* "' DOCUMENT RESUME

-

- 'ED 2R 731 . A .. * CE<031.006
. b 4 -« . . . * »

AUTHOR ~° - . Lukas, Carol VanDeusen : o
TITLE .~ -Special -Needs Populations in Vocational Education.

-+, SPONS AGENCY , National Inst..of Education (ED), Washingten,' D.C.
Ve . Educational Policy and Organization Program. - *
PUB DATE ©+ _[Jul 81] . ’ o

. . NOTE " ‘120p.

- -

¢

. EDRS PRICE’ = MF01/PC05 Plus Postage. ) - -
DESCRIPTORS Access to Education; Agency Role; Data Collection;
. - Defigpitions; *Disabilities; *Disadvantaged; . .
Economically Disadvantaged; Educational Finance;
Educational Legislation; Educationally Disadvantaged;
Educational Policy; *Federal Legislation; Financial
Support; Individual Néeds; Objectives; Program
Development; *Program Implementation; School
Districts; State Agencies; Student Evaluation;
Student Needs;: Student Placement; *Vocational
Education : T '
IDENTIFIERS *Limited English Speaking; Special Needs Students;
e e - . .*Vocational Education Amendments 1976; Vocational
’ B Education Study _ .

. ABSTRACT - " C, S, : :

. . Thisareport on thg impact-of the Vocational Edycation
. ACT (VEA) on spegial needs.populations in vocational education .

examines the structure 6f the VEA, the state and local contexts in
.which' the law is implemented; and the problems of serving spetials
populations that the mechanisms are attempting to address. Outlined
". .- first dre the goals and role of the VEA as they pertain to -special
needs populations. Various aspects of state behavior and .
implementation of the VEA are discussed, including funds | -
administration; reporting on use of fundé<and on coordination with
other laws’, évaluating the results of additional services: .othex
state agency activities, and policy implicatiops. Covered next are
the following aspects of local implementation of the VEA. definition,
identificdtion and placement of handicdpped, disadvantaged, and °
limited English proficient students; strategies for serving each of%
thesé special needs populations; planming and reporting activities; -
and policy implications. Reasons behind the limited.ilpact of the VEh:
are discussed, including the multiple goals and administrating .-
agencies of the VEA, differences bﬁtwéen state’and local contexts in

Lyh%%%;therlaw is implemented, and problems .in serving special needs

) ations. Also included in the report are recommendations l
pertaining to possible structural -changes ig the VEA. (MN)

.’ N L

e

.
LI
L)

R v .
‘ PR e
***************5*************************%***************************ﬁ* .t

% "Repgoductions,éuppligd.by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* . - “from the original docuinent. : s o4t . *
*********************k****************************************k********

< - Y

“

-t ¢

L ‘e
L




S 3 £ . N
N . i . B g ) 9 .& t . - . ‘
v Te f.,_\ « - - . ‘o, .
= L] 2 % 3 4 .
- ’ ! - / , .
i : 1! . ‘ o - ' .
P .\ v ' .'f: ) » to- )
'1‘: b ! 1
Y ‘
oo 3 x / ) 7
- R Py . O ° . .
! v C .
\ - - . . ’ .
* *
Tar ot 4 ’ .
—a . : :
. 4 (-2 . .
“—{ S -~
N ~ ® .- ] .
o} ) . ’ . .
1t SPECIAL 1\ EDS PGPULATIONS IN VCCATIONAL ZDUCATION ”
; o . ki
A : ' g
—~ . . . . - *
- . ' . . .
- - s BY y- ! .
-~ N M * - «
] * ' . : -
¢ Carol VanDeusden Lukas - ° .
Y e Cambridgg, Massachusetts oo~ : .
- - N .
e . S *
A te . » .
N . \ )
~ . - / v .
- ) 5” ) {. ” ¢ .
1]
. - -
o - . .
-
\ ~ f
- U.8. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
. ¢ ° NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
4 . EDUCATIONAL RESOUREES INFORMATION
R CENTER (ERIC) -
' . . - h ‘ f This document has been reproduced as
o recerved from the person or organization
. . " onginating it.
. - ‘ » . O Minor changes have been made to lmprove
5 . reproduction quality,
: » ® Points of view or opinions stated in this docu
- ment do not necessanly represent official NIE
. ‘ - - . ¢ position or pohcy. .
- , *
( O R This p'aper was prepared for the National Institute~of Zducation under
O Contract No NIE-P-ol- 0067 It does not necessarily reflect the views
ot . . ‘ j
(\/\ of that agency : N .
Q- = :
. - ¥
e . . - <.
. . .
. _ . : 2 y
g - 0
ERIC 4 - L .
v . . . ‘ ’ .

—_—




INTRODUCTION . . . ... . . . .

\ FEDERAL PURPOSE AND ROLE. .

.

A\ Funds Administration . . N. ,

w1th Other Laws . .

' Evaluatlon of Results of Additional
Serv1ces

.
.

Other State Agencv Activities
L 2
E?llcy Implications’. .

\-

Handlcapped
Dlsadvantgged ‘e
lelted~nngllsh P*of1c1ent

Sthdents P

' .
,

l . Vandlﬂanned T

... . Bisadvantaged . . . . . “t e e
' ' L'-lted-rngllsp Proficient

Plann; g and Reporting ACthltleS . e

Policy '-pllcatlons . . .'.

~

CONCLUSIONS; \.. . . . .-.
' s N H

%TATE BEHAVIOR AND IMPLEMENTATION: . . ... .

D ﬁ;nltha, Identlzlcatlon and” Placement

« Reporting on Uses of Funds and on Cogrdlnatlon

17
26 1
36

38 .
40
50

51
56
57

66
73

76 .

77 .
93
99

fo1
106

109




g . - ,
SPECIAL NEEDS POPULATIONS IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION . P

¢ @ . ]

. In passing ‘the 1976 Amendment} to the Vocational Education Act,

- - - . - ) . . s I3 . M ‘, . )
Congress reaffirmed its commitment to providing equal access to educational
. ’

[
.

epportunities by ;ergetiné a verieéy of provisions to-individuals with
’ special heeés in vocational eaucarion. The Congress.identified seVeral'
.- groups for spécﬂal;ettention: the handicapped,-the acacdemically and
. economically disadvaniaged, the limited-English grofieient, Native Amer-

-~ ' icans and women.. Thess are groups whom Congress felt ere not being well
. . . 4 .

\ served in vocational education as indicated by cheir under-representatzon W

-

=

'overall in vocational gducation or their concentration in a narrow range
< . N : >
of often low paying, low status occupational areas. With the exception

of Women, thesa groups are defined as having special needs wiiich preve'nt.~ .

- ! N e
them from -succeeding in regular programs of vocational education.
0 > ‘. .

NG

For these groups, providing equalﬁaccesé ingolves not only open enroll-

Al

K Y

. ment practices which allow them,to enter whichei;f progrdms of vocafional’
; r : .

education’ they desire but also the orovisign of ‘special services which

ehable them to succeed in those programs.* NN )
T - : I ’ . .
* . With women, equal access tends to be more a question of gaining ° .
- _entrance to a program, though ongoing support activities for womexf in

occupational areas traditionally dominated by men are also important.

This paper will only examine the proVisions of VEA dealingwith
handicapped students and disadvantaged students including the limited °
English proficient. Women and Native Americans are not included because
. they are to be given special attehtion through dlfferent mechanlsms than
- those used for the handicapped and disadwantaged. The ‘needs” of women,
or more precisely: the goal of ellm;natlng sex bias and sex stereotyplng ]
which affects hoth men and women, are addressed pramarlry through the . .
oe . requirements that each state agency hire full time perb@nnel and that l
‘ each state fulfill ten functions specified in the law‘and requlations.
. The needs of Native Ameticans are addressed primarily through grants from
- the Commlssxoner directly to ¢ribal organlzatlons ‘under’ Part X of VEA.
- Because of these differences in the 'mechanjsms specified in the law, theee
'.[SRJ!:" qroupé deserve separate treatment. Provision f bilingual vocat;onal -
T . edudétion under\Part A are also not: dealt withi¥in ‘this oagerL 4 I

.

~A
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v o o AR N _ :
Despite this emphasis on special needs populations, it appears that the /'

. ~ Y !

Vocational Educ%tion Act (VEAY as implemented bw state and local edpcational -

O N . . - N ‘. f". ) - . [}
- agencies has had only a limited impaect on impxovirdg access(go'Vbcatfonal ’
, . . » ., - < ¢ ot —e

- -~ . v - i b L - N ] N = N
‘ , ed?catlon zor‘tpese peoulations, wWhile manv special needs students are being
. ] . f . .

served in vocational programs, the extent and quality of servic¢es provided
v N N ’. 4 “ ‘t

t
It -

.t ‘( . . - . ' M -
.varies’ among schools. Also, the efforts being made for special needs A

«. students in many cases can _be attributed to otHer state or federal -

-
. .
1 M - -
‘. .

-~ _laws, such'as 2.L: 94-142, or to local initiatives. * = - : .
/,’t , - B . - 4

In Snalyzing the reasods,fof this lihixed'iméact, we begin- from the
e . - N

B o R . T
. premise’ that the effectiveness of\g law depends in-large Tmeasure on the - i
« P A - . Cl ) .

fit between the strategies emploved, the problem beihg addressed and the .
I .
AY a ’
. context in which the law is to be implemented. Limited impact,..then,
, . . . ~ - . :

. A
X often does.not result simply £fom inadegquaté’ enforcement of the .law but
. . . R - : -

. - -

-

. 4 . " Lo \ P_ -~ .
from either strategies which are hot appropriatelor fully-effective to the '

) . o - . L, . .
problem or settlng,of from characteristics o(\the problem of settinc which
[
+ ©e 5 .
- limit any intervention ™\ Thus

. [ \

effectiveness of the VEZA mechanisms for impraving access for special -
. ! »

» in order to undérstand the operition and

W

4
-

."needs populations one must consider: - . - ) . 1

: ) -, e
- # the structare of the Vocational Education Act; : I. '

.

v e the state and locdl dontext ip(&hich the law’is implemented; and :

¥

S . ) . , .
» the problems of serving special populations which the mechanisms
. - s i . v
C are attempting to address. - . . . -
s

»
’

. The structure of the VEA affects the implemgntation of the special

L * % ., needs population. provisions in two ways. ¥irst, the law is grganized
. ’ .’ - ‘- A § . s ' '

. around grants to the state vocational education igencies rather than . T
’ ) . . . - ’\ ’ °

.grants directly to she local agencies which provide vocational education.

