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ABSTRACT,

A study compared state policies concerning vocational
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education, ability to receive grants and spend the full allocation,
additional sources of state financial aid, and quality control
mechanisms. It was discovered that competition was the method used
most often to distribute federal funds in those categories of the
Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act where states were given
discretion over funding allocation methods. The funds allocated to
postsecondary education varied by state and by category. Within each
Perkins Act category, at least one state allocated no funds to
postsecondary education whereas another state allocated all funds to
postsecondary education. Half the states split funds for
disadvantaged persons into separate pools for secondary and
postsecondary education befcre applying the intrastate formula
specified in the act. The state programs were characterized by strong
regional differences, with the central and western regions showing
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State Policies Concerning Vocational Education

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 questions 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 trairing 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),

PartB And 25 categories of program improvement, innovation, and
expansion (43 percent).*

Among the key findings are:

= 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 percent of *he funds for Statc administrative costs. The proportions here sum

to 100 percent, and apply to the amount remaining aftcr that subtraction is made.

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement

NCES 89 -420




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 for Adults.

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.

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 Vocationa! Education Act (Public Law 98-524)
established basic State grant Jprograms 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:

Handicapped individuals (10 percent),

Disadvantaged individuals (22 percent),

Adults in need of training 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),

" 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 uscd 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 nationa! 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 funds, 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).

Special efforts were made in this survey to accommodate the diversity of
deﬁmtlons and approaches used among the States. Questions were phrased
in order to maximize States’ ablhty 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 differences 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 authorlty to
the State education board. Separate vocatlonal 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
1mportant 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 schnol graduatior * 2:juirements, this survey used the number of units
that States have added to their graduation requirements from 1980-87.

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 dlfflcult 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; aropped 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 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 States), $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 wvariations 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
Federai 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.
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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.
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Use of Federal
Allocations

The Use of Multiple
Allocation Methods
Within Perlkins
Categories

Survey Findings

Until 1985, Federal regulations prescribed that each State develop a
formula for the allocation of funds within the basic grant for vocaticnal
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 wcre 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, wit

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.




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 (S5 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).”

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.
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Figure 1.——Percentage of States that use more thar onz allocation method
across all Perkins categories, by State characteristics
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By assuming that States deducted the maximum of 7 percent for State
admi.iistrative 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 Fedeval fiscal year; a
State’s program vear will thus include some funds that were "rolled over"
from previous years and exclude some funds to ke 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
Correcticns--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 us2 oaly 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 categories 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 (ot 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 crmpetition, and 9 percent by other discretionary
means.




State Controls on States have other methods of providing controls on t.e use of Federa}
: funds besides the approval or disapproval of funds. To provide a partia
the Allocation of measure of these &pethods, Stategpwere asked whetherp they uselc)i two
Federal Funds 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 (rot shown in tables). The
setting of a mavimum number of years was morc common (33 States), and
may be somewhat understated, since there are Federal requiiements on a
maximum number of years for some areas in Program improvement®
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
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Allocations
Between
Secondary and
Pestsecondary
Education

The Concentration
of Funds at a Singie
Level

Definitions used in data collection were fairly specific, and many States still
had controls available in these ateas even if they did not have prespecified
limits of the type mentioned in the questiornaire. 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 aiso
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.’”
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.!® 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 percenc 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.

10




Mean Allocation to More information about the allocation of funds to postsecondary education

Postsecondary can be obtained by examining the msan allocations among the States for

Education each Perkins category. For three categories, States typically spent most of
the funds at the postsecondary level: Aduits 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

S

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 scine
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 Staie 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
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knowledge about the amount of funds allocated to postsecondary education
indicates that no specific percentage target was set (or enforced).!! 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
proportic:t 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 postsacondary 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
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Ability to Receive
Grants and
Spend the Full
Allocation

the funds tended to give proportionally more funds in the categories of
Disadvantaged, Handicapped, Adults, anid Single parents/homemakers, but
less funds in Corrections and Prograrn 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 divisicn,
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 sgend the full allocation, and the percentage
of the total allocation unspent.’* These numbers were also used to calculate
the percentage of eligible recipiems 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.’® For Handicapped, States with
little change in the number of units requirec 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.” 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 i1. vocational
education, with 90 percent providing such aid (table 12).” 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 requizzments (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.!® The rnost
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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State Requirements
on Reviewing Course
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 commo: 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
expenditt 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 perccnt did not
review course content in any of the areas).

The next most frequent State control mechanism was the setting of a
minimum 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 mininwums.

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 timie, while other States had relatively low
requirements even after large increasss. 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
indicates 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

: fl Do not set
Examine course i maximum
content
H Set .
maximum

Set minimum Eiiii
sequence
of courses

i

|

T

Set minimum
number
of hours

0 20 40 60 80 100
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NOTE: Based on percentage of States using a quality control mechonism in all six of the followlrm Jjob training

oraas——agriculture, distributive/marketing, business aducation, trades ond industries, heaith, ond
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 seguences 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).7
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).




Footnotes

]F:m intenm Repont from the Nanonal Assessment of Vocanonal Educanon, U.S, Department of Education, National Asscssment of Yocational
Education, January 1988, p. 1-2.

20lhcx arcas of Federal funding for vocauional education besides the basic State grant programs are community-based programs, consumer and
humemake. education, Indian and Hawanan Natives programs, national pro,,rams {research, cic.), bilingual vocational training, and State cvuncils.
In this repont, “Federal funding” wall be used to refer speafically to the basic State grant programs and the Perkins categones for allocating funds,

3.\'CES‘s Fast Response Survey System s a speaial service that, upon request, quickly obtains nationally representative, policy-relevant data fron.
small surveys to meet the needs of U.S. Department of Education policy officials. This sur.~y was sent to the 50 States and the Distnict of
Columbia, and received a 100 percent response rate.

4
Other measures of reform efforts are obviously possible, and this measure docs have the weakness of not being able to measure reforms if States
were aiready close to the maximum of what schools can offer in 4 years of instruction. However, 1t 15 successful in distinguishing a group of States
that have been active in tncreasing their requirements, and some interesting differcnces among States were related to this measure.

)
For this measure and the previous one, some States could not be classified because requirements were sct at the local level rather than at the Siate
level. Where possible, State recommendations were used if no State standards existed, under the assumption .ha. most localitics sech to at least
1cct, if not exceed, the State recommendations.

[

"Comrectuns 1s an unusual category in which 1t 15 often hard to classify vocational cducation as secundary or postsccondary, and in which speaa,
mcchanisms are often used for distnbuting funds. Also, only 1 percent of Federal funds arc allocated for Corrections, leavin,, few funds to
distribute to cach catcgory if funds arc divided between the secondary and postsecondary levels.

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

RSvmc States may alsy have misunderstuod the question un the maximum number of ycarms of funding, and stated that there was a 1-ycar limai of
cligible recipicnts needed 1o reapply every year.

qlcshmmn’. "allucatiuns® are diflcicnt frum “cxpenditures.” States may consciously chuwse tu allwate a set propurtiun uf funds fur pustsecundary
cducatiun, ut they may expend funds by some other decision rule, 1n some cases not even hauwing the pruportion of funds guing to pustsccondary
cducativn. Fur this question, State. were told tu ignure this difference and calculate prupurtiuns based on their actual cxpenditures Jf no privi
aliocatiuns had been made. It should alsu be noted that, while States were ashed to definc fatsecundary education as educatiun provided beyund
grade 12, they sometimes used their own o...mtions. Thus, there arc some inconsistencics between States. For example, some automatically
consider adult education {o be postsccondary.

mlhs 15 almost equivalent to saying that in cvery category there was at least onc State that allucated funds only fur the secundary ic... and at cast
vne Stale that allucated funds only for the postsecondary level. However, we cannot infer that if a State spent nu funds at the pustsecundary level,
it spent all of its funds at the secondary level. Usually this wall be true, but a few States distnbute funds in a third category that s nesther
secondary nor postsecondary (typically for Corrections).

"Thuc are a vanicty of reasons why States may not know the percentage of Federal funds guing to pustsccondary education (o1, at least, may not
have s.atistics readily available). One s that the survey defined postsccondary cducation as educatiun provided beyund grade 12, while States
ften define postsccondary education in terms of the types of msttutions receving funds. Anuther reasun s thas States may give grants to State
vt lwa sdminstrative umuts {such as cunsurtia) that are respunsible for further distnbuting funds, and unly the alminsstrative units knuw how the
funds are distabuted between secundary and postsecondary education. Third, some States deude on grants un a case-by-c4s¢ basis and do not
aggregate those grants in terms of seccndary and postsccondary cducation.
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lz!11<: reported number of cligible recipients receiving grants may be a slight underestimate, because some chgible recipients apply as consortia
rather than as single districts or institutions. Wherc this problem was cncountered, States were asked to estimate the nuntber of
districts/institutions represented, rather than reparting the number of grants. However, not all States may haw followed this procedure.

