 19 32 17 16 9 6 47 53

250,000 or more 22 50 38 47 33 36 22 18 73 57

Pcr pupil expenditures

Less than 53,000 10 19 18 31 13 13 0 8 44 38

S3,000-3,999 21 35 35 41 41 41 13 11 50 48

54,000 or more 38 40 33 27 27 20 33 11 64 40

'Thirteen States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requirements or recommendations for 1980 or 1987.

2Two States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level.

NOTL. States were asked to list which of three methods sere used to allocate funds. formuia, competition, of .Aacr discretionary means besides
competition. This table also includes States that use the same mcchanism(s) for both secondary and postsecondary education. Percentages are
based on those States that allocated funds in a particular education level and Perkins category.
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Table 2.--Number of States allocating Federal funds primarily through formula, competition, or
other discretionary means, by education level and Perkins category: United States, 1988

Education level

and Perkins category No funding Formula Competition
Other

discretionary

means

Not

applicable*

Secondary

Adults 16 9 17 6 3

Single parents/homemakers 10 2 34 4 1

Sex equity/sex bias 1 4 40 4 2
Corrections 17 3 16 11 4
Program improvement 1 19 23 7 1

Postsecondary

Adults 1 22 19 8 1

Single parents/homemakers 1 11 34 4 1

Sex equity/sex bias 2 9 37 2 1

Corrections 10 7 18 15 1

Program improvement 3 14 24 8 2

`Primary funding mechanism cannot be identified.

NOTE. States identified the primary funding mechanism for each Perkins category in terms of the total dollars allocated. This table
includes States that use the same mechanism(s) for both secondary and postsecondary education.



Table 3.--Percentage of States allocating secondary vocational education funds in 1986-87 primarily through
competition, and percentage of funds allocated by those States, by Perkins category and by State
characteristic: United States, 1988

State

characteristic

Perkins category secondary level (competition as primary' method)

Adults Single parents Sex equity Corrections Program improvement

Percent

of
States

Percent
of

funds2

Percent
of

States

Percent

of
funds

2

Percent
of

States

Percent

of
funds

2

Percent

of
States

Percent

of
funds2

Percent
of

States

Percent
of

funds2

Total 53 ar 85 56' 83 59' 53 35* 47 27

Region

Northeast 50 43* 82 53' 83 60* 50 38' 42 24Central 43 28 90 84 82 54' 67 62 73 59
Southeast 25 18 80 53 75 60 29 24 25 20West 100 100 89 25 92 61 67 28 50 12

Number of units added to
high school graduation
requirements since 1930

1 or less 60 26 90 86 91 76' 57 33 55 332-3 23 18 79 54 73 60 33 22 19 12More than 3 86 92 100 100 100 100 86 98 67 56Not classifiable 71 84' 78 26' 70 28' 50 40' 60 32

Total unitsArequired for
graduation

Less than 20... 64 44 87 48 80 37' 64 34 60 33
20 50 15* 100 100' 100 100* 43 63' 36 15More than 20 50 60 75 56 72 55 50 31 44 29

Secondary enrollment

Less than 100,000 80 68 91 98 93 99 70 73 73 68
100,000-249,999 31 8' 100 100' 94 94' 55 72* 37 24
250,000 or more 56 58 62 43 60 41* 33 20 33 24

Per pupil expenditures

Less than $3,000 40 8 82 65 87 77 44 25 38 17
53,000-3,999 64 77 90 57 82 48' 60 39 55 35
$4,000 or more 50 42* 78 502 82 58* 50 36* 45 23

1
Based on the total dollars allocated.

2Percentage of funds distributed by States whose primary method is competition (not the percentage of funds distributed through competition).
3Thirteen States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requirements or recommendations for 1980or 1987.
4
Two States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level.

NOTE Percentages are bared on those States that allocated funds at the secondary level in a Perkins category. In addition, the percemage of funds is based
on those States that reported the percentage allocated to postsecondary education within a Perkins category. Where the number of States differs for
the two percentages, the percentage of funds is marked with an asterisk (').
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Table 4.--Percentage of States allocating postsecondary vocational education funds in 1986-87 primarily through
competition, and percentage of funds allocated by those States, by Perkins category and by State
characteristic: United States, 1988

State

characteristic

Perkins category postsecondary level (competition as primary1 method)

Adults Single parents Sex equity Corrections Program improvement

Percent

of

States

Percent

of

funds2

Percent

of
States

Percent

of

funds2

Percent

of

States

Percent Percent

of of

funds2 States

Percent

of

funds2

Percent

of

States

Percent

of

funds2

Total 39 19' 69 548 77 66' 45 34' 52 43

Region

Northeast 55 33' 58 44' 73 74' 38 35' 64 65
Central 27 7 80 74 73 81' 40 21 55 47
Southeast 25 29 75 72 83 97 45 59 33 32
West 47 17 67 33 79 33 55 19 53 32

Number of units added to high
school graduation requirements
since 1980

1 or less 45 11 80 85 90 100' 38 11 55 48
2-3 35 33 65 49 71 59 54 54 50 56
More than 3 45 27 75 64 83 87 60 39 64 55
Not classifiable 30 4" 60 29' 67 40' 22 27' 40 18

Total unitsequired for
graduation

Less than 20 40 9 64 44 60 37' 36 14 53 33
20 36 16' 64 52' 100 100' 36 40' 33 20
More than 20 44 36 79 68 74 70 54 37 65 67

Secondary enrollment

Less than 100,000 81 83 80 79 87 84 67 71 87 90
100,000-249,999 21 19' 79 758 89 91' 35 34' 24 22
250,000 or more 14 7 47 38 50 49' 36 29 50 45

Per pupil expenditures

Less than $3,000 38 29 75 67 94 .14 46 47 46 37
S3,000-3,999 30 11 68 49 64 50' 39 24 48 38
$4,000 or more 60 35' 64 478 80 77* 56 39' 70 67

1Based
on the total dollars allocated.

2
Percentage of funds distributed by Stites whose primary method is competition (not the percentage of funds distributed through competition).

3Thirteen States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requirements or recommendations for 1980 or 1987.
4
Two States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level.

NOTE. Percentages arc based on those States that allocated funds at the postsecondary level in a Perkins category. In addition, the percentage of funds is
based on those States that reported the percentage allocated to postsecondary education within a Perkins category. Where the number of States
differs for the two percentages, the percentage of funds is marked with an asterisk (').
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Table 5.--Percentage of States allocating secondary vocational education funds in 1986-87 primarily througl
formula, and percentage of funds allocated by those States, by Perkins category and by Stab
characteristic: United States, 1988

State

characteristic

.Perkins category secondary level (formula as primary1 method)

Adults Single parents Sex equity Corrections Program improvement

Percent

of
States

Percent

of

funds
2

Percent

of

States

Percent

of

funds2

Percent

of

States

Percent

of
funds2

Percent

of

States

Percent

of

funds2

Percent

of
States

Percent

of
funds2

Total 28 38' 5 25' 8 25' 10 2' 39 55

Region

Northeast 40 55' 9 47' 8 39' 13 42 43
Central 0 0 0 0 9 30' 0 0 9 14
Southeast 63 67 10 38 17 29 29 13 58 67
West 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 86

Number of units added to
high school graduation
requirements since 1980

1 or less 40 74 0 0 0 0' 0 0 18 19
2-3 54 64 7 36 13 32 17 4 63 65
More than 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 43
Not classifiable 0 0' 11 35' 20 44' 25 40 68

Total units4required for
graduation

Less than 20 18 41 7 28 13 41' 0 0 20 26
20 50 85* 0 0' 0 0' 43 29' 50 82
More than 20 25 21 6 27 11 26 0 0 44 63

Secondary enrollment

Less than 100,000 10 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 16
100,000-249,999 46 69' 0 0' 6 6' 27 11' 53 69
250,000 or more 22 29 15 33 20 36' 0 0 47 53

Per pupil expenditures

Less than 53,000 40 53 0 0 0 0 22 10 50 69
$3,000 -3,999 14 9 5 20 14 33' 0 0 32 52
54,000 or more 38 56* 11 50' 9 42* 17 36 42

1
Based on the total dollars allocated.

2Percentage of funds distributed by States whose primary method is formula (not the percentage of funds distributed by formula).