N 3
-

Consequently, .the state agency exercises considerable influence over’ the .

;~ Q v . . . . - ~- T
SERIC - . o S

- * . . 1 v » .
i . . SV § . . ¢




federal message which is communicated to the iOCé} agencieé +-* the accuracy
. - A M
J . . . N .. o . -

- of the message and th'e prominence it is,given. In part the~influence stems

. @ -

from the discrecion:which the state agencVy is allowgﬁ in carrying out many

prxovisions of the lay -= for example, he tfypes of activities which .VEA

. . ~ .
¥ funds ¢an sup%Prt- The influence also stems from the interpretation

»
. A Y . -
tlke state gives.-to prqvisions over which it?has no.discretion but is simply

I v .

requifed to communicate %o local agencies receiving,VEA fynds. The imple-
4 . P

- . . Mmentation of any law . among levels of government reguires interpretation
. N

' at each, level. While.a clearly written, cipsely'specified law provides
® . »

‘ ' a ——

: T A L, ;

less opportunity for interpretation than an ambiguous one, some- inter-
\‘ B . . et .
. pretation still occuzs. The direction of the interpretation -- either-

-~
.

. . o . - - . . ¢ . ¥ by -
in supporting or diluting federal intent -- is determined by tie under-

., . . K ~ . . N -e‘ -
$tanding Qf’ the law's intent and provisions, .and by thé congruence'between

?

.S ~

. federal intent and the priorities and values-of the individuals and organ-
¢ . . . .
izakions implementing the law. -

L] : -

Second, thé gbal of providing equal access §o special needs populations
- . ‘ LT R - b -
is only one of seGEral,Congressicnal goals in the VEA. Congress is also

<

i
0

: rm . . : \ : . . I I .
concexned with improving the quality of vocational educatiqQp programs and

their responsiveress to labor market néeds’, ‘'with, special emphasis on the-
. - 4 .

. .
. -

’ &. v A . . A -
_Adevelopment of .new programs and on the coordinatien of resources among
14 . . < N A .

¢ S o -
agencies providing vocatiomal education and’employment training programs.
. * ' ‘ e
i~ To ;upport'theée.goals, Congress mandates,.among other things, that VEA
"Q‘ . -‘-, :‘ ¢
"‘\ $unds be used for program support and improvement activities and it includes

« .

U i o . . ’ . . .

\ provisions for processes of planning, evaluation and data rgporting. One
- ’ " .t

S . . . . . ‘ : ¥

ﬂeffect of these multiplé~goals is to dilute the attentdion gyven to

.

.
b * -
Y . . - :
b ‘L

2 .
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projects do not have a clear identity which is constant across local

- v

any one goal -~ or to,;allow states to set their’ own priorities among goals.
3 N Y .

= . g 5 . i . ] . - .-

Another effect reported by many vocational educators is the peyception that

AN . .

. [

attention to special needs populations is actually in conflict with the

~ . . B -

goal of malnta‘n11§ uﬁ to date high auallty prOgrams whlchzalace a hlgh .

~
"

opoftlon of thelr students in oecupatlons related to uhelr training.
PR a . ,. . ., . .

It ;igalso felt to be in confllct with evaluation standaré$ which define

success in terms of placement rates. . v . . .
> .6 R “ - '
" Third, the ptiructure of VEA with its mulﬁfp&é purposes rasults in

’
. . .

assistance provided under the Act: < ?heing used to support a variety

. e L. S N Co ol . - . , :

of activifies which vary consxéheably among stated and local institutions
. ~ . . . - - — .
- g - . . . . .. - 4 ] . - -

within states. In addition, tie'multiple purposes together with modest .
. .\ “ “ :

levels of funding ‘provided under VEA mean -that VEA funds usuallv fund A

T . ] N g « e s . * - .
selected activities or reséurceq within vocational programe rather than

. .

supporting ccmblete'programs or everr projects. Aas a ;gsulp, VEA suppoyted -
. - . '~ v ¢

agencieq)and freg ntly are not visible w1th1n lndlv'dua1 lnstltut*ons

e
. . - s

A .« .
Local staff and parents cannot point ‘to a VEA program as they,can a ritle I

‘ ' - ’ y ' .
. . Y

or Follow Through program. While the "varied and partially funded SAEA

activities are consistent with the Congressional wview gf'the fedsral

-~
. M ‘ .

role in vocational education as a catalyst for state and local efforts,

)

they also Have fwo i;plications for the implementation and impact of the )
e e [N o - .
law: . Firsé; implementatiqn isnggre difficplt ‘o gbntrol from the state

~ ' T . ‘ .
(and &ﬁerefoge the federal) \Mevel. Secoﬂd,*ﬁﬂe lack of visibiTity of VEA : ;
acfivikiggﬁin itéelf diminishes‘the impact of the:law ih that even when .f

. . . * ! h ' rd
» ARre
the law does.effect changes, the changes are offen not attributed to WVEA.
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. Of particular importance in

5 - {‘ - e '
’ e ' . . | ..
Thevsecond set of factors which affect the implementation of the

- .

.
.

VEA and its impact on guecial needs populations is the state and local

) ‘ Ay J 5

context in which the law is implemented.. The state vocational educatian
. Al . N} N

. * i - ‘ - .
] - A . . . . " .
agencies ang gfe local ecducation institutions were not orcanized solefy

Both setg of agencies 3ye inée-
a a \ ‘

pendent organizations with gbals beyond VEA and with their own,conéti-

to implement Tederal law'

« . * - e 7

tuenciés, pclitical pressures.and constraints, and‘priori&ies. To
" \ : . c s '
extant <hat tilese local factbrs compete with rather than support federal
B v f
intent, they may dimit
~ ) R \
avallable tg state and local “agencies affect the impact of the

o . ? . .
3

law. ven if an_agency agrees with federal goals, it may  Lack

L4
the

feder%}

e

the funds

@
-

an? staff knowledge to carry them out. Conversely, if a state agency,
. ¢t * - ' *

for example, has the resources to hire staff .to concentrate on special
’ . . ]

the impact of VEA. Also, the expertise.and resources

. “ . ’

to implement the law betteX. .

LA
needs populiﬂ&ons, it is more likaly

~ . -

. ~ -~
-

examihing the VBA in cdntext is tﬁé-

recognition that at the local level,
4

e S

federal ~fuhds represent gglv a small

A - - .
proportion of the total funds spent on vocational education, and as we

[y

said above, VEA programs ars not visible as distinct programs.

Moreover,
» . . -

-

ad ” ] . . A ] :
vocational education is often only one curriculum among many in a local
’ 5 ’ . - N

. As a result, the VEA and the goal within it of serving

education agency
r , .

¢
&special populations will often not be given high priority.
)

~
. . V¢ ’

-~ fhe implementation and impact of the special needs population's

provisions of VEA ars influenced, third, by, the nature of the.problem being

v
[

addressed. By definition,specidl needs :individuals need additional

. ’ d




N e,
A . .\ - ~
. L S . . ‘ : ¢ *
assistance in order to succeed in programs of vocational educatiomr. The’
- A . + - s
| . i .\ /_\ . .l -
» problems which some special needs individuals face are, very difZfjiculit

- N . :
to overcome. Even moderate problems are sqmetimes hard to deal with because

manysvocational educators are reluctant to work Wwith these sﬁudenp%‘since

they are not.RrOQeriy trained and reportedly fear the students will be .,

. ’ . ~ - N ,

hurt. They are also codcernég that the extra attention'giveh to speciél ’

needs students will detrdct from 'the time and -resddrces they can devote
. ., - Q{ii .

‘to their regular students. . . -

v n . ¢ ) -
~ L - . °
The definitions of 'special populations also affeckt 'the impact of the VEA

[ AR

mechanisms. . Special needs students in the VEA are defined in groups. They.
are also often provided seryices in these groups.” Ih fact, however,
; .

L4 )
. , N

.the groups defined in the law include individuals with widely differing
2 . ° v
- .. N . . . .

needs and interests. To meet these needs and interests fully, local
N ] . - . [ 29N .

]
~
. i - .

;! IS Lt
\agencies should idéally tailor a program of activities and Support

’

" services to each’ indifidual in thervocational prdyram of his or her
A . e | s

N . . M .2 h

., -+ Cthoice. Sihce this\épproach can be-extremely expensive, échd?ls fall"
p - \s‘ . 7 .

back on the group approach and special needs students are not provided ,

~ . -

A 4

N}

.1 <o - . N . . R
with unlimited access-to programs of YVocational education that

~
., 1]

Congress perhaps envisioned. | . . N
. . J

5
.

v .

- ¢ > ' .
Given theg;q?actors which influence the impact and implementation

of the Vék prdv%sions governing special populations) the questions

P

L, ~ 3 4
to answered in-reauthorizing the Act are: Should the fedenal government

.
- A e hd »

promote egual access to_ educational oppbrtunity ‘in vocationql‘educatiqn

+




bd similar for ythe dif

-

fer individuals with special needs? If so, how can it do so’ hos*> affectivedy?
Or more specifically, what policy .and-goals should Congress pursue: and what

. . .

specificglly, what policy ‘and goals should Congress pursue;’and wha4

.

*nstrument; or mechanisms will oe ‘most effective in furthering federal: ?
> i .
[ 4

; - : s 33 Syl A 2R e i vs o ol
intent" while building on a-realistic view of the contex:-in which the | .
. - .

° . » B -

law is td be ;hpleﬁgnted and the nature of the problém béing addressed >

Ry
: .

To assist in addressing this question, this paper’will examine the imple-
o . ‘ [3

o=

. ., - . M
mentation of the current VEA provisions, their effsct
RN

'Jﬂness»m. achiev g

-, v L3

Congressional goals and the factors which affec ct the implementation “and
LI 4

generally, at state accivj,

. *x .- ’ . . .. . . . v .
impact. - The paper will begin by reviewing the legislation ané regu:lations
. E v, -eg anc 2

» P

to highlight provisions concerned wi

Then it will

~

nt . s <

ties for special neéds populations.