1:;Stau:s were given no guidelines in the questionnaire on how to treat recipicnts that were able to spend all but a smail 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 probably did not include
these recipients in their report of those unable to spend their full allocation. while other States did.

14Allocatcd funds may be left unspent for at least two reasons. First, somic recipicnts have difficulty in spending the full amount of their allocation,
second, some States indicated that fur *~ J1ay be received 100 Jate to be included in cligible recipicats’ planning processes.

15’I“h<: District of Columbia is excluded from this portion of the analysis because it is also a local education agency, and division between Stzte and
local funding is not meaningful.

16Stau:s were asked to respond for the largest major ir terms of earoliment within cach of six job training areas (agnculture, distnbutive/marketing,

business education, trades and industrics, health, and occupational home cconomizs).
17'1‘0 simplify the presentation ¢f results across the six job training areas, table 14 summanzes “c net change among States. States listed as showing

*No change” include onc Statc that increased both reyuirements in distributive/marketing, and devscased boih requirements 1n 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.cteristic: United States, 1988

Perkins category and education level
State Adults Single parents Sex equity Corrections Prograr. improvement
charactenistic
Secondary Post- Secondary Post- Secondary Post- Secondary Post- Secondary Post-

secondary secondary secondary secondary secondary

* Total 22 31 30 35 29 e 13 10 51 43
Region

INOTRCASL ...ceveeeemeeesesensasnnns 40 45 45 42 42 36 25 13 75 55
(07,17 -1 [ — 0 18 20 30 27 36 0 10 36 27
KLU TUT: T S —— 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 1950

B3 LI — 20 18 30 30 45 40 0 13 36 27
23 31 29 36 35 33 24 33 23 56 43
More than 3.iiemsineessesnnns 0 9 0 17 0 0 0 0 25 18
Not classifiable......coumeeseesusin 29 70 44 60 49 56 0 0 90 90
Total units required for
graduation
Less than 20.. i 18 33 40 36 40 40 9 9 40 33
20 25 29 0 29 15 8 0 0 36 42
Y (VLR BT ) R —— 25 28 38 37 33 32 25 23 67 47
Sccondary earollment
10 6 36 27 40 33 10 8 33 20
31 37 19 32 17 16 9 6 47 53
22 50 38 47 33 36 22 18 73 57
Per pupil expenditures
Less than $3,000......ccccumeeemsusnens 10 i9 18 31 13 13 0 8 4 38
$3,000-3,999 ...coeremusremmsssernssesenns 21 35 35 41 41 41 13 11 50 48
$4,000 OF MOTE ..cvvrrussmsensscesussne 38 40 33 27 27 20 33 11 64 40

1'I]m'tccn States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requirements or recommendations for 1980 or 1987.

zI‘wo States werc excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level.

NOTL. States were asked to hist which of three methods were used to allocate funds. furmula, competition, us wincr Jdisiretionary means besides
competition. This table also includes States that use the same mechanism(s) for both sccondary and pustsceondary education. Percentages are
bascd 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 Other

Not
and Perkins catcgory No funding Formula Compx:tition discretionary

applicable*
mearns

Secondary

Adults
Single parents/homemakers
Sex equity/sex bias

Corrections
Program improvement

Postsecondary

Adults
Single parents/homemakers
Sex equity/sex bias

Corrections
Program improvement

*Primary funding mechanism cannot be identified.

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

Perkins category — secondary level (competition as prima:y1 method)
State Adults Single parents Sex cquity Corrections Program improvement
characteristic
Percent Percent Percent | Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent | Percent
of of of of of of of of of of
States | funds® | States | funds® | States | funds® | Swates | funds® | States | funds®
Total 53 4T 85 56* 83 59+ 53 35+ 47 27
Region
NOItheast ..veseromseenssessemnnen. 50 43* 82 53+ 83 60°* 50 38 42 24
Central 43 28 9% 84 82 54+ 67 62 73 59
SOULNEAST coermusrsersersmasnsacsssnesons 25 18 80 53 75 60 29 24 25 20
West 100 100 89 25 92 61 67 28 50 12
Number of units added to
high school graduation 3
requirements since 1980
D03 o (0T 60 26 9% 86 91 76* 57 33 55 33
2-3 23 18 ;) 54 73 60 33 22 19 12
More than 3.... ...cceercsnsssennes 86 92 100 100 100 100 86 98 67 56
Not classifiable......ocmsnsrenserncen. ) 84* 78 26* 70 28* 50 40* 60 32
Total units required for
graduation4rcq
64 4 87 48 80 37* 64 34 60 33
50 15* 100 100* 100 100* 43 63* 36 15
50 60 75 56 72 55 50 31 4 29
80 68 91 98 93 99 70 73 73 68
31 8* 100 100°* 94 94+ 55 72 37 24
56 58 62 43 60 41* 33 20 33 24
Per pupil expenditures
Less than $3,000 40 8 82 65 87 Y 4 25 38 17
$3,000-3,999........ 64 77 9% 57 82 48* 60 39 55 3
$4,000 OF MOTE cuvuervrnenmnersensnanne 50 42* 78 50° 82 58* 50 36* 45 23

1Based on the total dollars allocated.

2Perccntagc of funds distributed by States whose primary method is competition (not the percentage of funds distributed through competition).
3'I‘hirtccn States could not be classificd because of a lack of information on State requircments 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 arc based on those States that allocated funds at the secondary level in a Perkins category. In addition, the percentage of funds 1s 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

Perkins category — postsecondary level (competition as primaxy1 method)

State Adults Single parents Sex equity Corrections Program improvement
characteristic
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent | Percent
of of of of of of of of of of
States funds2 States funds2 States funds2 States funds2 States funds2
Total 39 19* 69 54+ 7 66* 45 34 52 43
Region
INOTtheast . ...orrmeemmssonsrcorsurone 55 33+ 58 44+ 3 74+ 38 35* 64 65
Central 27 7 80 74 3 81* 40 21 55 47
SOULHEASE eevreesmrseonmosmmssnssmsrsssen 25 29 75 7 83 97 45 59 33 32
West 47 17 67 33 0y 33 55 19 53 32
Number of units added to high
school graguation requirements
since 1980
lorless ssenssssase 45 11 80 85 90 100* 38 11 55 48
2-3 35 33 65 49 7 59 54 54 50 56
More than 3......c.cccmesmemsoanns 45 27 75 64 83 87 60 39 64 55
Not classifiable.....cccervormemorsunne 30 4> 60 29* 67 40° 22 27 40 18
Total units required for
graduation““:q
Less than 20.......ccemeemmcesonsonnnee 40 9 64 4 60 37+ 36 14 53 33
20 36 16* 64 52¢ 100 100* 36 40° 33 20
More than 20........cewrmrrmssrmrernes 4 36 0y 63 74 70 54 37 65 67
Secondary enrollment
Less than 100,000.........ccomumnene 81 83 80 79 87 84 67 ) 87 90
100,000-249,999 ... 21 19* 0y 75* 89 91* 35 34 A 2
250,000 OF MOTE ....eecemrenretnrennes 14 7 47 38 50 49* 36 29 50 45
Per pupil expenditures
38 29 75 67 94 R} 46 47 46 37
30 11 63 49 64 50° 39 A 48 38
60 35* 64 47 80 n 56 39* 70 67

lBascd on the total dollars aliocated.

2Pcrccntag(: of funds distributed by States whose primary method 1s competition (not the percentage of funds distnbuted through competition).