3Thirteen States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requirements or recommendations for 1980 or 1987.
4
'I'wo States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level.

NOTE Percentages are based on those States that allocated funds at the secondary level in a Perkins category. In addition, the percentage of fundsis bases
on those States that reported the percentage allocated to postsecondary education within a Perkins category. Where the number of States differs fo
the two percentages, the percentage of funds is marked with an asterisk (*). If no percentage is reported, there were no States with fundin,
information on which to base the estimates.
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Table 6.--Percentage of States allocating postsecoadary vocational education funds in 1986-87 primarily through
formula, and percentage of funds allocated by those States, by Perkins category and by State
characteristic. United States, 1988

State

characteristic

.
Perkins category postsecondary level (formula as primary1 method)

Adults Single parents Sex equity Corrections Program improvement

Percent

of
States

Percent

of
funds

2

Percent

of
States

Percent

of
funds

2

Percent

of
States

Percent

of
funds2

Percent

of
States

Percent

of
funds2

Percent

of
States

Percent

of
funds

2

Total 45 74' 22 41' 19 32' 18 26 30 40

Region

Northeast 27 60* 25 40' 18 20' 13 18
Central 55 89 10 21 18 12' 20 48 36
Southeast 58 65 25 28 17 3 36 40 33
West 40 74 27 65 21 67 0 0 33

Number of units added to
high school graduation
requirements since 1980

4
41
44
58

1 or less 45 86 0 0 10 25 70 27 31
2-3 41 60 24 45 18 35 23 33 29 20
More than 3 27 55 25 36 17 13 10 8 18 32
Not classifiable 70 96' 40 7P 33 60' 11 ' 50 72

Total units4required for
graduation

Less than 20 47 88 36 56 40 63' 18 42 20 44
20 43 68' 21 38' 0 0' 29 25' 42 56
More than 20 39 59 11 27 16 25 8 13 29 25

Secondary enrollment

Less than 100,000 0 0 7 6 7 6 0 0 0 0
100,000-249,999 58 68' 16 20' 11 9' 29 31' 59 66
250,000 or more 79 92 47 60 43 49' 18 26 29 35

Pcr pupil expenditures

Less than $3,000 38 59 19 29 0 0 31 36 31 45
33,000-3,999 57 85 27 49 36 50' 11 31 35 50
$4,000 or more 30 62 18 37* 10 17' 11 20 4

1
Based on the total dollars allocated.

2
Percentage of funds distributed by States whose primary method is formula (not the percentage of funds distributed by formula).

allurteen States could not be classified because of a lac!. of information on State requirements or recommendations for 1980 or 1987.
4
Two States were excluded because unit requirements for grads lion are not set at the State level.

NOTE. Percentages are based on those States that allocated funds at the postsecondary level in a Perkins category. In additiun, the percentage of funds is
based on those States that reported the percentage allocated io postsecondary edccatiun within a Perkins 4. ategury. Where the number of States
differs for the two percentages, the percentage of funds is marked with an asterisk ('). If no percentage is repurtcd, there were no States with
funding information on which to base the estimates.
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Table 7.--Percentage of States distributing funds at both the secondary and postsecondary levels in 1986-87, by
Perkins category and by State characteristic: United States, 1988

State

characteristic

Perkins category

Handicapped Disadvantaged Adults Single parents Sex equity Corrections Program

improvement

Total 84 90 65 78 94 45 92

Region

Northeast 58 75 73 91 91 36 92
Central 100 100 73 82 100 55 1C0

Southeast 83 92 75 83 100 58 83

West 93 93 47 60 87 33 93

Number of units added

to high school graduation

requirements since 19801

1 or less 82 82 55 82 90 45 100

2-3 76 88 76 82 94 47 76
Morc than 3 92 92 50 58 100 42 100

Not classifiable 90 100 78 89 89 44 100

Total units required

for graduation

Less than 20 80 80 80 93 100 60 100

20 100 100 54 54 92 46 93

More than 20 79 89 63 84 95 37 84

Secondary enrollment

Less than 100,000 69 75 63 63 88 44 88

100,000-249,999 95 95 67 83 100 44 89

250,000 or more 87 100 67 87 93 47 100

Per pupil expenditures

Less than $3,000 94 94 63 69 100 38 88

$3,000-3,999 87 91 70 83 91 57 96

$4,000 or more 64 82 60 80 90 30 91

1Thirteen States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requirements or recommendations for 1980 or 1987.

Two States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level.

NOTE Based on States' reporting of the percentage allocated to postsecondary education. Funds not allocated fur pustsccondary education arc assumed to
go to secondary education, however, some States have a third category (primarily for Corrections). Percentages are based on those. States which
reported the percentage allocated to postsecondary education within a Perkins category.
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Table 8.--Mean percentage of State allocation for postsecondary vocational education in 1986-87 within each Perkins category, and percentage of total
funds allocated to postsecondary vocational education, by State characteristic: United States, 1988

State
characteristic

Perkins category

Handicapped Disadvantaged Adults Single parents Sex equity Corrections Program improvement

Mean

per

State

Percent

of
funds

I

Mean

per

State

Percent

of
funds

1

Mean

per

State

Percent

of
funds

1

Mean

per

State

Percent

of

funds
1

Mean

per

State

Percent

of
funds1

Mean

per

State

Percent

of
funds

1

Mean

per
State

Percent

of
funds

1

Total 23 25 30 31 72 63 70 62 46 43 57 53 37 34

Region

Northeast 11 15 18 25 58 38 61 46 44 36 43 52 25 30

Central 31 28 39 32 74 78 61 61 46 46 73 66 47 43

Southeast 14 14 19 20 58 59 62 61 38 36 59 56 18 20

West 34 41 43 45 90 75 91 78 55 5, 54 40 54 44

Number of units added to high

school graduation requirements

since 19802

1 or less 15 17 23 20 88 95 65 62 36 38 53 59 37 38

2-3 21 21 25 27 58 51 66 60 49 46 52 39 26 23

More than 3 27 29 39 38 81 66 86 77 55 52 63 76 51 48
b.,
co Not classifiable 31 33 37 37 65 57 64 56 40 37 62 52 39 37

Total units required

for graduation

Less than 20 19 28 27 32 70 63 55 50 39 38 41 47 39 38

20 21 25 31 31 80 77 83 80 40 38 80 82 36 29

More than 20 25 22 31 29 66 54 72 63 56 52 49 40 37 34

Secondary enrollment

Less than 100,000 18 20 29 31 80 79 77 /5 50 50 55 54 44 45

100,000-249,999 28 27 34 32 73 72 75 75 48 47 67 69 36 35

250,000 or more 22 25 28 30 60 58 57 55 39 41 47 46 30 32

Per pupil expenditures

Less than $3,000 18 19 25 24 74 70 78 74 40 38 61 63 31 26

$3,000-3,999 32 32 40 36 72 70 65 62 49 49 50 46 46 40

$4,000 or more 10 15 18 25 66 39 70 47 50 36 67 57 28 30

14 Calculated by summing the dollar values of the allocations across States (using 1987 Federal appropriations) and computing a percentage.
-Thirteen States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requirements or recommendations for 1980 or 1987. 3 5Stateswere excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level.
NOTE Percentages are based on those States which reported the percentage allocated to postsecondary education within a Perkins category.