~

H L 4
#h special needs-populations. ,

v

3

.

¢

> ‘ . - °
look at state lsvel implementation of the law and,.more .

" Finally, .

- Y]

it will examine local impl

»
populations.

ipggtﬁgr‘fér

-

. YT - LY
ementation and activitiesy for special needs

At the state level all special populations will be discussed

’ -
N -

tHe most. .part since the‘a@ministratipn of the law tends to

.

ferent grbups.

at the local leve; the hanalcapped, -

I3

‘& \‘ . Ead .
acacemlcally and economically d*saavantaged and.limiﬁea English®speaking .
s N \ .
t : X
B wxll more &requentlv be alscussig separatelv aecause they dlrrer in the
‘ M‘V‘ ’ I . .
. - problems they face and in the strategies which’ are used to serve them.
v A 2. - ? ) - ’:‘{ . v "7”
o * The data reported in thls paper are drawn primarily.from two studies
d - commissioned by the VIn Vocational Education Study: “"Implementation of the
i ) Educatlop Amehdments of 1976: A Study of State and Local Compliance-and:
Evaluation Practices ‘in Vocational Educaioh" prepared‘by Abt Associates Imc.
and ""Vocational Education: Meeting the Needs or Speclgl Dooulatlgns“ pre~ -
- - pared by A.L. Nellum and Assocxates. . 3 ‘ '
) 4 /‘: , ,' / . - ! .
2 : . ' . il
Lo - . . , , .
3 . . \ . .
. : i
. ® ) ’ . . "‘ P
f, E \l‘lC ,\: . :’ . ” . 10 R 0 . ° “ :
. ! K . L] . . . :~a
e . . , ‘ . N
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FEDERAL DPURPOSE AND ROLE 3

\ . \
’

_The gdal of promoting equal access #q educational opportunity to
N
' . . s . . ' . .
students with special needs is ;oﬁmon%y viewed'as one of tﬁi/majogrthemes

of the 1976 Education Amendments as they pertain to vocational -educatior.

>

This goal, ‘however, is not specified as one of the four a*aas4g; hlighted

3

-

; v
in theTstatement of purnose to une‘Vocatlonal E&pcat;on Act as revised  in
N .
The primary purpose of Part A of the Act, which governs grancs
¥ . ®

. &

1976.

to the states, is to assist the states in imgreving planning in the use
4

a ] '
of all resources available

- .

v

for vocational education-and ma.nower tralnlng

Y

The other purposes include them!

authorizing grants to the staces “o asfist

N
.

’

“ ) e to extend, improve and where nece:sa*y, malntaln =x‘stlng . .

progfams of vocational education; .

LY . )

.® to develop new programs of vocational education;

¢ to develop and carry out programs to overcome sex discrim~ !
ination and sex ,Stereotyping in vocational educat&on- '

» . ~

to provide part

lme employment Sor vouths who need‘ea*nlngs
to continue their vocational training on a frll time, basis.

Ld N

Students with special needs are mentioned only in the clause modifying
L
‘ ~—

-]

these four'éu:poses:
!

.
I3

< .

"so that persons-of all ages in all communities of the state,
. lincluding those with special educational handicaps, ...
< will Have ready access to vocational training or.retraining which
is of high cuallty, which is realistic in the light of actual or
hntﬂc1pated Qperortunities for gainful employment, and which,is suited
- 'to their needs, interedts, and ability to benefit from such

.

¢

,ferred from the multiple

tfaining.” (section 101) ‘.
- .

s .

The Congressional intent rdgarding- speci

legislation. These provisions,

l

provisions directdd at thege popuiations

first, define the special needs populations t

neéds populations

e

2

can also be in-

~

throughout the

o be
/////

[ 24

’




N served. 3Handicapped and disadvantaged students are,defined_operétlonally -
. ? .. . — . . .

. in the rggulat ions which implement the law as shown in ﬁlgure 1. The- ,

L] - “ . .
definition of handicapped is'taked‘éirectly from the de?&:?%;op'used in
* ’ P -

v -~

. . .

the gdupation of the 'Handicapped Act as mandated, in tie law. The definition
-t . . 9 v . P . . v -
. \.of dlsadvan\taged given ¥n the law distinguishes between etoromic. and -

.
. 4 4

. academic d*sadvantage‘ and provides .for special services to both gr ns .-
¢ - . ) . . B
The regulatvons ex*end the -Amendments, as directad ov ,ongress, to séec;:y
- P -_

»

. . . ~ . . { ’ \ : : :
. operatlonaa criteria of academ;q and economic d;s§dvantage. An %ddltlonal
0 L] L3 .
. - \ S - \
. s criterion of both the handicapped and dvsaanntaced definitions-is that -~ . . . -

» P -~

) . . .. -, . s
versons cannot succeed in a gegulaxr vocatlonal ecu&iklon program without . :
- . o : '

. gpecial services, activities, or programs. Limited English-ipeékinq.
\ ability is also defined in the regulatigns althomgn not in tHe, same level ..
’. . ? . ” - .

- . . , , N )0 . Vs ”
. 6f operational detail. . = ° i - Lo be . L :
. ¢ ' ‘
. ! - . " “ . e
* .The provisions also target funds to special peeds populations. Theése
- . * hd + ¢ ) 'Y

. T s v .. - . - . , .. .
provisions are .the’most prominent mechanisms Zor Zuxthering Congressivnal
. . ¥ " ' v o -
S intent in this area. Twozmechanisms arz used. PFirst, funds are =a2 ked

N -
- . e

( . . - ~ . . . " *
for' special needs popula-ions: states are regquired under Subparts, 2 agnd 3

- -

- e .
- to set asi¥e at least:20% of therr basic alloeation for services- for dis- -

¥ - . . " _ -
v ‘ . o . . -

adiantaged students and 10% for services ;or nandicappred students; the ¢

’ . : - - K M , R

»Act-also'méintains a sgparate alloca!ﬁon under Subpgrt 4 for special pro-

~ . P (v »

g*ams for the disadvantaged in areas of nlgh youth unemolOyment and high: .

. .
‘ . . .

S scbool d*ooths _Second, states are :equf@ed.to givg'griority to eligible
— ‘1‘;\ . LI * -

.
. - -

I3 . . ] N / . ] 3 * . - y !
' recipients in economically needy areas in distridhting funds under all
- A - ’

-

.

. _ . D ‘ . .
- subparts. ° : ' - .
g ’ ‘ t . ' / . o . .

) ‘ . B ' ) . - - . . . . .
T sec-aside provisions require for the firnst time in tHe 1976 . : .

» . . . e

. . 2 ,
) : L . - .123 . .
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‘ fIGURE I ‘

_ CEPINITIONS OF SPECIAL NEEDS PQPULATIONS
Ty . o . ‘ - ’ ' » o ’ ‘ )

* . - Tagget Group Regulation Definition K -

3 “ a

'0. Disadvantaged . 104.804 (a) The term disadvantaged ueans pe:sons (other
R . _ than nandicapped _pecsons) who!

. ‘(1) Have academ;c or econonmic dzsadwgntages'
and v

o, (2) Requl:e special servxces, assistance, or
L p : programs in order, to enable them to suc-
) ceed in vocatxonal.esucatxon proge ams.

(b) Academic disadvantage, for the purposes of - i
this, defxnxsxon of - dlsadvantaged means that -
a p¥csont ~ ’

-, . ’

(1) Lacks reading and writing‘skills:
(2) Lacks mathematical skills; or =

. . (3) performs’ below grade level.
. — . « - P » )
R ' ' (¢} Econamic disadvantage, for the purposes of
. . -~ .- this definition of disadvantaged, means:, .
' ’ . ¢ . .7 (1) Pamily inceme 15 at or below national - ’
P , poverty. level;

. ' =~ , ) ] - (2) Participant or. pa:ent(s) or gua:axan of
: the participant is un ployed,

. LR AT : . (3) Participant or parent of participant ‘is )
. L . ’ recipient of publitc assistance or

. N ca . (4) . participant is {nstitutionalized ar

B T under state guardianship, s

o TR, L . . : ’ .

. (@) Eligibility for participation in the special
. -program suppocted sunder [104.801'is limited °

) to persons who (because of academic or eco- . .

. . swonic digadvantage): : T

,
¢
- ~

b ; ) E . -(1) Do not have,.at the time of antrance inco

- 4;’ AR . a vodational educagjon program, the pre-
” T . :equisites for success in the program;

| ¥* or who ,,g - .

=i (2) Ace en:olled zn'a vocational educatian
o, ' . ' R progcam but tequizae ‘supportive services
T - or special programsg to enable them to
- . . L :meet the requirements for the program - -
b A . .. that are established. by the state or the .
P S R .7 ’local educational agency. '’ .

o
I3
M
(3
.

- . . + — ,
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Tacget Groyp ; "Regulation = Definition o ' e
[ 8 S i
Limited gl{ ) Appendix A, Limited ang‘xsh-soeakmg ability when L.Sed in .
2aglish- . e e refgce to an erixfldual means: _ ,
speaking .’ befinf{tions *
9 K (a) Individials w’ho were aot born in the Cnited
; . States o whose native tongue is a language
.. 3 ’ .
-] £
(b) Ind:.vxduals who .came from environments dhere
A - N, ther than English is dominant,.
»“ : “and by reasdns thereof, have difficulties .
: T ~understanding. instzuction in
XN toe - V2N " .
.l . .u . ~
Bandicapped Appendi‘x A f!andicapped, me'ads : & A
"Definitions  (a) A pecsgn wt)L) i8¢ ¢ ’
. v . .
v, (Educa't:.i.on (1) Mentally cetacded; © ’
to of sandiT : y v, *
0 capped Act) (2) dard of hearing; ' y
* . ’ (3) Deaf; - .‘m - .
(. (4) S:sﬁeech impaired; . .
o (5) Visyally handicapped; '
" (6) Seciously emotionally disturbed; |
5 o . (7) O::hppedically impaired oc
'. . f (8) other healtb-impaired person, or persons
. - with sp%.‘cihc learning disahilities; 4nd
s " ' N . -
) . (b} Who', by 'r?e’ason of the above: - :
: . (1=)‘ Requi’r.es special educat ion and rcelated -
- s *.. servidas, and e
CoN, . (2) 'Canmt: succeed in the regulac vocational
T 4 . education program without: spec:,a.l educa-
: < + % tional assistance; ot
N L e (3) Raq}xi:es a modified’ vocational educat {on
. ‘.« program,
_" ) ® - ", . .r)
LN e \
S .§ . . U
/\. . " .
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"in the 'same’age bracket, . . . ) '

\

2y - BEN P -

’

amendments -that statéé;spénd a certain portion of the disadvantaged

- > * t
set-aside on students with limited proficiency in English; the portion

*

. - . ) |’ . L s C e,
is tobe equlvélent tq the proportion of limited English-proficient
) : - 7 . A

. . .
persons age-1l5 to 24 in yelation to the entire-population of the state.:

.
. 5

. . ¢S —

“
N -
° v

The 1978 Amendmenfs also §§d 2 Provision for categorical matching .