3'I'hirtccn States could not be classified becauss 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. Percentages arc based on those States that allocated funds at the postsecondary level 1n a Perjuns category. In addition, the percentage of funds 1s
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 throug|
formula, and percentage of funds allocated by those States, by Perkins category and by Stat:
characteristic: United States, 1988

Perkins category — secondary level (formula as pn‘mary1 method)

State Adults Single parents Sex equity Corrections Program improvement
characteristic
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent | Percent
of of of of of of of of of of
States t'unds2 States fu nds2 States t'unds2 States fu nds2 States fu nds2
Total.....oorrrmrremsesreseessemsese 28 38* 5 25* 8 25* 10 2* 39 55
Region
INOTtNEESL ..o rermmsressonsnssonsensens 40 55+ 9 47* 8 39+ 13 * 42 43
Central 0 0 0 0 9 30° 0 0 9 14
Southeast .......coememreeensemssessnnee 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
) N7 O (o 40 74 0 0 0 0* 0 0 18 19
23 54 64 7 36 13 32 17 4 63 65
More than 3......ccoeveecererereemnense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 43
Not classifiable........ememermsense 0 0* 1 35 20 44 25 . 40 68
Total units4\'cquircd for
graduation
Less than 20.....c.eeueenesmermsonserens 18 41 7 28 13 41° 0 0 20 26
20 50 85 0 0* 0 0* 43 29+ 50 82
More than 20.....cccceeecemeeereemsense 25 21 6 27 1 26 0 0 4 63
Secondary enroliment
Less than 100,000.........ccoeeenemes 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 OF MOTE ...ceeeuremsorerrnrens 22 29 15 33 20 36* 0 0 47 53
Per pupil cxpenditures
40 53 0 0 0 0 22 10 50 69
14 9 5 20 14 33 0 0 32 52
38 56* 1 50* 9 42¢ 17 * 36 42

IBased on the total dollars allocated.

chrccntagc of funds distributed by States whose primary method is formula (not the percentage of funds distributed by formula).
3'I‘hirtccn States could not be classificd 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 sct at the State level.

NOTE: Percentages arc based on those States that allocated funds at the secondary level in a Perkans category. In addition, the percentage of funds s base:
on those States that reported the percentage aflocated 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 1s 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

Perkins category — postsecondary level (formula as primary1 method)
State Adults Single parents Sex equity Corrections Program improvement
charactenistic
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent | Percent
of of of of of of of of of of
States funds2 States funds2 States funds2 States funds2 States funds2
TOtak.cereesererae crasemssreaseree 45 74° 22 41* 19 32* 18 26* 30 40
Region
NOItheast ... rsssssressssssssresens 27 60°* 25 40* 18 20* 13 * 18 4
Central 55 89 10 21 18 12* 20 48 36 41
SOULNEASE cvvvaemrarensssssssenssseraseane 58 65 25 28 17 3 36 40 33 4
West 40 74 27 65 21 67 0 0 33 58
Number of units added to
high school graduation
requircments since 1980
45 86 0 0 10 . 25 70 27 31
41 60 y 45 18 35 25 33 29 20
27 55 25 36 17 13 10 8 18 32
Not classifiable 70 96* 40 71* 33 60°* 11 * 50 (2
Total units chuircd for
graduation
Less than 20.....mereesenerseerseees 47 88 36 56 40 63* 18 42 20 4
20 43 68°* 21 38 0 0* 29 25* 42 56
More than 20.....ccccreereerereenens 39 59 1 27 16 25 8 13 29 25
Sccondary enroliment
0 0 7 6 7 6 0 0 0 0
58 68* 16 20* 1 9* 29 31* 59 66
79 92 47 60 43 49* 18 26 29 35
Per pupil expenditures
Less than $3,000.......cccvmmmeens k'] 59 19 29 0 c 31 36 31 45
. 57 85 27 49 36 50* 11 31 35 50
$4,000 OF MOTC covrruenuerersasrrareraes 30 62°* 18 37* 10 17* 11 * 20 4

1Based on the total dollars allocated.

chrccntagc of funds distributed by States whose primary method is formula (not «he percentage of funds distnbuted by formula).
3'I‘hnm:c:n States could not be classified because of a lac’. of information on State requirements or recommendations for 1980 or 1987,
4Two States were excluded because unit requirements for gradi iion are not set at the State level.

NOTE. Percentages are based on those States ihat allocated funds at the postsecondary level in a Perkuns catcgory. In addition, the percentage of funds is
based on those States that reported the percentage allocated 10 postsecondary educativn within @ Perhuns categury. Where the number of States
differs for the two percentages, the percentage of funds 1s marked with an astensk (*). If no percentage is repurted, 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

Perkins category
Statc
characteristic Handicapped | Disadvantaged Adults Single parents |  Sex equity Corrections Program
improvement
X< F—— 84 9% 65 78 94 45 92
Region
58 75 73 91 91 36 p72
100 100 73 82 100 55 100
83 p72 75 83 100 58 83
93 93 47 60 87 33 93
Number of units added
to high school graduation
requirements since 19801
82 82 55 82 9% 45 100
76 88 76 82 94 47 76
92 p72 50 58 100 42 100
9% 100 78 89 89 4 100
Total units rcqzuired
for graduation
Less than 20 80 80 80 93 100 60 100
20 100 100 54 54 p72 46 93
More than 20....cimsreee 9 89 63 84 95 37 84
Secondary enrollment
Less than 100,000.......... 69 75 63 63 88 4 88
100,000-249,999............. 95 95 67 83 100 4 89
250,000 or more wuuvsessrmns 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 ...oonmmressscerens 87 91 70 83 91 57 96
$4,000 or more.....vvverneer 64 82 60 80 9% 30 91

1’I‘hirtccn States could not be classificd because of a lack of information on State requirements or recommendations for 1980 or 1987.
2 . . .
“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 allucated fur pustsewundary cducaton are assumed tu
£0 to sccondary education, however, some States have a third category (primarily for Comrections). Perentages are based on thuse 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

Perkins category
State Handicapped Disadvantaged Adults Single parcnts Sex cquity Corrections Program improvement
characteristic
Mean Percent Mean Percent Mean Percent | Mean Percent Mean Percent Mean Percent Mean Percent
per of per of per of per of per of per of per of ,
State funds1 State funds1 State funds1 State funds1 State funds1 State funds1 State funds
Total 23 25 30 31 2 63 70 62 46 43 57 53 37 34
Region
NOTtheast wumssssmsssssssssssmonssonss 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 B 66 47 43
SOULheast cummmmesssssssmssssssse 14 14 19 20 58 59 62 61 38 36 59 56 18 20
West 34 41 43 45 9% 75 91 78 55 55 54 40 54 44
Number of units added to high
schoo! graduation requirements
since 1980
1 OF 1688 terumannussssmusnssssssnassmssnnens 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 'y 55 52 63 76 51 48
©  Not classifiable.mmmmmn 31 33 37 37 65 57 64 56 40 37 62 52 39 37
Total units rcchircd
for graduation
Less than 20..usesesmmsssssess 19 28 27 32 70 63 S5 50 39 8 41 47 39 38
20 21 25 31 31 80 77 83 80 40 38 80 82 36 29
More than 20u.emsmsnnn 25 22 31 29 66 54 Y7 63 56 52 49 40 37 34
Secondary enrollment
Less than 100,000 18 20 29 31 80 7 77 75 50 50 55 54 4 45
100,000-249,999 .ocussrssmssmsnsnes 28 27 34 32 73 2 75 75 48 47 67 69 36 35
250,000 OF MOTE wervserssersossssensass 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 3 26
$3,000-3,999 ...uuuc 32 32 40 36 2 70 65 62 49 49 50 46 46 40
$4,000 OF MOLE ovvrurssssssmmsonsisens 10 15 18 25 66 39 70 47 50 36 67 57 28 30
n L . ICaIculatcd by summing the dollar values of the allocations across States (using 1987 Federal appropriations) and computing a percentage.
v 2I‘hirtccn States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requircments or recommendations for 1980 or 1987. o7
E l C 3Tw") States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level. g

e 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 thut 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

States making Mean percentage
prior division of funds allocate
Number of Federal funds to Disadvantaged
. State of
characteristic States?
Percent Percent Make Do not
of of tot%l prior ntake prior
States funds division 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 1980°
1 or less 11 55 27 21 25
23 16 50 69 24 18
More than 3 13 46 48 47 30
Not classifiable....ovenreersssvessanssans 1 70 78 42 27
Total units recﬁxired
for graduation
Less than 20 16 50 62 33 21
20 14 64 70 30 33
More than 20 18 4 48 33 22
Secondary enrollment
Less than 100,000.....cccmmnesmenes 15 33 37 16 28
100,000-249,999.......counnrnnevenvesensens 19 68 66 39 22
250,000 OF MOLE ....ccvrrvrrnreersserenes 16 56 59 34 19
Per pupil expenditurcs
Less than $3,000.......cceevmmveeensseene 16 50 55 26 24
$2,000-3,999 23 57 60 45 26
$4,000 Or MOTE ..o.vvvrevrrnirnsrrnirenns 11 55 66 16 21

1Om: State was excluded because it had no secondary funding of vocational education with Federal funds.