Table 9.--Percentage of the States th4t made a prior division of Federal funds for the
Disadvantaged between secondary and postsecondary education before further
allocating the funds for 1986-87, the percentage of funds administered by them, and the
mean percentage of funds allocated to postsecondary education, by State characteristic:
United States, 1988

State
characteristic

Number
of

States1

States making
prior division

of Federal funds

Mean percentage
of funds allocateci
to Disadvantaged'

Percent
of

States

Percent
of total
funds'

Make
prior

division

Do not
make prior

division

Total 50 54 60 33 24

Region

Northeast 12 50 63 16 20
Central 12 58 48 48 .23
Southeast 12 50 41 20 18

West 14 57 86 42 35

Number of units added to
high school graduation
requirements since 19803

1 or less 11 55 27 21 25
2-3 16 50 69 24 18
More than 3 13 46 48 47 30
Not classifiable 10 70 78 42 27

Total units retired
for graduation

Less than 20 16 50 62 33 21
20 14 64 70 30 33
More than 20 18 44 48 33 22

Secondary enrollment

Less than 100,000 15 33 .17 16 28
100,000-249,999 19 68 66 39 22
250,000 or more 16 56 59 34 19

Per pupil expenditures

Less than $3,000 16

$2;000-3,999 23
$4,000 or more 11

50 55 26 24
57 60 45 26
55 66 16 21

'One
State was excluded because it had no secondary funding of vocational education with Federal funds.

2
Based on 1987 Federal appropriations.

3Thirteen States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requirements or recommendations fo, .)80 or 1987.
4
Two States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level.
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Table 19. -- Appropriations among Perkins categories and between secondary and postsecondary education for
1987-88, by States' decision to make a prior division between secondary and postsecondary education
before allocating funds for the Disadvantaged: United States, 1988

Allocation method and

education level

Perkins category

Total Handicapped Disadvantaged Adults Single

parents

Sex

equity
Corrections Program

improvement

In millions of dollars

Appropriations $671 S67 $148 S81 S57 S23 S7 S289

Make a prior

division 437 44 96 52 37 15 4 188
Secondary 261 30 61 19 13 9 2 128
Postsecondary 176 14 35 34 24 7 2 60

Do not make a prior

division 234 23 51 28 20 8 2 101
Secondary 149 20 39 13 9 5 1 62
Postsecondary 85 3 12 15 11 3 1 39

Allocation among Perkins

categories In percent

Percentage specified by

Perkins Act 100 10 22 12 8.5 3.5 1 43

Make a prior division

Secondary 100 11 24 7 5 3 1 49
Postsecondary 100 8 20 19 14 4 1 34

Do not make a prior

division

Secondary 100 14 26 9 6 3 1 42
Postsecondary 100 4 14 18 13 4 1 45

Allocation between secondary

and postsecondary levels

Make a prior division

Secondary 60 68 64 35 34 56 52 68
Postsecondary 40 32 36 65 66 44 48 32

Do not make a prior

division

Secondary 64 86 76 45 45 58 46 61

Postsecondary 36 14 24 55 55 42 54 39

VOTF Dollar amounts and percentages are derived from 1787 federal appropriations and States' reporting of the percentage allocated to postsecondary
education in 198E 87. Funds not allocated for postsecondary edu,ation are assumed to go to secondary education, however, some States have a third
category (primarily for Corrections) The survey did not collect information on whether States make a prior division for categories other than
Disadvantaged Estimates are based on those 47 States which provided the percentage allocated in postsecondary education for an Perkins
categories, and which provided both secondary and postsecondary funding. Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
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Table 11.--Percentage of eligible recipients receiving grants for 1986-87, and percentage of
allocation unspent, by State characteristic: United States, 1988

State

characteristic

Percent of eligible

recipients receiving

grants

Percent of recipients1

unable to spend

full allocation

Percent of total

State allocation

unspent

Handicapped Disadvantaged Handicapped Disadvantaged Handicapped Disadvantaged

Total 68 70 34 36 13 17

Region

Northeast 67 68 34 47 11 20

Central 60 59 37 36 18 25

Southeast 92 92 29 34 15 16

West 57 61 35 33 9 9

Number of units added

to high school graduation

requirements since

19802

1 or less 76 78 23 33 7 19

2-3 71 74 44 43 17 16

More than 3 52 52 43 44 11 15

Not classifiable 76 76 19 22 17 18

Total units required
for graduation

Less than 20 62 64 32 41 11 17

20 71 70 31 31 7 8

More than 20 71 73 38 38 14 18

Secondary enrollment

Less than 100,000 54 57 41 45 10 18

100,000-249,999 79 79 26 28 17 15

250,000 or more 68 70 37 39 12 17

Per pupil expenditures

Less than S3,000 73 75 46 46 13 14

S3,000-3,999 68 68 28 29 14 17

54,000 or more 62 64 28 39 10 21

1
States were asked to estimate the number of eligible recipients receiving grants, nut the number of grants (whii.h may be smaller bei.ause
eligible recipients sometimes apply as consortia).

2Thirteen States could not be classified because ofa lack of information on State requirements or recummendatiuns fur 1980 or 1987.

3Two States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level.

NOTE Percentages are based on those States which were able to supply information. Seven Shuts cuuld nut prumic information un
the number of recipients unable to spend their full allocation.
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Table 12.--Number and percentage of States that gave separate or additional financial aid to
secondary school districts or vocational districts, and percentage of those States that
distributed the additional funds on a per student basis for 1986-87, as matching funds, or
as earmarked funds, by State characteristic: United States, 1988

State

characteristic

Extra

Statc aid
Per

student basis
Matching

funds

Earmarked

funds

Number Percent Percent
1

Percent
1

Percent 1

Total 45 90 38 38 80

Region

Northeast 11 100 55 27 91
Central 16 83 0 20 90
Southeast 11 92 55 64 73
West 13 87 38 38 69

Numbcr of units added to high school

graduation requirements since 19802

1 or less 9 82 44 44 89
2-3 15 94 40 47 67
More than 3 12 92 50 33 75
Not classifiable 9 90 11 22 100

Total units resdred
for graduation

Less than 20 14 88 29 SO 71
20 14 100 36 29 93
More than 20 15 83 47 40 73

Secondary enrollment

Less than 100,000 14 93 29 43 79
100,000-249,999 16 84 38 38 75
250,000 or more 15 94 47 33 87

Per pupil expenditures

Less than 53,000 15 94 47 47 80
53,000-3,999 21 88 24 38 76
54,000 or more 9 90 S6 22 89

1
Based on the numbcr of States giving separate or additional financial aid. States may give more than one form of aid, so percentages
may add to more than 100.

2Thirteen States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requirements or ,tcommendattons for 1980 or 1987.

3Two Stateswere excluded because unit requirements for graduation arc not set at the State level.

Nom! The District of Columbia was excluded from this table because the State educationageacy and the local education agency arc
equivalent, Separate or additional financial aid refers to extra State aid beyond that provided for comparable secondary
students not in vocational education.
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Table 13.--Percentage of States etting minimun hours, setting minimum sequences of courses,
and examining course content for vocational education in 1986-87, by State
characteristic: United States, 1988

State
characteristic

Set minimum hours I Set minimum sequence Examine course content

In all
6 areas'

In 1-5
areas

In no
areas

In all
6 areas'

In 1-5
areas

In no
areas

In all
6 areas'

In 1-5
areas

In no
areas

Total 53 14 33 45 12 43 78 8 14

Region

Northeast 67 25 8 50 q 42 67 17 17

Central 33 8 58 33 17 50 67 8 25

Southeast 75 0 25 67 8 25 92 8 0

West 40 20 40 33 13 53 87 0 13

Number of units added to
high school graduation
requirements since 19802

1 or less 55 9 36 36 9 55 73 18 9

2-3 53 6 41 47 6 47 94 0 6

More than 3 69 15 15 62 15 23 77 0 23

Not classifiable 30 30 40 30 20 50 60 20 20

Total units reqyired
for graduation

Less than 20 63 19 19 31 19 50 75 13 13

20 57 14 29 57 14 29 86 0 14

Mere than 20 47 5 47 53 5 42 79 5 16

Secondary enrollment

Less than 100,000 56 19 25 44 13 44 75 6 19

100,000-249,999 63 5 32 53 11 37 95 0 5

250,000 or more 38 19 44 38 13 50 63 19 19

Per pupil expenditures

Less than 53,000 63 6 31 69 0 31 94 6 0

S3,000-3,999 46 13 42 29 21 50 79 4 17

54,000 or more 55 27 18 45 9 45 55 18 27

1
States were asked to respond for the largest major (based un enrollment) within each of six areas. agm.. ;,ure, distributivejmarketing,
business education, trades and industries, health, and occupational home economics.