. . . - ' N -
for the set-asidgs.in order "to assure that Congressional intent in giving
° M . . . L. .

» > . N ' -

special status to these arsas %s upheld."” (Senate report, p. 78) In ear-

- s . . . . ~ !
. ) J
matking funds for special needs populatioms, Congress defines é&s.:ole as’
) N [N L ‘. . R ‘
a catalyst to state and lbcal efforts.. Congress does, not want efforts,
. . . . ¢
tq;grovide serviceg’tp special needs populations to rely entirely on
o - . . > . .. .

federal dollars or to bé limited to activities supported by federal

» .
. . ’

assistad;ef Instead the fe&era; dollars zre intented to drive state and’
A4 he .
N » A . -
local dollars; to serve as an.incentiQe to state and local expenditures

L} »
A3

e

a

in tHis area. Thus,:every dollar of federalrset—aside funds spent must

- -~

be matched with a dollar of state and local funds which are spent on

¢ v
P
-

g . C L
services £dr handicapped ancd disadvantaged students in vocational-education.

-

~ The regulations which'implement the 1976 Amendments further emphasize

. .

) @ . ) ) 1 , )
the federal desire to increase state and local efforts for the handicapped

, .

!

and disadvantaged‘studehts and ensure that kederal'dollars are - supplement—/

L4 )

ing rather<Ehan supplanting state and local dollé&s by specifying that
RE N [

- v .

-l

federal set~§sidé'funds can only be applied toward the excess costs
’ /E”\

. of providing additional services;:i.e,, "costs of spécial educational N

-t

anq related services above’the costs Zor non-handicapped and noh-disadvan-
~ : ) >

taégd student" (Regtilation iO4.303f. ‘Interestingly, the excess cost -

t . . M . N 4 .
provisions apply’ only when handicapped and disadvantaged students are

.
- .
1Y L
. l. 1'.’ ‘ /
A ' D .
. \ R N
. ” » . . . . ’
o . R, - :' PR
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’ .
. ’ - . é
\ Inrolled in regular programs of vocational edlcation. Despite language SN |

in both the law and the regulat#®¥ns which encourages mainstreamning (Sec-

. ¢
. tion 110{a); Regulations 104.312 and 1Q04.313), separats sgecialized .
-~ programs for handicapped and disadvantaged students :ﬁl”:se fecderxal ,
(8 ! . - -
- N - P f - . N . .
Zunds to pay nhalf the costs of the Zull program rathar than just the <
T .
excess costs.* / .
’ ) : . * v
. s . k3 - . /
. s In contrast to thie Matching and excess cost requirements Igor tae -

- ' .

set-asides, Zfaderal ZIunds under Subpart 4 can be used to pay the Zull ‘cost
Y -~ ‘o

- : - . C s v -
of vogational DSrograms Zor: the disadvantaged, N

Under the second targeting mechanism, the law reguires that states

» - ¢

give priorizy in distriductling Zunds té z2pplicants locatad i1n sconom:ically
. ., depressed areas ahd areas of high unemplovment, and tinable zo.groviie the

= b

' . S,
s resources necessary to meet the vocational education needs of thase zreas
L2 * ;"; - . . - ) . , P s .
LTy g ¥REAOUT federal assistance (SqFtLon l06(a)). Moreover, in determining
. - . N t
- ’ .

LY . \ -
. the amount of funding to ze given to eacir of the approved applicants, the

s

-

state Must use as the two most important Factors, in the case of locdl

. ] , . .
education: agencises: - . .

.4
. . - . Sy s - .
e the relative Zinancial ad;lxty-?r tie agency %o provicde th ‘
. the resources necessary o mest the vocational educaticn needs

in its area; and ’ "

PeY

’ ¢ ‘e ’ . - . 1] K]
8 the relative number or concentrat¥on of low-income families or

. *individuals in the area, .: e ) ! (-
“
L] .

- - < - v - . .
. Subpart 4 funds are also to be tarxgetad to Sreas of nigh vouth unemploy-
. -

¥
.

ment and high school dropouts, Finally, the provisions of Subpart 5, S
] ’ .o '
Consumer and Homemaking reguire that states uses at least one third of
. Ay

» ~

hd ‘ . . / ¢
Ry . : R \
* _  Office of Education Notice of Incerpretation, Federal Register, .
® March 27, 1978. | ., N
&’._’ oo ’ i - -
* ) N ) ) ,
} Q L] >
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A =hird s;ﬁ of mechanisp intended to further the goal of providing
| i Z

edual access to special needs \sopulatidns is requirsments

otr planning,

evaluation and acqpﬁﬁasbili&y, ‘Throughout the Act, there is heavy

{
emphasis on a model of rational 'planning to improve the quality and

relévance of vocational educa;lon._ This,empha?is touches special needs

L]
-

populaticns. in several ways, The five~year state plan is to describe

<

precisely tHe intended uses of federal funds and allocation .of state and
) . » .

- local funds, to serve handicapped, &isadvantaged and limited-»English

& . ¥ -
.

- s?eaking versons (Regulatiqn _iOiLiSGX. .The annual plan and accountability

Vs . .

report are then to’ describe how funds used will comply or have complied
, } i ’ - ) . -0

with the uses set forth in the five-year plan (Regulations-104,222 and

;04.241). The fiée-year statelélan'is also to describe the procedures

to be used to assure comollance w1th the general appllcatlon provisions

.
L4

‘or giving pr*orlty to =conom1cahlv despr=ssed areas and using funds _

consistently withithe standatds:éf the Education of the Handicapped

< LY

Act (Regulation 104,182). And ghe five-year plan and annual plan are to

N
o

describe the mechanlsms to be used to coordlnate vocational educatlon

programs aSSlSted under VEA and manpower training programs under CETA

(Regulatlons 104 188 and 104. 222) : -
The requlatiogs, aithough not the Act itself, specify that the state

board of vqcational education must evaluate :he'effgctiveness of each

.

formally oréanized vocational program or project in terms of-the results




e -

. N
-.14- v v LV
] . °

B . LN . . » * A
o of additioral services to handicapped, disadvantaged and Iimitad Znglish .

proficient persons (as well as women and members of ninority groups). . . .
- " { . . A~ : . N
'”,Thekifsults are to be measureé according to critédria' established under N - .

’

s .
N &

s

other evaluation categories:: planning and operational orocesses, rasults .

Lot} .
- F o

of student achievement and results of student employment success” (Regu- -

- b .7 . v ~ . '
d . N

- ) ‘P - . s ¢

o lation 104.402). . .

v :: . ) ' . Q@ .

o A final set of mechanisms intended to improye acdess for special -
- 4 Y

.
- -~ . . - -

needs populations is policies for service delivery. As mentioned earlier,
/ - .

o thé requlations define who is to be considered handicapped, disadvantaged.

hd o
.

. - .. . - . _ .

or limited-English speaking £or purposes of this Act, In addition, the
b'i) -~ ' ,
. A ]
»' law and requlations stipulate that federal funds for special needs ., .. s
) N * N — N . .
. Ra e : .

o populdtions should be used to "the maximum éxtent Dossible" to 'assist

: - b
disadvantaged and limited~English proficient persons to

; nandicapped,
o’ . . .

. participate in regular vocational educational programs (Regulations 104. ~

. - .
. 312 and 104.313). Aalso, services for handicapped students are fo meet the .- g

-

v " standards of Part B ofaEduéation of the Handicapped Act (Requlation 104.5).

- '( 3 . . . . i .
o e S, Beyond these provisions, the VEA sets no policies for actual service
., N .L,. . . "

4 .

4

v ' delivery to special needs populatidns
] ‘.« L *‘:_, . -
a . .

k] .
The emphasis in the Vocational Education Act on providing access

.
.
.

s

to individuals with special needs is not new with the 1976 Education

~  Amendments. The emphasis in’ federal legislation on serving special needs

students in vocational educatiog',bgan in 1963. The Vocatgonél %gucation

=i .
~

~'~ s \- . " p - .. A v . .
=T Act of 1963 .inecluded for the first time the maridate that vocational educa-

[
<a

tion respond to the speciaI‘neéds of students who hadve academic, socio-

4
o

economic or other handicaps which prevent them from succeeding in a regqular
R

. . - 4 ) .

ERIC - 18
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. '
. .
orogram of vocational education. T .
. .
The original mandate for special needs populations was very broad.

-

The provisions in 1963 focused on eaquality of access to vocational programs;
‘ 5

the Act allowed stateS to use a portion of their bdsic grants to serve these

disadvantaged students but did not recguire them to target funds. 1In

'
. .

1968, Congress determlned‘;hat this'broad,emphasis had not resuited in

-

. v - - . - ° . .
services that megt th; néeds of disadvantaged populations. Testimony

-
»

before the Congressional committee Zrom the National Advisory Council

“w

r . b ’ . . - .
.on Vocational Bducaplop and various sections of the educational -

- -
communicy pointed dutr that simply smphasizing sérvices to special needs

students did not ensure that money was'being spent to remedv these con-

cerns. Congress amended the 1363 Att, to specify that lS‘Eercent‘of the

basic state grant mist be set aside to pay for up to half the cost of .
programs Zor disadvantaged students and 10 percent for the handicapped, .