2Base:d on 1987 Federal appropriations.

3'I‘hlm:e:n States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requirements or recummendatiuns fo, 280 or 1987,

Iwo States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level.
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Table 1J.--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

Perkins category
Allocation method and
education level i
Total Handicapped Disadvantaged Adults Single Scx Corrections . Program
parents equity improvement
In millions of dollars
ApPropriations ..u.uusssss $671 $67 $148 $81 $57 $23 $7 $289
Make a prior
diVISION nrvussmsssssssssssannnns 437 4 96 52 37 15 4 188
S¢CONAATY vvvrreursnssres 261 30 61 19 13 9 2 128
Postsecondary....u. 176 14 35 34 A4 7 2 60
Do not make a prior
dIVISION sovvvvssssssssssssssssssnns 234 23 51 28 20 8 2 101
Secondary.. 149 20 39 13 9 5 1 62
Postsecondaryu e, 85 3 12 15 11 3 1 9
Allocation among Perkins
categories In percent
Percentage specified by
Perkins Act.immmnmsns 109 10 22 12 85 35 1 43
Make a prior division
Secondary s v 100 11 A4 7 5 3 1 49
Postsccondary. 100 8 20 19 14 4 1 3
Do not make a prior
division
Secondary .o . 100 14 26 9 6 3 1 42
Postsccondary........u.. 100 4 14 18 13 4 1 45
Allocation between secondary
and postsccondary levels
Make a prior division
Secondary s 60 68 64 35 34 56 52 68
Postsecondary.......... . 40 k7] 36 65 66 4 48 32
Do not make a prior
division
SeCoNdary. e 64 86 76 45 45 58 46 61
Postsecondary.me. 36 14 % 55 55 42 54 39

NOTE  Dollar amounts and percentages arc derived from 1987 F'ederal appropriations and States' reporting of the percentage allocated 10 postsecondary
education in 198€ 87  Funds not allocated for postsecundary cducation are assumed (0 g0 tu secondary education, however, some States have a third
category (primarily for Corrections) The survey did not collect information on whether States make a pnor dwision for categones other than
Disadvantaged  Estimates arc based on those 47 States which provided the percentage allocated in postsecondary educauon for all 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

Percent of cligible Percent of rccipicntsl Percent of total
recipients” receiving unable to spend State allocation
State grants full allocation unspent
characteristic
Handicapped | Disadvantaged Handicapped | Disadvantaged Handicapped | Disadvantaged
T F—— 68 70 34 3% 13 17
Region
{1 1) T 1 J——— 67 68 34 47 11 20
(0717 ] F— 60 59 37 36 18 25
Southeast ommersinses 92 92 29 34 15 16
| /-3 JT - 57 61 35 33 9 9
Number of units added
to high school graduation
requirements since
19802
11 1 - 76 78 23 33 7 19
23 e 71 74 44 43 17 16
More than 3...eeenns 52 52 43 44 11 15
Not classifiable. 76 76 19 22 17 18
Total units required
for graduation
Less than 20....uumene 62 64 32 41 11 17
) 71 70 31 31 7 8
More than 20.... ! (& 3 3 14 18
Sccondary carollment
Less than 100,000...... 54 57 41 45 10 18
100,000-249,999.......... 7 ] 26 28 17 15
250,000 or more ... 68 70 37 39 12 17
Per pupil expenditures
Less than $3,000........ 73 75 46 46 13 14
$3,000-3,999 ...ccsurerrinne 68 68 28 29 14 17
$4,000 OF [10TC veuvinnnee 62 64 28 39 10 21

1Staics were asked to cstimate the number of cligible recipicnts receiving grants, nut the number of grants (which may be smalles because
cligible recipicats sometimes apply as consortia).

hirteen States could not be classificd because of a lack of information on State requirements or recummendatiuns fur 1980 or 1987,
3'I'wo 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 10 supply informatiun. Seven Staics cuuld nut provide infurmatiun on
the number of recipicnts 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

Extra Per Matching Earmarked
State State aid student basis funds funds
characteristic
Number Percent ch‘ccnl1 Pcn‘:cnll ch‘ccnl1
Total . 45 9% 38 38 80
Region
Northeast 11 100 55 27 91
Central 16 83 0 20 90
Southcast 11 92 55 64 3
West 13 87 38 38 69
Number of units added to high schoo!
graduation requirements since 1980
1orless 9 82 44 44 89
23 15 94 40 47 67
Morc than 3 12 92 50 33 75
Not classifiable 9 9% 11 22 100
Total units required
for graduation
Less than 20 14 88 29 50 )
20 14 100 3% 29 93
More than 20 s 83 47 40 3
Sccondary enroliment
Less than 100,000, 14 93 29 43 9
100,000-249,999 16 84 38 38 75
250,000 or morc 15 94 47 33 87
Per pupil expenditures
Less than $3,000 15 94 47 47 80
$3,000-3,999 21 88 24 38 76
$4,000 or more 9 9% 56 22 89

1Bascd on the number 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,

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

NOTE: ‘The District of Columbia was excluded from this table because the State education agency and the local cducation agency are
cquivalent. Separate or additional financial aid refers to extra State aid beyond that provided for comparable sccondary
students not in vocational education.
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Table 13.--Percentage of States ‘etting minimur hours, setting minimum sequences of courses,
and examining course content for vocational education in 1986-87, by Siate
characteristic: United States, 1988

Set minimum hours Sect minimum sequence | Examine course content

State

characteristic Inall | In1-5 | Innc | Inall | In1-5 | Inno | Inal | Inl-5 | Inno

6arcas”| areas | arcas |6areas”| arcas | arcas {6arcas”| arcas | arcas
Total 53 14 33 45 12 43 78 8 14

Region

Northcast 61 25 8 50 R 42 67 17 17
Central 33 8 58 33 17 50 67 8 25
Southcast 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 schooi graduation

reguirements since 1980

1 orless 55 9 36 36 9 55 73 18 9
23.. 53 6 41 47 € 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 rcqsgircd

for graduation

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

20.... 57 14 29 57 14 29 86 0 H

More than 20 7 5 47 53 5 42 79 5 16
Sccondary enrollment

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

100,000-249,999 63 5 32 53 1 37 95 0 5

250,000 OF MOIC c..cvvrcrmsnsmnsssssssssnsine 38 19 44 38 13 50 63 19 19
Per pupil expenditures

Less than 83,00G.......ccccconemnenierssassnnas 63 6 k]| 69 0 3 94 6 0

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

$4,000 or more 55 21 18 45 9 45 55 18 27

LStates were asked to respond for the largest major (based un cnrollment) within cach of six areas, agnw. Lure, distnbutive, marketing,

business education, trades and industries, health, and occupational home economics.

2'l‘hmccn States could not be classified because of a lack of information on Stawe requirements or recommendai.ons for 1980 ot 1987,

*wo States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not set at the State level,

NOTE: Perccntages 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 rainimurm sequcnces of courses between
1982-83 and 1986-87, by State characteristic: United States, 1988 ’
Minimum hours of instruction Mirimum sequences of courses
Number
State of
characteristic States! All Some No Some Al All Some No Some All
increased | increased change | decreased | decreased | increased | increased change decreased | decreased
 (2: ) 48 2 15 [ 6 6 4 10 71 6 2
Region
Nertheast .. 10 10 30 60 0 0 0 20 80 0 0
Central...... 12 0 8 67 0 25 0 8 83 0 8
SOULEASE vuvvrmsunssserssissesmsenans 12 0 8 8 8 0 8 8 58 25 0
R ] S 14 0 14 ! 14 0 7 7 0 0
Number of units added to
high school graduation
requirements since 1980
) 3 XX TN 11 9 9 55 0 27 0 0 91 0 9
23 15 0 13 80 7 0 0 13 73 13 0
More than 3....ccnreennens 12 0 25 67 8 0 17 25 58 0 ¢
e Not classifiable.........useeren. 10 0 10 80 10 0 0 0 90 10 0
< Total units required
for graduation
Less than 20.....eesssens 14 7 14 57 0 21 0 7 86 0 7
20.... 14 0 14 79 7 0 7 14 7 7 0
More than 20.......c.ccmunenee 18 0 17 72 1 0 6 il 72 1 0
Secondary enrollment
Less than 100,000............... 14 7 21 50 14 7 0 14 79 0 7
100,000-249,999 .....c0.cuuruenns 19 0 16 84 0 0 11 11 74 5 0
250,000 or more .....vuusesnens 15 0 7 73 7 13 0 7 80 13 0
Per pvpil expenditures
Less than $3,000.......cc000000 16 0 19 75 6 0 13 19 63 6 0
33,000-3,999....ccourmivermmniinns 23 4 4 70 9 13 0 0 87 9 4
34,000 or more .verrmrennns 9 0 33 67 0 0 0 22 78 0 0