2111rteen States could not be classified because ofa lack of information on Staic. requirements or recommendai..ms for 1980 or 1987.

31\vo States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.
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Table 14.--Percentage of States changing their requirements on minimum hours of instruction and minimum sequences of courses between
1982-83 and 1986-87, by State characteristic: United States, 1988

State
characteristic

Number
of

States 1

Minimum hours of instruction Minimum sequences of courses

All
increased

Some
increased

No
change

Some
decreased

All
decreased

All
increased

Some
increased

No
change

Some
decreased

All
decreased

Total 48 2 15 71 6 6 4 10 77 6 2

Region
Northeast 10 10 30 60 0 0 0 20 80 0 0
Central 12 0 8 67 0 25 0 8 83 0 8
Southeast 12 0 8 83 8 0 8 8 58 25 0
West 14 0 14 71 14 0 7 7 86 0 0

Number of units added to
high school graduation
requirements since 19802

1 or less 11 9 9 55 0 27 0 0 91 0 9
2-3 15 0 13 80 7 0 0 13 73 13 0
More than 3 12 0 25 67 8 0 17 25 58 0 0
Not classifiable 10 0 10 80 10 0 0 0 90 10 0

Total units required
for graduation'

Less than 20 14 7 14 57 0 21 0 7 86 0 7
20 14 0 14 79 7 0 7 14 71 7 0
More than 20 18 0 17 72 11 0 6 11 72 11 0

Secondary enrollment
Less than 100,000 14 7 21 50 14 7 0 14 79 0 7
100,000-249,999 19 0 16 84 0 0 11 11 74 5 0
250,000 or more 15 0 7 73 7 13 0 7 80 13 0

Per pupil expenditures
Less than $3,000 16 0 19 75 6 0 13 19 63 6 0
S3,000-3,999 23 4 4 70 9 13 0 0 87 9 4
$4,000 or more 9 0 33 67 0 0 0 22 78 0 0

1
,Three States could not describe their cha.ges in these terms, and were excluded from this table.
Thirteen States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requirements or recommendations for 1980 or 1987.
Two States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level.

NOTE: Increases/decreases were reported for the argest major based on enrollment for each of six areas. agriculture, distobutivejmarketing, business edui.atiuti, trades and industnes, health,
and occupational home economics. It States reported increases in some areas and decreases in others, this table shows the net change. Percentages may not add to 100 because of
rounding.
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Appendix A
In! IIIIIMIE11111111201111MINIIIMMIC- Aar

Survey
Methodology and
Data Reliability

In January 1988, questionnaires were sent to each State's vocational
education coordinator in the 50 States and the District of Columbia, who
was asked to have it completed by the person most knowledgeable about the
State's methods of vocational education administration. The survey was
conducted by mail with telephone followup. Data collection was completed
in February, with a response rate of 100 percent.

Because this survey was a census and had a 100 percent response rate,
sampling error is not a factor. However, survey estimates are also subject
to errors of reporting and errors made in the collection of the data. These
errors, called nonsampling errors, can sometimes bias the data.
Nonsampling errors are not easy to measure. To do so usually requires that
an experiment be conducted as part of the data collection procedures, or
that data external to the study be used.

Nonsampling errors may include such things as differences in the
respondents' interpretation of the meaning of the questions, differences
related to the particular time the survey was conducted, or errors in data
preparation. During the design of the survey and survey pretest, an effort
was made to check for consistency of interpretation of questions and to
eliminate ambiguous items. The questionnaire was reviewed by
respondents like those who completed the survey, and the questionnaire
and instructions were extensively reviewed by NCES, the Committee for
Evaluation and Information Systems (CEIS) of the Council of Chief State
School Officers, and several other persons concerned with Federal and
State policies on vocational education. Manual and machine editing of the
questionnaires were conducted to check the data for accuracy and
.onsistency, and extensive data retrieval was performed on missing or
nconsistent items. Finally, each State was sent a copy of the State-by-State
table shells and its own responses to verify the accuracy of the data and the
footnotes. Where problems in the data were found and could not be
resolved, the problems have been noted in this report. Except for these
items, it appears unlikely that nonsampling errors severely biased the data
from this survey.

Data are presented for all States and by the following State characteristics:
secondary enrollment, region, number of units added to high school
graduation requirements since 1980, total units required for graduation, and
per pupil expenditures.

State enrollment is presented as three categories (less than 100,000; 100,000
- 249,999; 250,000 or more). Enrollment numbers are based on the fall 1985
enrollment in public secondary schools, as reported by the U.S. Department
of Education, Center for Education Statistics, in Digest of Education
Statistics, 1987.
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Region classifications are those used by the Bureau of Economic Analysis
of the U.S. Department of Commerce, the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, and the National Education Association. The
Northeast includes Connecticut, Delaware, the District of Columbia, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont. The Central region includes
Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska,
North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. The Southeast includes
Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia.
The West includes Alaska, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho,
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah,
Washington, and Wyoming.

The number of units added is the change from 1980-87 in the number of
units required for high school graduation, and has three categories: one
unit added or less, two to three units added, and more than three units
added. The category of "one unit added or less" includes one State that
showed a decrease in requirements of 1.5 units. A fourth category, not
classifiable, refers to States that could not be classified into the previous
three categories. The total units required for graduation is the number
required for high school graduation in 1987. These are in three categories:
less than 20 units required, exactly 20 units required, and more than 20
units required. Two States could not be classified into these three
categories because of the absence of State requirements. In some cases,
States have established multiple graduation requirements, typically
including a general high school diploma, and an advanced, or college bound,
diploma. Where multiple requirements existed, the smaller of these
requirements was chosen. These were based on Clearinghouse Notes
#CN16 and #CN28, produced by the Education Commission of the States.

Per pupil expenditures were the 1984-85 expenditures per pupil in average
daily attendance in public elementary and secondary schools, in three
categories: less than $3,000; $3,000- $3,999; and $4,000 or more. They were
reported by the U.S. Department of Education, Center for Education
Statistics, in Condition of Education, 198Z

The survey was performed under contract by Westat, Inc., using the Fast
Response Survey System (FRSS). Westat's Project Director was Elizabeth
Farris, and the Survey Manager was Bradford Chaney. Helen Ashwick was
the NCES Project Officer, and Ralph Lee and Betsy Faupel were the NCES
Survey Managers. Under the direction of John Wirt, the National
Assessment of Vocational Education (NAVE) commissioned this study.
The NAVE data requester, who participated in the design and analyses, was
Lana Muraskin. Other staff from NCES and Leslie Thompson, Office of
Vocational and Adult Education, provided technical assistance and
reviewed the report. FRSS was established by NCES to collect quickly, and
with minimum burden on respondents, small quantities of data needed for
education planning and policy.
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For information about this survey or the Fast Response Survey System,
contact Fay Nash, Office of Educational Research and Improvement
National Center for Education Statistics, 555 New Jersey Avenue NW,
Washington, DC 20208, telephone (202) 357-6754. For information about
OERI programs and activities, contact Information Services at 1-800- 24-
1616 or, in the Washington, DC metropolitan area, (202) 626-9854.
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Table B-1.--Percentage of 1986-87 Perkins Act Title II funds allocated to postsecondary education within each
Perkins category, and State policy on making a prior division between secondary and
postsecondary funds for the Disadvantaged, by State: 1988