. * -4
i

The 1968 Amendments‘élso'authorized a new 100 percent-fnnded Zederal pro-

the disadvantaged under.Section 102(b). . . ot

.
~

ram for

specificity criticisms of

e

the

Despike added

~

of the 1968 aAmendments,

- »
vocational education's respdnse to the needs of handicapped and disadvantaged

students continued. The major criticism voiced in the Congressfonal hear-
: = gres

[ .

ings which pgeceded the drafting of the 1976 Education Amendments was tha

- 3 .

vocational education expenditures for these special needs populations had

declined\siéce FY 197C. The basis for this criticism was an analysis of -
nandicapped and disadvantage& expenditures in the 1974 GAO report* which

showed éWdecrease in the stare and local match for federal set-asi@e dolgers;

L .
%,' -~

- z ,' . .

* Comp#roller General of the United States, Report to the'Congress,

"What is ‘the Role of Federal Assistance for Vocational Education?" (Washing-

ton, D.Céﬁpecember 31, 1974). . . .

B 19
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#n FY 1973, 23 states spent Zewer state and local dollars

~ »- 16 - .

Al

for every

. , .
zaderal Zollar for the disadvantaged than they had in 7Y 1970; Zor the ‘
handicapoed in 19 states (p.4). This oattern was interpreted as evidence .

< X . Al
of declining support for these populations. The GAOC report also criticized .
vocational eduéation more~generally Zor the inadequacy of the rgesources '
deyotad to ‘special . populatzons, making nroad raference to large -
unmet needs, relatively few handicapped parq}éipantﬁ and inadeguacte .
dollars, oersomnel and Zacilities (pp. 22-23). J
. ! L™=
¢ . [} . .
. , .
. ' 7
s ]
N Y
‘. ) R
/,~ , "
¢ . . * < . . \ .
. / SN .
- v B A N
/ ¢ « . L4
. . 4 -
v 4, %
. T
> . + /
3 "
‘e
’ 7 .
» ‘4 AY
s o N - -
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‘ . . . a
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" . STATE BEHAVIOR AND 'IMPLEMENTATTON N ’
. ' , V) -
State vocational aducation agenciss pldy a kev role in the implementa- oo
A\ ‘ . : . -
Y !, - . o, ’
tion of the Vocational Zducation Act because all provisions under Part A
‘ ) * . :
' of the Act are administered by .the states. Many of the. rsquirements of the
7 . ) , ,
law fre specifically directed at the state level -- for example, chose .
/ for funds distribution, planning and evaluation. In such areas, state .

._; \ ‘ - )
v . . agenciqs have considerable discretion over the administration of the law. .
{,' -

* . 2.

. € .
Zven the fecderal reguirsments which apply to local activities and respon~ - °
sibilitids are transmisted through the state agency, not dir ctl/ Zrom th
7z ’ o -
&
\ federal to the local level., Thus, the/igigg agency controls the commun- .
[ o .
- } ' : : " '
ication of the federal law and the ‘intent ﬂehlnd it to the local agencias,
. 5 v . [ 4

. In this role, the state-agency can ei“her support or dilute faderal
. -~ . - R

) } intenz, This support or dilution can occur, firse, througn the decisions

' ) 9° ey

[

= . 1 ‘ . : . < . . . .
mace oy the state agency -- i.e., in the way it carrles_th its discretion- |

! M . B

+

4 - - -
ady authority (e.g. ?). It can occur, second, through the level of accuracy

R »
. .

with which federal requiresments are stated to' local agencies and tge priority .

. -

which the requirements are given. - . ¢ .

9
.

dccuracy is in larce measure a function of the state's ‘understanding

. - 3 . - . ) s . P

T of federal requirements, rather than of deliberate misstatement. - With ;
L] . , y - '

N . ambigiols sectioﬁ§)of the law,‘particulérly, the state agency may mis-
’

. oy x
inrerpret the federal reguirements, With audit disallowances perng a_ - -

. . - . .
' pervaszv\ contern, these misinterpretations frequently err toward a con- ﬁﬁ
. °® i T - T ) ST T iR
servative interpretation of the letter of the law but may .consequently 7

3 . ! \ . J ) 5‘ .
: deviafe from intent -- e.g., as with excess' costs which will be dlscussed
f " .

. t

below, Also \ttatn dgencies sometimes communicate thelr discretionary .

- o -

v ‘ ' - ' ' _ '

’[ERJ}:( ; S . ~N 221‘. - " '!ii - " '
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K v -
dirsct

. decigions as Zecderal requiremeq}S, or rerhars more precigely,

. .

inguis

<0 dist n between the twh.

- ’ °

of the set asides 0. A R4rrow set of purposes they have a
-

For

(3]

example, thev may réstrict the.idee

a3

right to

. s - .. . o 1
-- without explaining that the federal law provides more leeway. !

Qo

4 °

. The priority given to federal gagals gnd requirements is a funct

N .

ion wf

“

A .

three factors. rFirst, ehe priority glven depends on ehe state agéncv's’
. ) N ’ \.':

< PR . - t5 @ -

+v1ew of "federal au;nbrlgy: some seate agencies have a cavallar att

&

ictude .
~ -

toward federal recu1ﬁ§men s and appedr to give ser*ous attention only to-
3 * ’ » P

those with which they agree; pther state agencies seem almost incimidated

and go to great lengths to avoid teing founé out
P . B )

-‘ . - I " N '. I .
of comgliance ISecond, ané closely relataed Zirst factor, the priority ;

o ments

AY
federal requ
.

Y]

«.L.e

—ad

.

-
fede?al requirements depends oh ehe,congruence oetween those recu1re- .
- \ . ) v 1- [ . . :
mentsand the priorities set by the state agency in response to its own goals

N

given

S

andé politicéL pressures. If, for example, a staee has..a najor thrasz toward .
¢ = DA

ecgmomic developme*t it may not give much attention to special needs pop-

= L

ygiven depends on the resources available --
. MY

1lations. the “priorit

o

Thirxd,

«

s0th :;ndsland expertise -- to implement the law. For éxample, 2 state
. . . ‘’

-

agency may agree w1en the goal o; serving special needs populations in
3. .
l; -

!

vocational educ atre@?a1§§dec*de that local agenc1es need technical aSSlStanCe
. & -
in ordeg

to address the oroolems of these groups, but the state agency may B4 ’

- . PR3 '

lack the staff needed to provide that assistance.

Y

Not oqu\éees the, state.agency control the content of the federal .

. s N - 4
message which is transmicted to local agencies, it also controls to a great
h . : Rt
L . .
- X f .
extent the visibility of the ¥EA at the local level.’ The state vocational
ke -

» * » . . » .
education agency is responsible for state laws and'policies joverning.
3 :

. . ‘22 . | . ,A - "
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N L %
vocational education as well as for the VEA, Often the stats adency issues

[}

policies and directives -- and sometimes diszributes “unds -- withou
’

~

ot

dis-

& ~ .
. tingquishing the source, This means often that local agencies do not Xndw

- L
N

- which requirements originate,witQ st@te ané which with the VEA. 4

«

v v

. . At the same time the state agency nlays a key role in aftergrecing

-

-

and compunicating federal law to local agencies, it generallv exercises

& . .

* limited control over local actions in vocational education. Educatiofd

oo . . ot
officials in most states place a strong emphasis on local aufonomy:

, ) .. - i ‘ ' ?
4 it 1s Jjealously‘guarded by local educators and usually respectad by state R

. ’ . ¥~
ce o . . N . . .
administrators. The emphasis, on local autonomy is particularly strong

in relation to federal assistance to vocatronal education since the .
. . ~ % - . . -

proportion’ of Zsderal dollars to state and local dollars supporting

—
-

vocational education is extremely small. Because of the prominence of

! local autonomy, state vocational education .agencies do not have complets
' ¢ -

2 [S

control, or even necessarily direct authority, over local program offerings .
3

’

- and policies.{ The state agency may dictate the categories of, programs
[N 4
+ and activities for which federal -- and state -- funds can be used bu: ‘
< «®

they usually leaye ‘the design and content of programs to the local insti-
K - s, . ]

*\,//tutions{‘ The state agency may also require local aqend&es,to file appli-

. £ -
cations @nd plans, to submit to prgram evaluations and to supply data

“.on expenditures, students and staff in order to receive federal and state

"Q . .
Y . funds. But it has no stronger sanctions for non-compiiance than withholding
Y - . )
. ' = I :
‘ ‘program approval or state and federal funding. Not only are most state .
i s . ) ’ i = 3
agencies reluctant to us hese sanctions but even if they do, the local-
. ¥ » N , . _______'-’, R
© agencies car still ®ffer the JYrogram or activity in question with all local
o funds. :

o | &
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It is within this context of 2 dual state role -- the XY to, the

.
¥

* imblementation of Zederal law but wi<h limiced authority over local

actions -- that the s-ate responsibilicies for implemeni}gg the 1975

-y N = ¢

. ' Amendments musg be gonsicered. an understanding of this conctext is,
hecessary to understanding of- the ways 1n which stage agencies caxry out
- . - Ly ‘

their functions and, equally important, to making recommendations to ° . - ‘a

"

. \ - “ 3

cnange the law.to better Zit the realities of this\context. . ’ N

1 ana “ ,

. . The 1976 Amencments mandate stare agency’ﬂxmtlons related to special .

.

sopulations in three areas: ' . L .

. g . .

(1]

, #® adpinistration orf federal,éyn

. < ® reports on uses of funds and coordinations with other laws and
agencies delivqung sexvices to special needs ropulations; and

. »

" e evaluation of results’ ofiMdditional services,
. .

. ®

In this section, we will look at how states are carrving out these >

¢ ®  nandates "and try to determine whether the mandates as impleme%§ed are
. Y .

[
0 . ] ~ L TR
furthering the Zfederal goal of promoting access to eé;al educational

LS

» opportunity. We will alsd dook at other state agency activities whieh .
. 2 .

- - &
are not yeqguired by the VEA but which fit with the state role and appear
an, - . '

"

i

- to increase the effectiveness of the sctate in supporting federal intent.

Funds Administration . . .

= k) .. . :

. -
.

Probably the most prominent function performed by state vocational

%

. . : . R 4 . . . .
education agencies in relation to special needs populations is the admin<
-~

v (3

istration of VEA funds. The pertinent provisions of theé law in this area ﬁ‘h

. are tHose which: .

= .
8 earmark funds for the national priority programs through the
N : L

-* -
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‘ o
*

nandicapped and disadvantaged set asides and for specia
programs for the disadvantaged under Subpart 4; ané

.