;’{hhrcc States could not describe their cha,ges in these terms, and were excluded from this table.

irteen States could not be classified because of a lack of information on State requirements or recommendations for 1980 or 1987,
3'l‘wo States were excluded because unit requirements for graduation are not sct at the State level.
NOTE: Increases/decreases were reported for the sargest major based on enroflment for cach of six areas. agriculture, distnbutive/markeung, business educacion, trades and industnies, heaith,
and occupational home cconomics. It States reported increases in some arcas and decreases in others, this table shows the net change. Percentages may not add to 100 because uf

Q rounding.
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Appendix A

Surve In January 1988, questionnaires were sent to each State’s vocational

y education coordinator in the 50 States and the District of Columbia, who

Methodology and was asked to have it completed by the person most knowledgeable about the

hils State’s methods of vocational education administiation. The survey was

Data Rehablllty 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 questionnairc
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 scheol
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 Nationa! 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
Ilinois, Indiana, Towa, 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, 1987.

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 1-800-424-
1616 or, in the Washington, DC metropolitan area, (202) 626-9854.
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Appendix B

State-by-State
Tables

39




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

Perkins category -- postsecondary
State
State made
. prior
Handl | picadvantaged | Aduls p:rl:ilt:/ eqsuei:y/ Corrections | . oB°m ;r::: division for
capped improvement . Disadvantaged
homemakers sex blas categories
Alabama.... 0 0 56 75 50 100 0 1o Yes
36 22 100 100 64 100 35 47 No
23 24 89 8 25 100 69 57 Yes
11 25 100 100 61 100 10 35 Yes
48 48 50 50 50 50 45 47 Yes
45 45 100 8 8 100 61 64 Yes
3 16 - - - - 12 - No
0 0 KA n 61 0 41 35 Yes
0 1 47 90 90 66 0 17 No
[ 20 15 7 3 2 24 18 No
33 33 100 67 33 0 50 51 No
10 18 100 100 0 50 4 45 Yes
9 31 100 90 32 0 34 43 No
14 25 98 jat 49 58 56 49 No
- . - - - - - - No
81 80 87 86 89 100 62 74 Yes
36 41 48 76 67 %0 37 4 No
Kentucky..... 33 35 59 89 40 9% 33 42 Yes
Louisiana.... 10 16 83 94 T 100 46 46 No
31 4 53 63 16 0 66 53 No
Matyland.... 20 18 80 67 20 100 8 26 Yes
Massachusetts.... 0 19 100 100 0 100 1 26 Yes
25 25 75 75 25 50 33 39 Yes
” 87 100 78 74 59 97 91 Yes
1 [ 21 16 3 3 7 8 No
15 30 12 34 27 0 15 20 Yes
10 67 )\ 100 97 34 73 68 No
14 20 50 55 35 100 40 36 Yes
4 22 88 9% 66 46 27 40 No
0 0 78 ) 50 0 30 30 No
10 20 50 35 65 0 35 32 Yes
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 -
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
8 1 100 61 - 100 25 - No
28 2 100 100 45 100 40 50 No
50 50 100 95 35 0 50 59 Yes
13 26 0 a2 53 100 53 36 No
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 2 25 43 7 56 6 16 No
40 40 72 9% 65 0 20 40 Yes
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. 4 58 100 87 54 0 60 64 Yes
20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 Yes
55 55 55 55 55 55 49 52 Yes
4 38 90 93 49 100 81 65 No
l
) --  Missing or not applicable.
1 Q @ Forthose States that do not make a prior division between secondary and postsecondary vocational education, the pereentage allocated to postsecondaty education 1s
1 E l C based on the actua! expenditures. 41
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Table B-2.--State methods for allocating 1986-87 Federal funds for Aduits, by State: 1988

Secondary vocational education

Postsecondary vocational education

State
Primary Second Third Primary Second Third

method* method method method* method method
Formula - - Formula - -
Competition - - Competition - -
Competition - - Discretionary Competition -
Arkansas.. - - - Competition - -
California. Competition - - Formula Competition -
Colorado..... - - - Formula Competition Discretionary
Connecticut..... Competition Discretionary - Competition Discretionary -
Delawarc...ummmmsins Competition - - Competition - -
District of Columbia .... Discretionary - - Discretionary - -
Florida....... - - - Fornmula Discretionary Competition
- - - Formula - -
- - - Discretionary - -
Competition - - Competition - -
- - - Formula Competition -
.. Discretionary - - Formula - -
.. Discretionary - - Discretionary - -
Formula - - Formula - -
Competition Formula - Competition Formula -
Competition Discretionary - Competition Discretionary -
Formula Competition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Massachusetts . - - - Formula Competition -
Michigan...... .. Discretionary - - Formula - -
Minnesota...memmienes - - - Formula - -
MisSISSIPPI vuuusnessessenssonses Discretionary - - Discretionary - -
Missouri... ... Discretionary - - Discretionary - -
Montana... Competition - - Competition - -
Nebraska.. Competition - - Competition - -
Nevada..... Competition - - Competition - -
New Hampshire.. Competition - - Discretionary - -
New Jersey..cumme Formula - - Competition - -
New Mexico..ummin - - - Competition - -
New York..ummmmsees Formula Discretionary Competition Formula Discretionary Competition
North Carolina - - - Formula - -
North Dakota.. Competition - - Competition - -
Ohiouummimree - - - Formula - -
Oklahoma - - - Formula Competition -
Oregon....urmssssnssees Formula - - Formula - -
Pennsylvania.....ie. Competition - - Competition - -
Rhode Island... Competition - - Competition - -
South Carolina.... Formula - - Formula - -
South Dakota.. Competition - - Con:petition - -
Tennessec...uun Formula - - Discretionary - -
Texas wumnimnes Competition - - Formula - -
LO1%:1 F—— Competition - - Competition - -
Vermotituamimmssmses Formula - - Competition - -
Virginia......... Competition Discretionary - Competition Formula -
Washington...... Formula - - ormula - -
West Virginia.. Formula Discretionary - Formula Discretionary -
Wisconsin..... Competition - - Formula Competition Discretionary
WYOMING..ouumusssusssses 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 anc' postsecondary education.
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Table B-3.--State methods for allocating 1986-87 Federal funds for Single parents/homemakers, by
State: 1988

Secondary vocational cducation Postsecondary vocational education
State
Primary Second Third Primary Second Third
method® method method method* method method
Competition - - Competition - -
Competition - - Competition - -
Competition - - Competition Discretionary -
.“ - - - Competition - -
California....u s Discretionary Formula Competition Formula Competition -
Colorado.........coummmmmmerens Competition Discretionary - Competition Discretionary -
Connecticut . . Competition - - Competition - -
DelawarC.mmmmmsmmns Competition Discretionary - Competition - -
District of Columbia.... Discretionary Competition - Discretionary Competition -
Formula Competition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Georgia . Discretionary - - Compctition - -
Hawaii,. . - - - Discretionary - -
Idaho .vssssssensssssssssssinns Competition - - Competition - -
Illinois... Competition - - Competition - -
Indiana, . - - - - - -
(o T Competition - - Competition - -
Kansas .ossssmsinssne Competition - - Competition - -
Kentucky... Competition - - Competition - -
Louisiana., Competition Formula - Compctition Formula -
Maine ........ ... Competition Discretionary - Compctition Discretionary -
Maryland Competition - - Discretionary - -
Massachusetts - - - Formula Competition -
Michigan Competition - - Formula - -
Minnesota..euammsmnins Competition - - Competition - -
MissisSippi .. Competition ~ - Competition - -
MiSSOUL vssussesssssmsnanns Discretionary Competition - Discretionary Competition -
Montana Competition - - Competition - -
Nebraskau s Competition - - Competition Disrretionazy -
Nevada .o, Compctition - - Competition - -
New Hampshire..... Competition - - Formula - -
New Jerscy........ -« Competition - - Competition - -
New MeXicO..uuuu e, - - - Competition - -
INCED (o] | S Formula Competition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
North Carolina.. - - - Formula Competition -
North Dakota.... Competition - - Competition - -
(0] N—— .. Competition Formula Discretionary Competition Formula Discretionary
Oklahoma...uuiumserssssssssnss - - - Formula Competition -
Oregon mmmmsesisnnes Competition - - Competition Discretionary -
Pennsylvania.. Competition - - Competition - -
Rhode Island..... Compctition - - Competition - -
Soutl: Carolina.. Competition - - Formula - -
South Dakota.... Competition - - Competition - -
Tennessec.. Competition - - Competition - -
Competition - - Formula - -
- - - Competition - -
Competition Discretionary - Competition Discretionary -
Competition - - Competition - -
Competition - - Formula - -
West Virginia. .. Competition L cretionary - Competition Discretionary -
WiSCONSIN.uumunsssersssnssisses Competition - - Competition - -
WYOmINg-..ouvseresssonmaunne Competition - - Competition - -

-~ Missing or not applicable.
*Based on the total dollars allocated.
Q OTE: This table also includes States that use the same mechanism(s) for both secondaty a% ﬁtsecondaxy education.