State

Perkins category -- postsecondary

Handi-

capped
Disadvantaged Adults

Single

parents/
homemakers

Sex

equity/
sex bias

Corrections
Program

improvement

Total
across

categories

State

made

prior
division for

Disadvantaged

Alabama 0 0 56 75 50 100 0 lo Yes
Alaska 36 22 100 100 64 100 35 47 No
Arizona 23 24 89 86 25 100 69 57 Yes
Arkansas 11 25 100 100 61 100 10 35 Yes
California 48 48 50 50 50 50 45 47 Yes
Colorado 45 45 100 85 86 100 61 64 Yes
Connecticut 3 16 -- -- -- -- 12 -- No
Delaware 0 0 73 71 61 0 41 35 Yes
District of Columbia 0 1 47 90 90 66 0 17 No
Florida 6 20 15 7 3 2 24 18 No
Georgia 33 33 100 67 33 0 50 51 No
Hawaii 10 18 100 100 0 50 44 45 Yes
Idaho 9 31 100 90 32 0 34 43 No
Illinois 14 25 98 Li 49 58 56 49 NoIndiana-- -- -- -- -- -- -- No
Iowa 81 80 87 86 89 100 62 74 Yes
Kansas 36 41 48 76 67 90 37 44 No
Kentucky 33 35 59 89 40 90 33 42 Yes
Louisiana 10 16 83 94 77 100 46 46 No
Maine 31 44 53 63 16 0 66 53 No
Maryland 20 18 80 67 20 100 8 26 Yes
Massachusetts 0 19 100 100 0 100 1 26 Yes
Michigan 25 25 75 75 25 50 33 39 Yes
Minnesota 79 87 100 78 74 59 97 91 Yes
Mississippi 1 6 21 16 3 3 7 8 No
Missouri 15 30 12 34 27 0 15 20 Yes
Montana 10 67 71 100 97 34 73 68 No
Nebraska 14 20 50 55 35 100 40 36 Yes
Nevada 24 22 88 90 66 46 27 40 No
New Hampshire 0 0 78 71 50 0 30 30 No
New Jersey 10 20 50 35 65 0 35 32 Yes
New Mexico 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 --
New York 27 37 19 19 19 19 28 28 Yes
North Carolina 33 33 100 100 33 100 3 35 Yes
North Dakota 5 42 89 0 12 89 31 35 Yes
Ohio 8 1 100 61 -- 100 25 -- No
Oklahoma 28 32 100 100 45 100 40 50 No
Oregon 50 50 100 95 35 0 50 59 Yes
Pennsylvania 13 26 0 42 53 100 53 36 No
Rhode Island 0 0 100 80 75 80 10 27 Yes
South Carolina 13 7 60 60 55 57 0 18 Yes
South Dakota 14 26 100 100 28 100 73 61 No
Tennessee 7 22 25 43 7 56 6 16 No
Texas 40 40 72 90 65 0 20 40 Yes
Utah 35 55 94 100 51 26 75 70 Yes
Vermont 25 30 42 30 30 10 16 25 No
Virginia 0 10 60 71 75 75 20 27 No
Washington 44 58 100 87 54 0 60 64 Yes
West Virginia 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 Yes
Wisconsin 55 55 55 55 55 55 49 52 Yes
Wyoming 4 38 90 93 49 100 81 65 No

-- Missing or not applicable.

.1011? For those States that do not make a prior division between secondary and postsecondary vocational education, the percentage allocated to postsecondary education is
based on the actual. expenditures. 414
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Table B-2.--State methods for allocating 1986-87 Federal funds for Adults, by State: 1988

State

Secondary vocational education Postsecondary vocational education

Primary
method'

Second
method

Third
method

Primary
method'

Second
method

Third
method

Alabama Formula Formula
Alaska Competition Competition
Arizona Competition Discretionary Competition
Arkansas Competition
California Competition Formula Competition
Colorado Formula Competition Discretionary
Connecticut Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Delaware Competition Competition
District of Columbia .... Discretionary Discretionary
Florida Formula Discrctionary Competition
Georgia Formula
Hawaii Discretionary
Idaho Competition Competition
Illinois Formula Competition
Indiana
Iowa Discretionary Formula
Kansas Discretionary Discretionary
Kentucky Formula Formula
Louisiana Competition Formula Competition Formula
Maine Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Maryland Formula Competition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Massachusetts Formula Competition
Michigan Discretionary Formula
Minnesota Formula
Mississippi Discretionary Discretionary
Missouri Discretionary Discretionary
Montana Competition Competition
Nebraska Competition Competition
Nevada Competition Competition
Ncw Hampshire Competition Discretionary
New Jersey Formula Competition
New Mexico Competition
New York Formula Discretionary Competition Formula Discretionary Competition
North Carolina Formula
North Dakota Competition Competition
Ohio Formula
Oklahoma Formula Competition
Oregon Formula Formula
Pennsylvania Competition Competition
Rhode Island Competition Competition
South Carolina Formula Formula
South Dakota Competition Competition
Tennessee Formula Discretionary
Texas Competition Formula
Utah Competition Competition
Vermont Formula Competition
Virginia . Competition Discretionary Competition Formula
Washington Formula Formula
West Virginia Formula Discretionary Formula Discretionary
Wisconsin Competition Formula Competition Discretionary
Wyoming Competition Competition

-- Missing or not applicable.

*Based on the total dollars allocated.

NOTE: This table also includes States that use the same mechanism(s) for both secondary am' postsecondary education.
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Table B-3.--State methods for allocating 1986-87 Federal funds for Single parents/homemakers, by
State: 1988

State

Secondary vocational education Postsecondary vocational education

Primary
method'

Second
method

Third
method

Primary
method'

Second
method

Third
method

Alabama Competition Competition
Alaska Competition Competition
Arizona Competition Competition Discretionary
Arkansas Competition
California Discretionary Formula Competition Formula Competition
Colorado Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Connecticut Competition Competition
Delaware Competition Discretionary Competition
District of Columbia Discretionary Competition Discretionary Competition
Florida Formula Competition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Georgia Discretionary Competition
Hawaii Discretionary
Idaho Competition Competition
Illinois Competition Competition
Indiana
Iowa Competition Competition
Kansas Competition Competition
Kentucky Competition Compcti:ion
Louisiana Competition Formula Competition Formula
Maine Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Maryland Competition Discretionary
Massachusetts Formula Competition
Michigan Competition Formula
Minnesota Competition Competition
Mississippi Competition Competition
Missouri Discretionary Competition Discretionary Competition
Montana Competition Competition
Nebraska Competition Competition Discretionary
Nevada Competition Competition
New Hampshire Competition Formula
New Jersey Competition Competition
New Mexico Competition
New York Formula Competition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
North Carolina Formula Competition
North Dakota Competition Competition
Ohio Competition Formula Discretionary Competition Formula Discretionary
Oklahoma Formula Competition
Oregon Competition Competition Discretionary
Pennsylvania Competition Competition
Rhode Island Competition Competition
South Carolina Competition Formula
South Dakota Competition Competition
Tennessee Competition Competition
Texas Competition Formula
Utah Competition
Vermont Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Virginia Competition Competition
Washington Competition Formula
West Virginia Competition E :retionary Competition Discretionary
Wisconsin Competition Competition
Wyoming Competition Competition

Missing or not applicable.

*Based on the total dollars allocated.