K]

1

¢
-

¢ ’give priority for funding to applications from needy discrices.
" L] '{

s .

.Wizh both sets of provisjon§, the stare agéncy is allowed considerapls dis-

.
:

s+ <cretion in administéring the law.
¢ ’ ‘

. »
) \

Setiasides. and Subpart 4, Thell976 Amendments essentially set two ,
R ' g E ‘

*Zirm E?quirements for the use of the set asides and Subpart 4: 1) the

amount of wmorey to be expended ~-- 10% of the

! %

20¥ of “he basic allocation for the disadvantaged ané a separ-
. . . . . - ! L

ate "allocation for Suhpart 4 -- ané 2) t%e provisior that the set asides
® 2

nandicapped,

*®

-

be matched dollar for dollar with state and local monies being spent
/

students., The regulations adé,qhe

on handicapped andé disadvantaged
9 .

reguirement that the set aside funds be applied only to the excess costs

- ’ -

~ ¢ . -

of providing. vocational ecucatiomny to special needs students -—- i.,&,, the

, COsts above

., .

the average ¢85St of providing wvocational education to non-gt”

i)

basic allocation for the t

RIC

services under

~—

-

~

nhandicapped

Beyond

how the funds-are to pe Mised.

greater deta

13

and non-disadvantaged students.*

v

these requirement

. N

the states have broad latitude in deciding

A}
The law to some extent and «egulations in
l - .

4

specify eligipility triteria for receiving additional :
',‘?Q‘ .
the’set asides and Subpart 4, They also set a policy that

[ . *

il

students with, special needs are to be served whenever possible in regular

rather

than separate programs of vocationél‘education.' But, in both

of
S /.

-

*

The excess cost requirement -applies only when the héndicapped or
'disadvantaged studeat is maingtreamed
nandicapped or disadvantaged students
set asides can be applied against the

in a regular vocation class; when
are placed-in“a separate _program, the
full costs of the program.

'

. -
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‘ .‘these areas, the provisions are »Lroad enough that they 3o not apgg@i\:o
-~ M . »’ A

«
.
. -

restrict Fhe expendrture of funds. Also, the set asides ané Subpar+: 4 )
- 4 . b ’

funds can be Ssgd o sipport a wide range of activiti.es and serVLCpg.

r

- .

o

. - s 5. -~ C . y
The aralysis of the set-adides and subpart 4 provisions, “hen, will

N .

Pe less concerned with issues of compliance than with states difficulcies
’

JAin_admipisgering the law and with une 'eallza;xon of ~eceral intepEes The wdéﬁéa
. . w—*—w-wr:,»-r-—-‘ i S b, 2 -.-'-';:f’m el g SR e
* - - R Y ien® B K Mﬁa .

central ccmpliance cuestions hers are wifether appropriate activisiazs—«¥e .
. ld

eing counted Lg;.:H ategorical\héfch and, more important, whether

~
.

che sxcess cos S are allowable. Those are cuestions for auditors and wzll
. [ ‘n‘_ . d -
70t be addressed in this paper. , *
- N N ' »
. » & ' . ’ e
! . The first guestion to be answerad in examining the me%gmenca;ion of
e . , .
~ » - e

the set-aside and Subpart 4 recuirements»is: are the _unds berng spent?

y ) :
Congress, in drafting ;He 1976 Amendments, was conqg&ned about whdt i

L]
v

. .
judged to be inadeguate levels of spending Zor special needs populations
B . .
* f 7 ’ " . -
L, , 1n vocational education., The basis for this judgment was the 1974 Gao .
- . 4
. . . : t

report which.Zound :hat the federal handicarped and disadvantaged funds . .
s RE X S

y were being matched with state and local dollars at a much lower rate than
p . .

vocational education funds overall. rFor PY. 1973, the GAO report states:: .

- .
- . . . . ‘-’

- . + . The nationwide ratio of state and local funding to

Federal funding for all-part B programs . . . was $5.93 to Sy,.00.

| . Yet the ratio for programs servi ng the disadvantaged was only $2,19
to. $1.00 .and for the handicapped only $1.10 to $1.00. (p. 4)

From these“flgures, GAC conclgded that "persons with special needs have .’

‘e . ’ . . . . 1 ' . .
‘ not oan(given as nigh a priority with state and local supporg as with .
. o ¥ AN

+ Federal support."” (p. 4) Moreover, the GAO report ‘ound that in many

-~ . ’ ' °

’ , States, the state and local contribution declined between 1970 and 1973,
\»i y S . v =

i, . s
A secondary sfalysis,conducted by Abt Assoéiates, of BOAE statistics

. A - . . . \ " _
\)‘( " v . . . 2b N . , ’-_':. {
ERIC ; - : -
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*e

on the state and local match_for federal VEA funding for FvY l978,

shows that although the leve} of matching for handicapped and dis-

A

advantaged funds is still lower than the match for all VEA funds, it .
has increased since FY 1973. Nationwide, the ratio of state and local
funds to federal VEA funds is $12.27 co $1.00, while the state/local

to federal ratio- for the disadvantaged set-aside is $5.34 to 51.00,’and

-

for the handicapped set-~aside is $4.07 to $1.00. Also, vocational
education administrators- indicate that the expenditures they report
Lo BCAE to satisfy the federal matching requirements bv no medns reflect

all of the state and local spending for handicapped and disadvantaged

students:in vocational education.

-

Another major Congressional concern is that h1andicapped and dis-
advantaged funds will be returned to the federal Treasyury unspent, The

Abt stﬁ§y Shows that in FY 1978, none of the 15 sample‘sﬁates in fact spent

- -~

1
all of its set-asidgs and Subpart 4 money during that Ffiscal year, How=~ .

ever, given that swates legally can, and routingly do, spehd one year's

-~

federal allocation over a period of severallyears, this finding algne

does not indicate that Congressional fears of unspent funds have been

+ ] .

realized. That duestion cannot be finally ;esdlved until all expenditures
~are reported several years ngce. ‘One intermediate indication of special

problems in spending the set-asides can be drdwn from the proportion of
6

the handicapped and disadvantaged funds sPedt in relation to the total

.

proportion of the VEA grdnt~spent: one could argue that, the carryovers

in the set-asides are an indication'of low priority onlv if they are

appreciably’ larger tha?x;he carryover for all VEA monies. Abt shows that

in 6 of its 15 sample tates for the d}Sadvantaged set-aside and in 9
of tHe 15 states for thé nandicapped set-aside, the carryowvér for sthe,

IR

-
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$et-asides was no gxpeater than the, garrv over Zor the ' -

»
4

VEA grant overall. This suggests that in these states the proportian of

)

funds not spent reflects general administrative practices ratner than pro- o

. rs .

. \ P

tlems unique to serving handicapped and disadvantaged students. In the

v .

“TEmaining states, however, the carryover for the set-asides was larger

than that Zor the tetal VEA grant, indicating that there may be special
. . . ‘ ) !

problems in spending these funds in these states.

' 4
s

" Surprisingly, the Abt analysis shows that the proportion of Subpart, .4

. . . s

~ . A
funds expencded exceeds the proportion of the total VEA ‘funds sdent in
" ¢ A

only Zive states. Because Subpart 4 does not regquire a state and local

.
3

match, one might expect that it would be easier to spend than the set-asides
. Al 3 .

-~ or the total VEA grant -- and conseguently would consistently show a

» ]
hiYher proportion of the allocation spent.

. .

While Congress focuses on levels of spending as evidence oZ the

R . N
adeguacy (or inadequacy) of the resources that stites are devoting to
< o

special needs populations, stats and local administrators emphasize the.
¢

]

difficulties antailed in spending the special populations monies. One

general complaint among vocational education administrators is that the

~ r
set-asideslsqx the handicapped and disadvgntaged together with the set-
A o
) ! ;
aside for postsecondary and adult programs, the mandatory 80/20 split

between vocational programs and program improvement and other earmarking

of funds tie up-such a great proportion of money to use as they see fif

A} - 3

to meet their priorities. The major complaint, however, is that the

excess cost and matching requirements are so restrictive that they serve ~

.
. ¥ ~

as disincentives rather than ‘incentives in using the set-+asides.

. .

: Many of the state and local administrators arque that thé matching

f .

Q .\

ERIC | 28 - ~
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B o »

raquirements are unfair and almost impossible to meet. One stats

directot has stated that the regulations now recuire "at least a 30 to

1 match" on the total cost of providing vocational education for szecial
" .

hd -

needs vocational stidents. He further pointed out that vocational edu-

. . . . ‘ .
catign is already considered by mary local boards to be too costly. With

the recent proliferation of state and local tax-cutting incentives, school
,-‘ F
boards are not receptive to proposals for additional spending. Ano;hér

L - -

state director indicatad that the matching provisions keep the states

) N ~

from giving the .funds to those districts "most in need of additional
. , o

’
8 . N

support." These are local districts which were unable or unwilling to

provide the required match and the state @és unable.to findg addition;!'funds

- . ’ S

4 s . o : . i
to assist'with-the match. 1In another state, vocational education adminis-

.
- -

trators reported that $300,000 of the set-aside was returned at the end :
. *

X
(Y

of F¥ 1978 because local agencies were unable to generate the required natch,

- ' .
3

. IS T . -
In thése latter esxamples, the state agencies were passing £he Burden for

.~

- ®

generating a match to the local districts even th&ﬁgh,the 1976 amendments

explicitly state that no individual district should not be prevented from

~ . .

serving the special ;needs populations by its inability to prévide the

required match. ’The provision for a statewide rather than a program match,

however, assumes that in some districts or in state programs, there is a '\

sufficient over;match to average out at the right lewdl. One state director

.
N -

. _ . " .
estimated that if ‘the state were to supply the matching funds for these pro-
o A ° . e «

grams, it would take an additional anmual appropriation .of $60 million, and
. . - N\ - ‘
z7 .

that was unlikely. R , v s

~
: ‘.