ERIC "

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table B-4.--State methods for allocating 1986-87 Federal funds for Sex equity/sex bias, by State:

1988
Secondary vocational education Postsecondary vocational education
State
Primary Second Third Primary Second Third
method* method method method® method method
Alabama.. s Competition - - Competition - -
Alaska.... Compctition - - Competition - -
Arizona Competition - - Competition - -
Arkansas... Competition - - Competition - -
California.. . Discretionary Formula Competition Formula Competition -
Colorado....... . Competition - - Competition - -
Connecticut .. Compctition - - Competition - -
Delawarcu e cssmmmmssssess Competition Discretionary - Competition Discretionary -
District of Columbia ... Discretionary Competition - Discretionary Competition -
Formula Competition Discrstionaty Formula Competition Discretionary
Georgia. . Discretionary - - Competition - -
Hawaii ... Competition Discretionary - Competition Discretionary -
(1) 1< Competition - - Competition - -
111, TS —— Competition - - Competition - -
LT 11, R —— - - - - - -
(4 F—— Competition - - Competition - -
Kansas e Competition - - Competition ~ -
Kentucky e Competition - - Compctition - -
Louisiana... Competition Formula - Competition Formula -
Maine wwe Competition Discretionary - Competition Discretionary -
Maryland... ....... Competition - - Competition - -
Massachusctts .. Competition - - - - -
Michigan...... Formula - - Formula - -
Minnesotite i Compctition - - Competition - -
MiSSISSITDI voe surssssssssesesns Competition - - Competition - -
Missouni ...... ... Discretionary Compeition - Disereticpary Competition -
MONtana s esmsessenmeseses Comgetiticn - - Competition - -
Nebraska.., Competition Discretionary - Competition Discretiorary -
Nevada v . {ompetition - - Comrwetition - -
New Hampshire... Competiticn - - Formula - -
New Jersey. Compctition - - Competition - -
New MexicOunn v - - . Competition - -
New York. P Formula Discretionary - Formula - -
North Carolina..we. Competition - - Compctition - -
North Dakota... .. Competition - - Conzpeatition - -
(0,11 T—— .+ Compctition Formula Discretionary Formula Co.npetition Discretionary
Oklahoma .uscssmsssssns - - - Competition - -
Oregon cuvsssssmssssssens Competition Discretionary - Competition Discretionary -
Pennsylvania..eemen Competition - - Competition - -
Rhode Island..cuwmnine Competition - - Competition - -
South Carolina...ues Competition - - Competition - -
South Dakota.wwen Competition - - Compctition - -
Tennessec..... Competition - - Competition - -
Competition - - Formula - -
Competition - - Comnpetition - -
Compgtition Discretionary - Competition Discretionary -
Competition - - Competition - -
Competition ~ - Formula - -
Formula Discretionary - Formula Discretionary -
Competition - - Competition Discretionary -
Wyoming..ue eesessnnen .o Competition - - Competition - -
- Missing or not applicable.
*Based on the total doltars 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

Secondary vocational cducation

Postsecondary vocational education

State
Primary Second Third Primary Second Third
method® method method method® method method
- - - Formula - -
Competition - - Competition - -
- - - Discretionary - -
- - - Formula - -
Discretionary - - Discretionary - -
- - - Discretionary - -
Formula - - Formula - -
Competition - - Competition - -
District of Columbia... Discretionary ~ Competition - Discretionary Formula -
Florida.mmmmsnnes - - - Discretionary - -
Georgia... Discretionary - - - - -
Hawaii, Discretionary - - Discretionary - -
Idaho... Competition - - - - -
THNOIS cusunsnssesssesssssssssssess - - - Formula Compctition -
| LT TET - - - - - -
(o TR — - - - Competition - -
Kansas .. Dis.retionary - - Discretionary - -
Kentucky.msns Formula - - Formula - -
Louisiana, - - - Competition Formula -
Maine... - - - - - -
Maryland.u - - - Discretionary - -
Massachusetts, - - - Compctition - -
Michigan.. Competition - - Discretionary - -
Minnesota . Compctition - - Competition - -
MIiSSiSSIPDI uvessssssssssnssess Discretionary - - Discretionary - -
hEIITVTT) o SO Discretionary - —  Discretionary - -
Montana... Competition - - Compctition - -
Nebraska.. - - - Discretionary - -
Competition - - Compctition - -
Competition - - - - -
Competition - - Competition - -
New Mexic0ummmnsns - - - Competition - -
New YorKuummmmnn Discretionary ~ Competition - Competition - -
North Carolina....cusess. - - - Competition - -
North Dakota.mmsess Competition - - Competition - -
OhiOuuuusummmncssssssssssssasssens Formula - - Formula - -
Oklahoma ucnmsssmmsinss - - - Discretionary - -
0] 1-'./o ), JN— Competition - - Compctition - -
Pennsylvania. - - - Discretionary - -
Rhode Island..., Compctition - - Competition - -
Sonth Carolina....wueee. Formula - - Formula - -
Competition - - Competition - -
Competition - - Competition - -
Discretionary - - - - -
Competition - - Competition - -
Discretionary - - Discretionary - -
Discretionary  Competition - Competition Discretionary -
Competition - - Competition - -
West Virginia Competition  Discretionary - Competition - -
Wisconsin...... Competition - ~  Discrationary - -
WYOMINGuwsssssassssssssssnss - - - Competition - -

-~ Missing or not applicable.

*Based on the total dollars allocated.

NOTE: This {able 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

Sccondary vocational education

Postsecondary vocational cducation

State
Primary Second Third Primary Second Third
method® method method method® method method
Alabama.eemenssonsesses Formula - - - - -
Alaska i Competition - - Compctition - -
Arizona Competition Formula - Discretionary Competition -
Arkansas Competition - - Competition - -
California... Formula  Discretionary - Formula Competition -
Colorado... Compctition Formula Discretionary Formula Compctition Discretionary
Connecticut ... Formula Competition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Delawarc .o Competition  Discretionary - Competition - -
District of Columbia... Discretionary - - Discretionary Compctition -
31401 F: FOO— Formula  Discretionary Compctition Discretionary Formula Competition
GEO1ZIA curnrmmsssessssssarennenss  DisCretionary Competition - Formula Discretionary -
Hawaii covissanssssssensenseeenns  Discretionary - - Discretionary - -
Idaho.. Formula Competition - Competition - -
Iinois Competition - - Compeiition - -
Indiana.. - - - - - -
Iowa weucee Competition  Discretionary - Formula Competition Discretionary
Kansas.. Competition - - Competition - -
Kentucky... Formula - - Formula - -
Louisiana i  Competition Formula - Competition Forinula -
Maing coevcsnsmessersmmnenns  Competition  Discretionary - Competition Discretionary -
Maryland Formula Compctition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Mascachusetts weene Formula Competition Discretionary Competition Discretionary -
Michigan . Competition Formula - Formula - -
Minnesota Discretionary - - Feimuia - -
MiSSIiSSIPPiseseessssssrerennnns  Discretionary - - Discretionary - -
L7 LIT 101, FNRR—— Formula Competition - Formula - -
Montana Competition - - Competition - -
Nebraska.... Competition  Discretionary - Competition Discretionary -
Competition - - Competition - -
Formula - - Discretionary - -
Formula Competition Discretionary Competition - -
- - - Competition - -
Discretionary Formula Compctition Discretionary Formula Competition
Formula - - - - -
Competition - - Compctition - -
Discretionary - - Discretionary - -
Formula Compctition Discretionary Formula Competition Discretionary
Formula - - Formula - -
Pennsylvania.. Competition Formula - Competition - -
Rhode Island..... Compztition - - Competition - -
South Carolina.. Formula - - - - -
South Dakota.... Compttition - - Competition - -
Tennessee cummmnsensnse Formula - - Discretionary - -
TEXS orsrmessssssossssssssson sons Formula Compctition Discretionary Compcetition Discretionary Formula
Utah........ Competition  Discretionary - Competition Discretionary -
Vermont..... Competition  Discretionary Formnta Compctition  Discretionary -
Virginia . Compctition Formula - Competition Formula -
Washington.... Formula - - Formula - -
West Virginia Formula  Discretionary - Formula Competition -
Wisconsin... Competition - - Competition Discretionary -
WYOmIng.mmessmsmmsssssss Compctition - - Competition - -
- Missing or not applicable.
*Based on the total dollars allocated.