NOTE This table also includes States that use the same mechanism(s) for both secondary and Ftsecondary education.
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Table B-4.--State methods for allocating 1986-87 Federal funds for Sex equity /sex bias, by State:
1988

State

Secondary vocational education Postsecondary vocational education

Primary,
method*

Second
method

Third
method

Primary,
method'

Second
method

Third
method

Alabama Competition Competition
Alaska Competition Competition
Arizona Competition Competition
Arkansas Competition Competition
California Discretionary Formula Competition Formula Competition
Colorado Competition Competition
Connecticut Competition Competition
Delaware Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
District of Columbia Discretionary Competition Discretionary Competition
Florida Formula Competition Discretionaty Formula Competition Discretionary
Georgia Discretionary Competition
Hawaii Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Idaho Competition Competition
Illinois Competition Competition
Indiana
Iowa Competition Competition
Kansas Competition Competition
Kentucky Competition Competition
Louisiana Competition Formula Competition Formula
Maine Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Maryland Competition Competition
Massachusetts Competition
Michigan Formula Formula
Minnesota Competition Competition
Mississirpi....... Competition Competition
Missouri Discretionary Competition Discretionary Competition
Montana Competition Competition
Nthraska Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Nevada Competition ComNtition
New Hampshire Competition Formula
New Jersey Competition Competition
New Mexico Competition
New York. Formula Discretionary Formula
North Carolina Competition Competition
North Dakota ........ ...., Competition Competition
Ohio Competition Formula Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Oklahoma Competition
Oregon Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Pennsylvania Competition Competition
Rhode Island.. Competition Competition
South Carolina Competition Competition
South Dakota Competition Competition
Tennessee Competition Competition
Texas Competition Formula
Utah Competition Corr2etition
Vermont Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Virginia Competition Competition
Washington Competition Formula
West Virginia Formula Discretionary Formula Discretionary
Wisconsin Competition Competition Discretionary
Wyoming Competition Competition

Missing or not applicable.

*Based on the total dollars allocated.

NOTE: This tabl also includes States that use the same mechanism(s) for both secondary and postsecondary education.
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Table B-5.--State methods for allocating 1986-87 Federal funds for Corrections, by State: 1988

State

Secondary vocational education Postsecondary vocational education

Primary
method'

Second
method

Third
method

Primary
method'

Second
method

Third
method

Alabama Formula
Alaska Competition Competition
Arizona Discretionary
Arkansas Formula
California Discretionary Discretionary
Co!orado Discretionary
Connecticut Formula Formula
Delaware Competition Competition
District of Columbia Discretionary Competition Discretionary Formula
Eorida Discretionary
Georgia Discretionary
Hawaii Discretionary Discretionary
Idaho Competition
Illinois Formula Competition
Indiana _
Iowa Competition
Kansas Discretionary Discretionary
Kentucky Formula Formula
Louisiana Competition Formula
Maine
Maryland Discretionary
Massachusetts Competition
Michigan Competition Discretionary _
Minnesota Competition Competition
Mississippi Discretionary Discretionary
Missouri Discretionary Discretionary
Montana Competition Competition
Nebraska Discretionary
Nevada Competition Competition
New Hampshire Competition
New Jersey Competition Competition
New Mexico Competition
New York Discretionary Competition Competition
North Carolina Competition
North Dakota Competition Competition
Ohio Formula Formula
Oklahoma Discretionary
Oregon Competition Competition
Pennsylvania Discretionary
Rhode IslanA Competition Competition
ScrIth Carolina Formula Formula
South Dakota Competition Competition
Tennessee Competition Competition
Texas Discretionary
Utah Competition Competition
Vermont Discretionary Discretionary
Virginia Discretionary Competition Competition Discretionary
Washington Competition Competition
West Virginia Competition Discretionary Competition
Wisconsin Competition Discretionary
Wyoming Competition

-- Missing or not applicable.

'Based on the total dollars allocated.

NOTE This table also Includes States that use the same mechanism(s) for both secondary and postsecondary education.
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Table B-6.--State methods for allocating 1986-87 Federal funds for Program improvement, by State:
1988

State

Secondary vocational education Postsecondary vocational education

Primary
method'

Second
method

Third
method

Primary
method'

Second
method

Third
method

Alabama Formula
Alaska Competition Competition
Arizona Competition Formula Discretionary Competition
Arkansas Competition Competition
California Formula Discretionary Formula Competition
Colorado Competition Formula Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Connecticut Formula Competition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Delaware Competition Discretionary Competition
District of Columbia Discretionary Discretionary Competition
Florida Formula Discretionary Competition Discretionary Formula Competition
Georgia Discretionary Competition Formula Discretionary
Hawaii Discretionary Discretionary
Idaho Formula Competition Competition
Illinois Competition Compeiltion
Indiana
Iowa Competition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Kansas Competition Competition
Kentucky Formula Formula
Louisiana Competition Formula Competition Formula
Maine Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Maryland Formula Competition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Massachusetts Formula Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Michigan Competition Formula Formula
Minnesota Discretionary Foimula
Mississippi Discretionary Discretionary
Missouri Formula Competition Formula
Montana Competition Competition
Nebraska C'zmpet it ion Discretionari Competition Discretionary
Nevada Competition Competition
New Hampshire Formula Discretionary
New Jersey Formula Competition Discretionary Competition
New Mexico Competition
New York Discrctionary Formula Competition Discretionary Formula Competition
North Carolina Formula
North Dakota Competition Competition
Ohio Discretionary Discretionary
Oklahoma Formula Competition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Oregon Formula Formula
Pennsylvania Competition Formula Competition
Rhode Island Competition Competition
South Carolina Formula .
South Dakota Competition Competition
Tennessee Formula Discretionary
Texas Formula Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary Formula
Utah Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary
Vermont Compctition Discretionary Tormufa Competition Discretionary
Virginia Competition Formula Competition Formula
Washington Formula Formula
West Virginia Formula Discretionary Formula Competition
Wisconsin Competition Competition Discretionary
Wyoming Competition Competition

Missing or not applicable.

'Based on the total dollars allocated.

NOTE: This table also includes States that use the same mechanism(s) for both secondary and postsecondary education.
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I Table B-7.--Number of eligible recipients in 1986-87, number receiving grants, and allocation unspent, by
State: 1988

State

Handicapped Disadvantaged

Number
of

eligible

recipients

Number
receiving

grants'

Number Percent Number
unable to of total of
spend full allocation eligible

'allocation unspent recipients

Number

receiving

grants'

Number Percent

unable to of total
spend full allocation

allocation unspent

Alabama 171 129 CO CO 170 128 CO (+)
Alaska 68 9 3 22 68 9 5 51
/ 'von 104 71 52 12 102 73 54 12

is....3I1S3S 364 302 15 5 364 2% 34 12
California 526 457 53 1 526 457 75 4
Colorado 173 132 4 2 173 135 1 5
Connecticut 110 100 0 0 110 100 0 0
Delaware 19 19 13 1 19 19 13 1

District of Columbia -- -. 1 -- -- -- 1

Florida % 93 2 S % 95 0 0
Georgia 214 197 (+) 13 214 191 CO 38
Hawaii. 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 0
Idaho 107 39 12 10 107 52 18 5
Illinois 469 460 190 9 469 460 214 8
Indiana. 330 250 25 10 330 250 25 10
Iowa 15 15 5 97 15 15 3 97
Kansr.s 349 212 9 23 349 208 17 26
Kentucky 206 206 31 7 206 206 41 5
Louisiana 51 48 37 31 51 47 37 7
Maine 32 25 4 32 32 24 12 32
Maryland 41 41 13 7 41 41 16 8

Massachusetts 256 131 45 17 272 140 37 22
Michigan 430 160 73 7 430 160 66 8
Minnesota. 466 117 (+) CO 466 42 (+) (+)
Mississippi 177 177 134 50 175 175 137 37
Missouri 11 8 7 10 11 9 6 25
Montana 130 9 7 10 130 11 6 8
Nebraska 42 42 0 0 41 41 0 0
Nevada 20 7 5 10 20 8 6 9
New Hampshire 104 33 22 11 104 32 23 11

New Jersey 304 288 106 22 303 290 123 22
Ncw Mexico 17 17 13 17 17 17 4 1

Ncw York 732 174 (+) (+) 732 159 (+) (+)
North Carolina 198 197 99 15 198 1% 132 16

North Dakota 195 31 5 1 195 ,:i 5 55
Ohio 148 110 18 10 147 116 22 7
Oklahoma 440 97 38 15 440 128 43 9
Oregon 194 147 25 11 194 147 37 15
Pennsylvania 691 109 (+) 13 691 162 (+) 46
Rti.xle Island 10 10 2 20 10 10 8 55
South Carolina 95 93 4 2 95 93 7 3

South Dakota 150 26 26 20 149 23 23 30
Tennessee 129 101 0 0 129 104 1 1

Texas 1003 462 350 23 1003 546 455 18
Utah 53 53 1 1 53 53 0 0
Vermont 37 20 (+) 2 37 22 CO 22
Virginia 158 146 23 18 135 122 28 28
Washington 269 150 20 0 269 166 20 0
West Virginia 75 72 24 24 75 74 40 25
Wisconsin 447 171 82 7 447 172 105 8
Wyoming 56 15 0 0 54 26 0 0

Not applicable. State education agency and local education agency are equivalent.