. N )
Some statés,.nowever, havelbeen successful in generating a state

P -
o . N N

match without burdening the local districts. A few states have state-

. -
. ARy

P
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funded vocational programs which they use 2§ a mactch. _Several states give

vart of their set-aside allocations to sp

"

, . 3. - .
ial state—gupoor:ec schools Ior cthe
X

deaf, blind, or mentally retarded. " These states also fund roational programs

» »

® sor inmates in state prisons. Obviously, it is 2asvy to, generate a very large

. local match by allocating funds for a state-supéHfted inmatce

Lo

£

..
T -

.over-match in these types of institutions %ith a small amount of federal VEA

\

funds. Cne state was able 'to generate almast all of its ﬂEqu;ied state and

°
e

training program.

n

In 1979, Congress resporded to the étgtes' concerns regarding the 2

stringent matching requirements with the passage of,Technical Amendments.

As explained in the House repor-: accompénying the Technical Amendments,
Congress racognized that €he rfequirefients were serving as a disincentive to

providing federal dollars to support vocational education®to special pop-

N
- . 4

ulations and were imposing a financial hardship on\local eligible rééipients
(p. 10). To remedy thié problem, the Amenéments allow states to exceed
on‘a statewide basi;'the 50 percent m;tch éo the federal share for pr;grams
and services ;or théhandicapped and disadv;ntaged, "pursuéné td regulations
. - - t

issued by the Commissioner" (p. 19Q). T@e Eegulatiohs.which implement these

-

Amendments allow states to Sund additional .services using pb to 60 percent.

4 ~
federal funds with several restrictions.  ZAmong these restrictions, states
<

x

have to apply to the Commissioner each_timé'they want to utilize this
waiver; the application must be filed in the fiscal year preceding the year

~

in whith the state wants to use a greater federal share; and the portion

“

.

of the federal share excéediﬁg 50 percent must be taken from the regular

"

Suﬁpart 2 and 3 funding, not from the set-asides. While it is too soon to

assess the impact of these Amendments and regulations, it appears that the

. . .« . ' 3.
procedures for applying for a waivgr may place such a burden®on the states

1

. ) &

30 (o
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that they,méy not Zeel it worthwhile to $eek to =ake advantace of the
<

more flexible law. Clearly this is an'issue that Congress will want to
. . ) .
continue to monitor. N . .

.
.

* The second major problem cited by vocatianal educatid® adminisﬁra-

‘ .

tors in explaining their difficultie® in spending thé set-asides has- to do

with the definition of excess costs and the problems of creating an ade-

quate audit trail for them: state and local agencies have been cautious ( )

<
. . «

in their interpretation of the excess cost regulation because they fear .

«® i .

$ 2T = o ) o : '
that their claims for federal reimbursement will be disallowed; as a

result, some local agencies apparently do not claim reimbursement Zor expenses

\
-

that presumable qualify.

. oz : A .
In part, the difficulties stem from a poor understanding of the

¥

definition of additional services and excess sts. In one state, state ..

administrators repohted that "three different federal officials gave us Co.

three different"” explanations of excess cost. Most often, nowever,’state

.

officials Eontanded that the lack of the opérational examples‘of allowable 1. .
excess costs expenditures (particularly, for the disadvantaged population)

had.inhiBited many local agencies who preferred to give the money back to

.

the state rather than take a chance on being accused of misspehding the o

2
2

funds, as had happened in one or two states. Few local education agencies,

.
. .

’ . Lo ? . S : ,
according to state staffs, seem willing to run¢tne risk of having to pay
e L) £ » .
. : \ “ . '3 :
back monies from regular revenues. 'Thus, in the absence of clear defini-
'3 . R . N
tions .and approved procedures, many local agencies prefer dot to use the
. N

handicapped and disadvantaged set-asides. Other agencie3 do use the money

but limit themselves to safe’ and therefors often uncreative, uses of the

¢ L

funds which may not best serv& the students to whom they aref§irected.~ -

-

w .

_ S .
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2

To some extent at ldast, these definitional difficulties may be a
»

4

function of lack of experience in working with this concept and, therefore,

should-diminish as time goes on, particularly if‘OVAE and the state agencies
) 0 . ) . ) ’ \

provide technical  assistance. At least a few states are holding workshops

and‘issuing guidelines on these topics with the explicit goal of encour- .-
s o v
_aging and. enabling ‘local education agencieé to-increase their use of .
.«f ’ '
set-aside funds. ) .
» 1‘ N R}

. .. The difficulties. associated with the excess quts requirements also

’

' stem’ from the accouhting systems required to document them. This nroblem
” ’ *
.may be harder to sdlve than the definitional groblem. ‘Several respondents

. / - . .
indicated that it is extremely difficdit_to track expenditures for additional

, s - ‘ ‘i, , s - . '
s services. The problem is particularly difficult to track expenditurss for

additional services The problem is particularly difficul: when the special
. ‘ T . s

needs students are mainstreamed and expenditures myst be tracked for each

student individually. The difficulty, according to state administrators,

. -

is not that tracking %annot be done, but that it is not cost“éfgective to

‘ .

claim a federal reimbursement when new accounting procedures must be developed ,

\‘ . * -

in order to providgyeviaence-to substantiate the expenditure. The .
’ . N :
e ¢ 3 - . » . y I 3 - ' *
,director of vocational education in a large cify-stated that his system d
‘ - . \ a - -,
serves several thousand handicapped and disadvantaged students in the city's

¢

five high schools and one vocational center ,each year. However, they had

-

not claimed a single handicapédd or disadvantaged student for VEA reimburse-

&
.

ment purposes because the computer was nbp capable af handling the reguired
additional data elements, and a new computer was "out of the question."

a
v .
k\j The response of turning back ‘or not claiming seg;aside funds is par-
[y . »

-

e -
ticularly attractive when other sources of fedefal or state funds are

-

. N ‘ -

. , . ;
‘ . 32 <
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available to serve the same students with fewer strings attached or at a
. . ¢

* N * ° '..' - - . ] ‘.
higher rate of reimbursement.: Fot example, a number of local administra-

.
2

tors stated that they would rather obtain federal assistance to serve

disadvantaged students under CETA than under the Vocational Education

Act peCause they received considerably more money,
Thus, many of stdte and local administrators feel that the excess cost

: . J
and matching requirements create substantial problems in spending the Y

. J vy

set-asides. Some sample states surmount these problems, dt’ least to

»

»

the extent that they spend the set-asides, while others do not. 1I% is
not possible to determine the ektent to which some of the difficulties

cited .by the administrators -- i.e., that the match is not available and

2xcess costs cannot pe documented without incurring a tremendous burden

.
»

in rec¢ord keeping -- are inherent to the requirements and therefore.lasting,

- ’

Ll

as opposed to being functions of lack of experience in dealing with these

h N + . . . ] .
concepts and therefore to be expected to diminish over time. In either case,

.
| .

the provisions in the short run are creating a disincentive to spending
* ) ’ '
federal funds. In some states there may be a trade-off between using

’

federal funds and.promotihq the use of state and local funds for special

»
.
[}

needs popuia%ions. One state consultant for special programs reported that

he doubts "that we've:gétten any more state and local money into handicapped

- 4 ' . -
and disadvantaged programs, than we would have without the-excess cost/matching

provisign. We would definitely have gotten more federal &ollars into them
’ . .. ]

witﬁoup the éxcess cost/matching, however."

A
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A

.. The *second question to be answered in examining.the implementation

- N - .

of the set-aside and Subpart 4 requirements is: by what means ardféhe funds

v [y

. being given out? Most of the statés used to -- and many would prefer to

. continue -- to distribute these funds by a project method; i.e., local
g
institutions developed Broposals for special projects or services they
: v

—wvanted to fndertake and éequested funds to s&%?ort the proposals;- state
» .

- ‘

agency'sta§§ decided which proéosals to fund and at whatilevel, often on

«

the basis of past funding levels for té%} institution and/or professional

. judgments about the gquality of the proposal. although some states continue s
. ) Y - . . )

to use a project methnod of funding, BOAE policy encourages a Zformula method,
. \ ~ -

Ed
’;//’:hd some states believe .they are reguired to use it.

»

. State administrators object to the distribution.of special population

»

e

.

funds by formula on several grounds. First, they arque, the distribution

of set-asides by formula results in.trivial aliocations which are almost

.

. -

useléss to the local agency. More frequently, thev claim that the formula

method sends funds to agencies that do not use the funds and, as a result, .

»

the state has large amounts of unspent funds which had to be carried over

to the following year.. ; : . " —

. . - v '

-
While there is no'evidénc%zgvailable to support or counter the first N
- [N -

argument’, the second can be‘addressed by comparing the method by which funds
. ’ are distributed to the proportion of the grant spent on the-set—asideé and

*Subpart 4. If the formula method does-in fact result in monies gging to

agencies that do not spend tﬁem, we would éxpect the pioportion of the

a

r
e - set-aside and Subpart 4 funds expended in a year to be consistently lower

LI .

in states which rely entirely on formula distributions than in states

ERIC - 3
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L - - ‘ ’ .':
. Aiuch use the project method or a cémbination of the two methods. an . .
A . ’ b
. ) . ” . » o b .
analysis by Abt Associates to test this assumption in 12 of its 15 sample

-

v statai shows no clear pattern of superiority of one distribution method . 4
i - {-
- @ . S

. . 7 -~

over another. f eight states using the formula distribution methpdé - -

. ‘ to distribute the disadvantaged set-aside, five yere at 2§7above the
N t . . R . .

. Jﬁedian for pensedtage of to¥al allocation spent during the year, while two .

-

of thefthreé states using the projgct method were in the high range of

percent of allocation spent. Of the four states distributing funds, .
s
~, . . - * . . . .
. Wwlth some combination of the two procedures, half were found in the top ,
¢ . N ‘e

range and Héﬁf/dere in the bottom range of distribution of set-aside

, ta

* A " T . . ., - . . . P
. funds for the handicapped. A similar analysis of the distribution of

> -~ . . o

¢ funds under Subpart 4 shows that five states distributed fun@s'for these

< programs using the formula method, while seven and three used the project
' ~ . R .
and com_b:'mat" methods, respectively.’ Of those states using project
. ’ method, three were in the high range, and four states were in the low ’

quge, while two out of five states using the formula method were in the
high range. Thus, distributing special populations monies by forqpla
. . .

fathqr than by a project method {s not consiséently associated with a

o - ' ‘
lower level of spending. . ~
- . ; ’ a :. . l R !
A The third question to be answered in examining the implementation of , '
g .
P . ;o\ .
. the set-aside-and Subpart: 4 requirements, though only in the broadest temms,
t - s . . “
. - a -

JERIC ¢ | s




- -

is: how are these funds being spent? Neither the law nor the regulations

.
A .

places narrow restrictions on cthe Programs, activities or services which
3 , « - < .

can be supported with special needs funds‘ any of the allowable.'uses under

Subparts 2 and 3 are permitted under the set~asides also, and Subpart 4 has °
P * 'Y

no restrictions at all.’ As might be expected, given this absence_ of
A}

v
-
- v

restrictions, the set-asides and Subpart 4 fund a widesrange of activitiles
+ - v, )

including special eguipment remedial arnd ;uté;ial S$srvices, and in some

. . “ Y < ®

- ‘ . ’
instances wholly separate programs. -

.