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

Handicapped Disadvantaged
State Number Number Percent Number Number Percent
of Number unable to of totat of Number unable to of total
eligible receiving spend full allocation eligible receiving spend full allocation

recipients grants* “allocation unspent recipients grants* aliocation unspent

Alabama.....ccssssessssssans 17 129 (+) (+) 170 128 (+) (+)
Alasks 68 9 3 2 68 9 5 51
/ “ona " 104 ) 52 12 102 73 54 12
A .ANS3S.. 364 302 15 5 364 296 k=] 12
California. 526 457 53 1 526 457 75 4
Colorado .. 173 132 4 2 173 135 1 S
110 100 0 0 110 100 0 0

19 19 13 1 19 19 13 1

- .- - 1 - - - 1

96 93 S 96 95 0 0

214 197 (+) 13 214 191 (+) 38

2 2 0 0 2 2 0 0

107 39 12 10 107 52 18 5

469 460 190 9 469 460 214 8

330 250 25 10 330 250 25 10

15 15 5 97 15 15 3 97

39 22 9 23 349 208 17 26

Kentucky... 206 206 51 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 2
430 160 73 7 430 160 66 8

466 17 (+) (+) 466 42 +) (+)

17 177 134 50 175 175 137 37

11 8 7 10 11 9 6 25

130 9 7 10 130 1 6 8

42 42 0 0 41 41 0 0

20 7 5 10 20 8 6 9

New Hampshire... 104 33 2 1 104 32 23 11
New Jerscy ... 304 288 106 2 303 290 123 2
New Mexico. 17 17 13 17 17 17 4 1
New York..... 732 174 (+) +) 732 159 (+) (+)
Nortk Carolina. . 198 197 99 15 198 196 132 16
North Dakota, . 195 31 S 1 195 ) S 55

Ohio...... 148 110 18 10 147 116 2

Oklahoma. 440 97 38 15 440 128 43 9
Oregon. . 194 147 25 11 194 147 37 15
Pennsylvania . 691 109 (+) 13 691 162 (+) 4
Ruiude Island.... . 10 10 2 20 10 10 8 55
South Caroling e 95 93 4 2 95 93 7 3
South Dakota.... 150 26 26 20 149 23 23 30
129 101 0 0 129 104 1 1

1003 462 350 23 1003 546 455 18

53 53 1 1 53 53 0 0

37 20 +) 2 37 2 (+) 2

158 146 25 18 135 122 28 28

Washington 269 150 20 0 269 166 20 0
West Virginla.... 75 72 24 24 75 74 40 25
47 171 82 7 47 172 105 8

56 15 0 0 54 26 0 0

= Not applicable. State education agency and local education agency are equivalent.
+ Data are nui available.

Q) s 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

Additional funds on
per student basis State funding Scparate .
State to mect match additional l\o
Percent exceeds provisions of funds addmor_lal
Provide funds non-vocatignal Perkins Act carmarked State aid
funding

Alabama..wmmsssnnssssssssions No - Yes Yes No
AlasKauumensssmmsssrsnssonssssenene No - Yes Yes No
Arizona Yes 7 No Yes No
ATKANSAS uerrsnssnnssnsssssssessss Yes 12 Yes No No
California, s No - Yes Yes No
Colorado....mmsimmsssnass No - No Yes No
Coanecticut .o No - No Yes No
Delaware...immsisssssessns Yes 30 No No No
District of Columbia2 ..... - - - - -
Florida. i emmmsissssnns No - N Yes No
GEOTRIN ouururmmrersommsssmsersnne Yes 32 No Yes No
Hawail .enemsonmmsnnssnssonnens No - Yes Yes No
Idaho No - Yes No No
TNOiSumussissssssssassssarssnssnrees No - No Yes No
Indiana No - Yes No o
Iowa..... No - No Yes No
Kansas...... No - No No Yes
Kentucky.. No - Yes Yes No
Jouisiana ., No - No No Yes
Maine....... No - Yes Yes No
Maryland......... No - No Yes No
Massachusetts. Yes 100 No Yes No
Michigan ......uwverseossssoonss No - No Yes No
Minnesota..smsresssassnss No - No “les No
MiSSISSIPPi ervnsssssssassssonssens No - Yes No No
MiSSOUT wuvusisarsssnsssansssssossss No - No Yes No
Montana.. . mesmessessssiane No - No Yes No
Nebraska No - No Yes No
Nevada .. iemmsmmsssrsns No - No Yes No
New Hampshire . No - No Yes No
New Jerseyummmmmmmn Yes 28 No Yes No
New MeXicO wmmmmmmsrsssenss Yes 5 No No No
New YOrK.uuieesmsmmssesssonssne No - No Yes No
North Carolina Yes 15 Yes Yes No
North Dakoic ... No - No Yes No
Ohio No - Yes Yes No
Oklahoma, No - No Yes No
(07573, FHUIUIN No - No No Yes
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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 additional No (
Percent exceeds provisions of funds addlth!"lal
Provide funds non-vocatignal Perkins Act carmarked State aid
funding

Pennsylvania.....uins Yes 14 No Yes No
Rhode Island, Yes 12 Yes Yes No
Yes 3 No Yes No

No - No Yes No

Yes 66 No Yes No

Yes 45 No No No

Yes 84 Yes Yes No

Yes 20 Yes Yes No

Yes 20 Yes Yes No

Yes 23 No No No

No - Yes No No

No - No No Yes

No - No No Yes

Not applicable.

lPerccntage (rounded) by which aid exceeds aid per comparable secondary student not in vocational education.

States vary widely in their definitions of a

vocational education student, and some of the variation in the additional per student ald reflects these differences.

2State cducation agency and local education agency are equivalent.

k]
Utah sffers additional per student aid at three different levels, depending on the amount of additional expensce involved in the particular program area, The
additional increments are: Level 1, 46 percent; Level 2, 84 percent; and Level 3, 142 percent.

NOTE:  Separaté or additional financial aid refers {0 extra State aid provided beyond that provided for comparable sccondary stugents 00i 1n vocationat
education.
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Tahle B-9.--States that set minimum hours of instruction for the largest major in each secondary
job training area, by State: 1988

. Distributive/ Business Trades and . Occupational
State Agriculture marketing education industries Hezlth home economics
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No No No No No No
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes No No No Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes No No Yes Yes No
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No No No No No No
No No No No No No
No No No Yes No No
No No No No No No
Yes No No Yes No Yes
No No No No No No
No No No No No No
No No No No No No
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
No No No No No No
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Y=s Yes Yes Yes Yes
No No No No No No
Yes No Yes Yes Yes No
No No No No No No
Yes Yes Yes Yes Ves Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No No No No No No
No No No No No No
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Carolina.. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Dalotc ... Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
[0) /11 JHR— 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
No No No No No No
No No No No No No
No No No No No No
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
West Virginia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wisconein... No No No No No No
Wyoming.... Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
NOTE. States were £sked to respond for the largest major based un enrollment in cach secondary job tzainag arca. States answers ceflect the pulivies that
were in existcnce in program year 1986-87. These policies may have been instituted in earlier years.
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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

Distributive/ Business Trades and Occupational
State Agriculture marketing education industries Health home economics

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

No No No No No No

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes

No No No No No No

Yes No No Yes Yes No

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

No No No No No No

No No No No No No

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

No No No No No No

Yes No No Yes Yes No

No No No No No No

No No No No No No

No No No No No No

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

No No No No No No

No No No No No No

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

No No No No No No

No Yes No No No Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

No No No No No No

No No No No No No

No No No No No No

New York........... Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Carolina.. Yes Yes Yes Yas Yes Yes
North Dakota... No No No Yes No No
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