Data are mil available.

If grants are given to consortia rather than to individual eligible recipients, the estimated number of eligible recipients receiving grants is given.
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Table B-8.--State provision of separate or additional financial aid for vocational education in
1986-87, by State: 1988

State

Additional funds on
per student basis State funding

to meet match
provisions of
Perkins Act

Separate
additional

funds
earmarked

No
additional
State aidProvide funds

Percent exceeds
non - vocational

funding'

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

District of Columbia2

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No
Ohio No

Oklahoma No

Oregon No

Yes

Yes

7 No

12 Yes

Yes

No

No
30 No

N.
32 No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

100 No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

28 No

5 No

No

15 Yes

No

Yes

No

No

54
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Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

?es

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Ycs

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Ycs

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes



Table B-8.State provision of separate or additional financial aid for vocational education in
1986-87, by State: 1988-- Continued

Additional funds on
per student basis State funding Separate

State to meet match
provisions of

additional
funds

No
additionalPercent exceeds

Provide funds non-vocatignal
funding

Perkins Act earmarked State aid

Pennsylvania Yes 14 No Yes No
Rhode Island Yes 12 Yes Yes No
South Carolina Yes 3 No Yes No
South Dakota No No Yes No
Tennessee Yes 66 No Yes No
Texas Yes 45 No No No
Utah3

Yes 84 Yes Yes No
Vermont Yes 20 Yes Yes No
Virginia Yes 20 Ws Yes No
Washington Yes 23 No No No
West Virginia No Yes No No
Wisconsin No No No Yes
Wyoming No No No Yes

Not applicable.

1
Percentage (rounded) by which aid exceeds aid per comparable secondary student not in vocational education. States vaty widely in their defuutions of a
vocational education student, and some of the variation in the additional per student aid reflects these differences.

2
State education agency and local education agency are equivalent.

lUtah offers additional per student aid at the different levels, depending on the amount of additional expense involved in the particular program area. The
additional increments are: Level 1,46 percent; Level 2, 84 percent; and Level 3,142 percent.

NOTE! Separate or additional financial aid refers to extra State aid provided beyond that provided for comparable secondary students not ul vocational
education.
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Table B-9.--States that set minimum hours of instruction for the largest major in each secondary
job training area by State: 1988

State Agriculture
Distributive/

marketing

Business

education
Trades and
industries Health

Occupational
home economics

Alabama Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Alaska No No No No No No
Arizona Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Arkansas Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
California Yes No No No Yes Yes
Colorado Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Connecticut. Yes No No Yes Yes No
Delaware Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
District of Columbia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Florida Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Georgia No No No No No No
Hawaii. No No No No No No
Idaho No No No Yes No No
Illinois No No No No No No
Indiana. Yes No No Yes No Yes
Iowa No No No No No No
Kansas No No No No No No
Kentucky No No No No No No
Louisiana. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Maine Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Maryland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Massachusetts Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Michigan. No No No No No No
Minnesota Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mississippi Yes Ys Yes Yes Yes Yes
Missouri No No No No No No
Montana Yes No Yes Yes Yes No
Nebraska No No No No No No
Nevada Yes Yes Yes Yes ves Yes
New Hampshire Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Jersey No No No No No No
New Mexico No No No No No No
New York Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Carolina Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Dalotr. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ohio Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Oklahoma Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Oregon No No No No No No
Pennsylvania Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Rhode Island No No No Yes Yes No
South Catolina Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
South Dakota Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tennessee No No No No No No
Texas No No No No No No
Utah No No No No No No
Vermont Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Virginia. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Washington Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
West Virginia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wisconsin No No No No No No
Wyoming Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

NOTE. States wcre fsketi t respond for the largest major based on enrollment m eadt secondary job tr.tumg arca. States answers fellect the pultues that

were in existence in program year 1986-87. These policies may have been instituted in earlier years.



Table B-10.--States that set minimum sequence of courses in 1986-87 for the largest major in each
secondary job training area, by State: 1988

State Agriculture
Distributive/

marketing
Business

education
Trades and

Industries Health
Occupational

home economics

Alabama. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Alaska No No No No No No
Arizona Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Arkansas Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
California Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Colorado No No No No No No
Connecticut. Yes No No Yes Yes No
Delaware Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
D4trict of Columbia. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Florida Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Georgia No No No No No No
Hawaii. No No No No No No
Idaho Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Illinois No No No No No No
Indiana. Yin No No Yes Yes No
Iowa No No No No No No
Kansas. No No No No No No
Kentucky No No No No No No
Louisiana Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Maine Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Maryland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Massachusetts No No No No No No
Michigan No No No No No No
Minnesota Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mississippi Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Missouri. No No No No No No
Montana No Yes No Na No Yes
Nebraska Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nevada Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Hampshire ....... No No No No No No
New Jersey No No No No No No
New Mexico No No No No No No
New York Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Carolina Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Dakota No No No Yes No No
Ohio Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Oklahoma No No No No No
Oregon. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pennsylvania Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Rhode Island No No No No No No
South Carolina Yes Yes Yes yes Yes Yes
South Dakota.. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tennessee No No No No No No
Texas No No No No No No
Utah Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vermont No No No No No No
Virginia. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Washington No No No No No No
West Virginia Yes Yes Yes No No No
Wisconsin No No No No No No
Wyoming No No No No No No

NOTE: States were asked to respond for the largest major based on enrollment in each secondary job trauung area States answers reflect the policies that
were in existence in program year 1986-87. These policies may have been instituted in earlier years.
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Table B-12.--States that changed their requirements on minimum hours of instruction between
1982-83 and 1986-87 for the largest major in each secondary job training area, by
State: 1988

State Agriculture
Distributive/

marketing
Business

education
Trades and

industries Health
Occupational

home economics

Alabama Same Same Same Same Same Same
Alaska

Arizona Same Same Same Inc Same Same
Arkansas Same Same Same Same Same Same
California Same Same Same Same Same Same
Colorado Same Same Same Same Inc. Same
Connecticut. Same Same Same Same Same Same
Delaware Saile Same Same Same Same Same
Distrid of Columbia. Same Same Same Same Inc. Same
Ewida Inc Same Dem Dem Same Same
Georgia Same Same Same Same Same Same
Hawaii Same Same Same Same Same Same
Idaho Same Same Same Dec. Same Same
Illinois Dem Dem Dem Dem Dem Dem
Indiana. Same Same Same Same Same Same
Iowa Same Sawa Same Same Same Same
Kansas Same Same Same Same Same Same
Kentucky. Same Same Same Same Same Same
Louisiana Same Same Same Same Same Same
Maine Same Same Same Same Same Same
Maryland Same Same Same Same Same Same
Massachusetts Same Same Same Same Same Same
Michigan. Same Same Same Same Same Same
Minnesota Same Same Same Same Same Same
Mississippi. Dem Same Inc Inc Same Inc
Missouri. Same Same Same Same Same Same
Montana Same Dem Same Same Same Same
Nebraska Same Same Same Same Same Same
Nevada Same Same Same Same Same Same
New Hampshire .......

New Jersey. Same Same Same Same Same Same
New Mexico Same Same Same Same Same Same
New York

North Carolina Same Same Same Same Same Same
North Dakota Dem Dem Dem Dem Dem Dem
Ohio Dem Dec. Dem Dec . Dem Dec .
Oklahoma. Same Same Same Same Same San.e
Oregon. Same Same Seme Same Same Same
Pennsylvania. Inc Inc Inc. Dec. Inc Dec.
Rhode Island Same Same Same Inc Inc Same
South Carolina Same Same Same Same Same Same
South DaYota. Inc Same Same Inc. Same Inc.
Tennessee Same Same Same Same Saw Same
Texas Same Same Same Same Same Same
Utah Same Same Same Same Same Sam
Vermont Inc Inc Inc Inc Inc Inc.
Virginia. Same Same Same Same Same Same
Washington Same Same Same Same Same Serae
West Virpria. Same Same Same Same Same Same
Wisconsin.. Same Same Same Same Same Same
Wyoming Same Same Same Same Same Same

-- Not applicable.

NOTE States were asked to respond for the largest moor based on enrollment in each secondary job training area. The responses allowed were
'Increased,'' Decreased,' or 'Remained the same' If States bad no requirements in both 1982-83 And 1986-87 (see table B-9), they were coded as
'Remained the same.'
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Table B-13. -States that changed their requirements on minimum sequence of courses between
1982-83 and 1986-87 for the largest major in each secondary job training area, by
State: 1988

State Agriculture
Distributive/

marketing

Business

education

Tradn and
industries

Health
Occupational

home economics

Alabama Same Same Same Same Same Same

Alaska --

Arizona Same Same Same Inc. Same Same

Arkansas Inc. Inc. Inc. Inc. Inc.

California Same Same Same Same Same Same

Colorado Same Same Same Same Same Same

Connecticut. Same Same Same Same Same Same

Delaware Same Same Same Same Same Same

District of Columbia. Same Same Same Samc Inc. Samc

Florida.... Inc. Same Dec. Dec. Same Same

Georgia Same Same Same Same Same Same

Hawaii Same Same Same Same Same Same

Idaho Same Same Same Same Sane Same

Illinois Same Same Same Same Same Same

Indiana. Same Same Same Same Same Same

Iowa Same Same Same Same Same Same

Kansas Same Same Same Same Samc Same

Kentucky Dec. Dec. Dec. Same Same Same

Louisiana Same Same Same Same Same Same

Maine Same Same Same Same Same Same

Maryland Same Same Same Same Same Same

Massachusetts Same Same Same Same Same Same

Michigan. Same Same Same Same Same Same

Minnesota Same Same Same Same Same Same

Mississippi Dec. Same Inc. Inc. Same Inc.

Missouri Same Same Same Same Same Same

Montana Same Dec. Same Same Samc Inc.

Nebraska Same Same Same Same Samc Same

Nevada Same Same Same Same Same Same

New Hampshire --

New Jersey Same Same Same Same Same Same

New Mexico Same Same Same Samc Same Same

New York

North Carolina Same Same Samc Same Same

North Dakota Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec.

Ohio Same Same Same Same Same

Oklahoma Same Same Samc Same Same

Oregon. Same Same Same Same Same Same

Pennsylvania Inc. Inc. Inc. Dec. Inc. Dec.

Rhode Island Same Same Same Same Same Same

South Carolina Same Same Same Samc Same Same

South Dakota. Inc. Same Same Inc. Same Inc.

Tennessee Seine Same Same Same Samc Same

Texas Same Same Samc Samc Same Samc

Utah Inc. Inc. Inc. Inc. Inc. Inc.

Vermont Same Same Same Same Same Samc

Virginia Dec. Same Same Same Same Dec.

Washington Same Same Same Same Samc Same

West Virginia Same Same Same Samc Same Same

Wisconsin Same Same Same Same Samc Same

Wyoming Same Same Same Same Same Same

-- Not applicable.

NOTE States were asked to respond for the largest major based on enrollment within each secondary job trairung area. The responses allowe I were
'Increased,' 'Decreased,' or 'Remained the same.' If States had no requirements in both 1982-83 and 1986-87 (sec table B 10), they were coded
as 'Remained the same.'
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Appendix C

FAST RESPONSE
SURVEY SYSTEM (FRSS)

CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20208-1528

Form Approved

OMB No.1850-0618
App. Exp. 6/88

STATE SURVEY ON This report is authorized by law (20 U.S.C. 1221e-1). While you arc not required to respond, your cooperation is
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION: needed to make the results of this survey comprehensive, accurate, and timely.

1 Using your State's Program Year (PY), what percentage of each category of PY 1986-87 Perkins Act Title II funds (except State administration) was

allocated to postsecondary education in your State? IIA: Handiripped %; Disadvantaged %; Adult %;
Single parents/homemakers %; Sex equity %; Corrections %; 1113: Program improvement To.

2 Did your State determine the share of Perkins funds for secondary and postsecondary sectors for PY 1986-87 before allocating funds for the category

of Disadvantaged? 1_1 Yes; 1_1 No.
3 What mechanisms did your State use to allocate its PY 1986-87 Perkins Act funds? Please write an 'F' if funds were distributed through formula, a

C" if funds were distributed through competition, and a *IV if funds were distributed in another discretionary manner. Where more than one
mechanism was used to distribute funds in a category, please write the letters in an order that shows which mechanism was used to allocate the most
funds (For example, the entry *F,D* would mean a formula was used to distribute the largest amount of funds, followed by State discretion.) For the
first allocation method you have listzd in each category, please indicate any dollar maximum per year which your rules specify or any year limit on any
one continuing project Write *NA* if you do not allocate funds in a particular Perkins category, or if there is no maximum or limit for a particular
Category.

Allocation Give dollar maximum Give maximum # of
Perkins categories method(s) F, C, or D or write *NA" seats or write *NA'
SECONDARY LEVEL

a. Adults
b. Single parents/homemakers
c. Sex equity/sex bias

d. Corrections
e. Program improvement (1IB)

POSTSECONDARY LEVEI,

a. Adults
b. Single parents/homemakers
c. Sex equity/sex bias
d. Corrections
e. Program improvement (AID)

4 How many recipients (distncts/postsecondary institutions) in your State are eligible to receive a Ps' 1986-87 allocation for handicapped and
disadvantaged students? Please indicate the number that received grants, the number of those that were unable to spend their full PY 1986-87
allocation, and estimate the percentage of your State allocation that was unspent in each category.

Perkins catezont:
handicapped
Disadvantaged

Total number Number that Number unable Percent of
of eligible received to spend full total
recjpierns francs allocation allocation unspent

5 At the secondary level, in PY 1986-87 did your State provide separate or additional financial aid to school districts or other vocational districts for
vocational education, apart from funds provided to any secondary student? (Check, and fill in. all that apply.)

1_1 Yes, additional funding for vocational education is provided on a per student basis, through the general State aid formula or other
reimbursement, The approximate percentage by which aid to vocational stude its exceeds aid per comparable secondary student not in
vocational education is %.

I Yes. State funding to meet match provisions of Perkins Act.

1 1 Yes, additional J,ng (other than match for Federal funds) earmarked for vocation-I education is provided through separate, additional
or categorical State aid.

1 -1 "o, there is no additional general State aid for vocational education and no separate or additional support.

6 Which of the following actions did your State perform in PY 1986-87 to control the quality of secondary job training courses or programs? Please
answer for the largest major in terms of enrollment in each secondary job training program area below.

Secondary job Set minimum hours Minimum sequence Examine
traininE program of of courses? course content?

Yes No Yes Yes No

Agriculture
1 _

Distributive/marketing I I 1
Business education I 1 _
Trades and industries

1 _
!faith I 1 _
Occupational home economics I I 1_ _
flow have these requirements changed between 1982-83 and 1986.87 for the largest major? have they increased, remained the same, or decreased?

Minimum hours of instruction Minimum sequence of courses

Secondary job Remained Increased Remained Decreased
traininz prorram Increased the same Decreased Lorcirses the same # of courses

Agriculture

Distributive/marketing I
Business education

Trades and industries I
Health I
Occupational home economics I-

Person completing form State

Telephone j

CES Form No. 2379-30, 1/88
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