No No No No No No

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

No No No No No No

South Carolina.. Yes Yes Yes Ves Yes Yes
South Dakota..... Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No No No No No No

No No No No No No

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

No No No No No No

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

No No No No No No

Yes Yes Yes No No No

No No No No No No

No No No No No No

NOTE: States were asked to respond for the largest major based on enrollment in each secondary job trainng 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-11.-States that examined course content in 1986-87 for the largest major in each

secondary job training program, by State: 1988

State Agriculture Distributive/ Business Trades and Health Occupational
marketing education industries horse economics
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yet Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
California ....co..curersoens Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Colorado....weeeerresreens . Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Connectictunenerssccsrree Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Delaware.......coemmmsmeenree Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
District of Columbia...... Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
| 351+ T L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
(627 . SO—— . Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
Hawali......councmcrermtmmsenne Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
(41,7 O Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
{15373 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Indiana........coreeeereensereronmes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
(4 T, Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
KARSAS .o ecereecnsononens No No No No N No
1317 S — Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Louisiana.....eemrrmessereens Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Maline..ooeecescemmssensensss - Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Yes No Yes Yes No No
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No No No No No No
No No No No No No
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No No No No No No
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Ves
North Carolina.........o..... Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Dakota......c.oee Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
[6)/17 J— — Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
[0) 11,717 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
(67,00 O—— - Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pennsylvania....cnceneees No No No No No No
Rhode Island.....oecurronene Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No No No No No No
No No No No No No

NOTE: States were asked to respond for the largest major based on enrollment in each secondary job training 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

State: 1988

-

OCA.

ondary job training area, by

State Agriculture Distributive/ Business Trades and Health Occupational
marketing education industries bome economics

Alabama.......eovrreervrsrnns Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Inc. Same Same

Arkansas..... Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same inc. Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Save Same Same Sama Same Same

Same Same Same Same Inc. Same

Foorida.... Inc. Same Dec. Dec. Same Same
Georgia... Same Same Same Same Same Same
Hawaii... Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Dec. Same Same

Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec.

Same Samz Same Same Same Same

Same Saie Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Dec. Same Inc. Inc. Same Inc.

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Dec. Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec.

Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec.

Same Same Same Same Same San.e

Same Same Same 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 Datota. Inc. Same Same Inc. Same Inc.
Tennessee. Same Same Same Same Samc Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Sarz

Inc. Inc. Inc. Inc. Inc. In’.

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Seznie

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

Same Same Same Same Same Same

== Not applicable.

NOTE: States were asked to respond for the largest meor based on enrollment in each secondary job training area. The responses allowed were
“Increased,” *Decreased,” or *Remuined the same.” If States had no requirements in both 1982-83 and 1986-87 (see table B

*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
. Distributive/ Business Trad2s and Occupational
State Agriculture marketing education industries Health home economics
Alabama Same Same Same Same Same Sauwe
Arizona, Same Same Same Inc. Same Same
Arkansas.. Inc. 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
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Inc. Same
Inc. Same Dec. Dec. Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Dec. Dec. Dec. Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same
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
Micsissippi.. Dec. Same Inc. Inc. Same Inc.
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Dec. Same Same Same Inc.
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same
North Carolina.. Same Same Same Same Same
North Dakota.... Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec. Bec.
Same Same Same Same Same ’
Same Same Same Same Same N
Same Same Same Same Same Same
. Inc. Inc, Inc. Dec. Inc. Dec.
Rhode Island.... Same Same Same Same Same Same
South Carolina.. Same Same Same Same Same Same
South Dakota.... Inc. Same Same Inc. Same Inc.
Saixe Same Same Same Same Same
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Inc. Inc. Inc. Iac, Inc. Inc.
Same Same Same Same Same Same
Dec. Same Same Same Same Dec.
‘Washington... Same Same Same Same Same Same
West Virginia.... Same Same Same Same Same Same |
Same Same Same Same Same Same |
Same Same Same Same Same Same |

- Not applicable.

NOTE. States were asked to respond for the largest major based on enrcliment within cach secondary job training area. The responses allowe were
*Increased,” *Decreased,” or *Remamned the same.® If States had no requirements i both 1982-83 and 1986-87 (sce table B 10), they were coded
as "Remained the same.”

Q 54 oo
ERIC 60

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Appendix C

CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS Form Approved
FAST RESPONSE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION OMB No. 1850-0618
SURVEY SYSTEM (FRSS) WASHINGTON, D.C. 20208-1528 App. Exp. 6/88
STATE SURVEY ON This report is authonzed by law (20 U.S.C. 1221¢-1). While you 2re not required 10 respond, your ¢ p Is

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION nccded 10 make the results of this survey comprehensive, accurate, and timely.

1 Using your State’s Program Year (PY), what percentage of cach category of PY 1986-87 Perkuns Act Title Il funds (except State administration) was
allocated 1o postsecondary education in your State? 11A: Handicapped %, Disad ged oy Adult o,
Single p /h k J0; Sex equity %0; Corrections %; 11B: Program improvement %.

2 Did your Statc determine the share of Perkins funds for dary and p dary sectors for PY 1986-87 before allocating funds for the category
of Disadvantaged? J__| Yes; |__I No.

3 What mechanisms did your State use 10 allocate us PY 1986-87 Perkins Act funds? Please write an *F™ if funds were distnbuted th gh f la, 2

*C* if funds were distnbuted through competition, and a *D* if funds were distnbuted 1n another discretionary manner. Where more than one
mechanism was used to distnbute funds in a category, please wnte the letters in an order that shows which mechamsm was used 1o allocate the most
funds (For cxample, the entry °F,D* would mean a formula was used to distnbute the largest amount of funds, followed by State discretion.) For the
first allocation method you have listed in cach category, please indicate any dollar maximum per year which your rules specify or any year limit on any
onc continuing prject  Wnite *NA® if you do not allocate funds 1n a particular Perkins calegory, or if there 1s no maximum or limst for a particular

category.
Allocation Give dollar maximum Give maximum # of

Perkins categories method(s)F, C.orD or write "NA® years or wnte *NA®

SECONDARY LEVEL

a.  Adults 3

b.  Single parents/homemakers 3

¢ Sex cquity/sex bias H

d.  Corrections S —_— .

¢.  Program improvement (11B) S___

POSTSECONDARY LEVEL

a.  Adulis 3

b.  Single parents/homemakers 3

¢ Sex cquity/sex bias H

d.  Corrections 3

c.  Program improvement (11B) S

4 How many recipicats (distncts/posisccondary institutions) 1n your State are ehigible tu receive 2 Pr 198687 allocation for handicapped and
disadvantaged students? Please indicate the number that receved grants, the number of those that were unable to spend ther full PY 1986-87
allocation, znd estimate the percentage of your State allocation that was unspent in cach calegory.

Total number Number that Number unable Percent of
of cligible received to spend full total
recipients grants allocation  allocation unspent
Perkins category:
Handicapped %
Disadvantaged %
s At the secondary level, in PY 1986-87 did your State provide separate or additional financial a1d 10 school distncts or other vocational distncts for

vocational cducation, apart from funds provided 10 any secondary student? (Check, and fill n, all that apgly.)

1 Yes, additional funding for vocational cducauon 1s 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 ds aid per comparabl dary student not in
vocational education is %.

[ Yes, State funding to meet match provisions of Perkins Act.

| Yes, additional ... Jing (other than match for Federzl funds) earmarked for vocation.| ed on 1s provided through sep dd |
or categorical State aid.

I__l  No, there 1s 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 1985-87 10 control the quahity of secondary job traming courses or programs? Pleasc
answer for the largest major in terms of carollment in cach dary job training program arca below.
Secondary job Set minimum hours Minimum sequence Examine
training program of instruction? of courses? course content?
Agriculture I— Il [ I I
Distnbutive/marketing I 1l | I | fF 1l
Business education N | I [ |
Trades and industries I—b 1l Y T | Y S |
Health I 1l N N
Occupational home economics I—1 1 1 1__I [ T |

? How have these requirements changed between 1982-83 and 1986-87 for the largest major? Have they increased, remained the same, or decreased?
Secondary job Remained Increased  Remained  Decreased
training program Increased the same Decreased #ofcourses thesame  # of courses
Agnculture (| Il Il Il I—l —I
Distnbutive /marketing | Il Il Il Il 11
Business education f—lI I I | [l Il
Trades and industrics Il I__I I 11 [ | |l
Health 1l I I Il Il —lI
Occupational home economics [ I I_I I—I 1l 1|

Person completing form State

Title Telephone { )
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