K2
7 : - “ .
Withia this .wide range of uses, two points ar® of note. First, some
. e 7~ y ! v
! e~ Lo, - o .
states place tielr own restzictibns.,on the user of ¥Wandicapped and dis-

. ) .t v
advantaged funds. At least one state, for example,~only allows these

.’ . s

monies to be used for equipment.. Such restrictions are usually imposed

* % -t
- ~ .

for two reasons: the allowable uyses are chosen to ease the, accounting °

'
P

N . . A\ .
burden in documenting excess costs or. more freguently, tle.restxictions

2 °
Y -

are conSistent with state préctices for the use of, all VEA gunds; hany
states, for example, do not use'VéA ;unds to pay téaﬁhe; salaries beéaus;
C:\ local agencies would be hard preésed to cover thes;icostsQLf federal éﬁgport
' X .
° wére withdrawn. While state agencies may not adopt the prgctice o%‘limiting‘

- 1]
-

’ . >
uses off the set-aside and Subpart 4 monies with the inteption of hindering
. . . » .

- .
.

the gaal of serving special needs populations, they may inadGerfently have

that effect. Finding the appropriate strgtegy £6r serving special needs

H

" & students often requires considerable creativity and léeway. By limiting

’ - 3 &

the alternatives available to local vocational educators, state agenciegs

~

- Y . A <

. . 2 .
may be restricting the guality of service these students receive. One local

«

s

s

administrator. on seeing a copy ?f Reéhrge, a BORE ?ubli?ation whicﬁvprovides

-
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guide es on services to special needs students, was enthusiastic about

the rand2 of activities and services suggested but commernted that many were
Y

.
.

not eligible’ for federal reimbursement in his state. )

.

.

L
<

. .t
.
<

A second point to note in cqnsidering ‘the uses of the set-asides

and Subpart 4 is that some states sponsor a partiocular approach in serving

special needs students. For example, Texas and Oklahoma use the Coopera-

P \

tive Vocational and Academic -Education program (CVAE) and Wisconsin and

Illinois use the Work Experience and Career =ducation Program (WECZP) .
L]

. —_

» .
State sponsorship usually involves the issuance of guidelines Zor

program operation’and materials apnd, technical assistance to support them.

« . .

Generally local districts are not required to use these programs, but can
°\

choose "between the state-sponsored program and activities of their own

.
<

design. 3Also, the use of state-spomsored programs appears to be declining.

- .

. . .

The Brograms are to be noted, however, because thev have both good and bad

characteristics in~ferms of furthering federal intemt, On the positive

¢ s toor e, ' )
.3ide; they are more visible than most VEA activities. They have a name

.and common identity whith is recognized across the state, or in some
. L] .

cases several states, and they anF generally regarded a%’yorthwhilé pro-
- NN

grams. Hence, they draw attention in a positive way to serving special -

~

needs populations. BThey also give local administrators a ready-made

program with a good chance of success. "On the negagive side, these programs
s i . —

tend to be separate, spékializg¢d Rrogfams and‘thus do not further the

-

federal intent of providing services to special needs students in

regular programs of vocational educations

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Prioritv to applications in needv diskricts. TNe second mechanism

Y

’ . . - . - .
in the™975 Amendments for targeting funds to special needs populdtions

is «to give priority to needydistricts in distributing VEA funds. This -
. Y

mechanism has two parts. 7First,.in deciding which applicants will receive
*

funding, priority is to be given to applicants in economically depressed,
. * ® ’ v
areas and areas of high unemployment which are unable to meet their .
! ) ) i .

vocational education needs without federal agsistaﬁce. Second, in . ° ~

deciding the amount of funding to be given to each approved applicant, .
. . ’ ¥
the two most important factors must be the relative financial ability of

hd »
the applicant and the number or concentration of low-income peogle in F

’ t
—

the area. Subparts 4 and 5 also have special reguirements Zor targeting

v

funds to needy districts, \
£

Unfortunately, this.is an area where it is difficult, if not impossible,

A .

. . . ( :
to' determine”whether the law i's having its intended effect. In part, the

difficulty stems from a lack of clear federal guidelines to- the states on .

acceptable funding formulae. The identification of acceptable formulae

. 1aS been one of the most confusing and unresolved aspects of the 1976 amend-
‘ .

ments > on all dimensions, not just those related to targeting funds to

needy‘districts. Aas a resul: of this confusion and changing direction from

BOAE, most state§ghave changed their funding-formulae at least once.

- ~

Alkhough a number'o% states now have fermulae which appear on paper

. R R R R R . ® . R . —
to meet federal requlr;;éhts, it is still difficult to determine if a high

»

proportTion of funds are going to needy districts because of the maze of
' r
procedures through which states fund local agencies. However, one type of
N
précedure'which may result in distributions which seem counter to federal

”

. N . ¥




A
ifntent Is the recategorization of VEA fungs into special purpose pools,

v

-

Hypothetically, if a state wishes to give preference :in funding to one tvpe

. N -
- .

of loca‘gency over another, it can do so by making thg_pool for one. tvoe

.

of institution proportionally larger than'the pool for another. Hence,
. . . ']
while using the same Zormula to distribute dollars to various instictutions

throughout 'the state, the actual result may be that federal dollars are
[ 4

-

not digtributed according to the two most important Codgressionally

. t

mandated factors at all. The most important element in the allocation

pattern may very well be institutional type or some other restrict:-ve
* t -
pool factor. Thus; in a state where only area centers may qualify Zor

4 T

federal support Zor eglUipment purchases, it would appear that "relative
v

L J

-

ability™ to pay 4s narrowly defined to mean "relative ability among like

local educa‘tion}\ncies. " A

review of state plans, accountabiligy reports,
v . N

. .
and interviews with state officials suggests that this hypothetical 1llus-

tration may well reflect reality. Scme states appear to allosate dis-
. .

-

proportionately more VEA dollars to area vocational centers than to

-

/comprenensive nigR schools offering vocational programs even though <the

2, -
I .

schools are in the same geographic area. At least one state uses 100

A}

.percent of the VEA allocation at the postsecondary level, even thougnh there
. . -

must be some needy secondary schools in the state. The funding pools used

Y

in these instances ar® within the limits of the law but in practice may -

" result¥n distributions in which factors other than those mandated are in

.
v

fact most important.

ERI
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wlth Cther Laws’

In Xeeping

— 8

Wwith

Funds and ory Coordination
== v .

the emphasis throughout

the 1976

— .

amendments on

slanning ard accountabll:ty, state agencies are requixed to address

pecial needs gopulat

“and

‘epressed

the accountability réport.

X ; e
the mechanisms
programs assisted

ions .in the ¢

A

. *
.

o

areasy; -

Ky

-

R . N
procedures ZIor assuring that funds
t1 the standards of

e
cae

Zducation of
to pe used to coordinate
under VEA and manpow

under’ CETA. .

In general,

-

1

-

states appear to be complving
Ly .
. £

For example, an analysis of 33 Five-year plans (which ﬁe?%,s
LY ;‘ »

. . . . o .
.before the ragulations were issyed) shows that:

< -

. disadvantaged set asides; *¢-. .

17 sctates

-1

o

-~

.

"ERIC

LA i Tox: provided by enic [l

proficient persons:
17 states describe

; vocational program
under P.L.

it is not clear that these requiremehts

3
the usé of

*funds Ffor
. A

L
the mecnaanﬁsxfor c
with thelr‘Tnd 1vidua
and . .

) [

describe

v

94-142¢

-‘

.

But despite this “moderate compliance with the letter of~the law,

.

nave a

ive-year statsa

More specifically,

for sgecial

e the intended and actudl uses of the federal fdﬁés and, .
accompanying state and local matches
Sopulations; .

needs * -

N .
.

’

ocedures used to give priority to econom:ically

- : ¥
are used consistently .
the Handicapped Act; and.

N . - b
vocasiofdr—zducat®on
er training programs

1 .

.

with these requirements.

utbmicced
» . ¢

- A
S

3

- & "
24 of the 33 states describe the usﬁ of nandicapped and

lelted—;ng

"

DT

oordlnatlng each student
1 Educational Plan, -

° 277 states descrlae mechan*sms for coozdlnatton between vocat.onal
education and CfTA.

. 13 \ .

n
-ty L3

n effect beyond compliance.

® .
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in vocational =ducation. In many state plans, the description of

-
.
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’ -

v .
In most cases, the descriptions of -the mechanisms for coordinating between
vocational "education and special education and CETA are so general that

it is difficult to determine from the reports alone .whether they have any
N -4 . \ .

~

impact. More important than reports are the joint activities between

/' ’ -
state and'local vocational educators and CETA and special education

. ¢ S

staff which will be described in subsequent sections. And for the

» c R

reasons discussed in the previous section, it is difficult to know .

P ]
@ ¢

what effect the reported procedures to give priority to economically

(]
depressed areas have. |

. .
- . : = i, . - < s
The lack of impatt of the descriptions of intended and actual
- .
. 8 ’ '_t’ {
uses of funds is apparent from studies of the state planning processes

s b N

\-/i.SGS

, s ’ N /
of funds, is limited tq-the proposed &ollar allocations of the set+

.

‘\A't ¢ [ . .
agides and Subpart 4 among levels of educat}on and, in some case%,
) ‘ < l ' M t
eligible recipients; thers is little or.no programmatic description of
- T e . -~ / M

the use of funds. If the Congressional intent\in;requiring these
. N - .

~ » ,

' - : ] 4 . N ] ’,_ \
descriptions of funds allocations is to obtain data as a basis for

\J . .\ N . . 2 ‘e . . . ..
actountability, then the .plans meet federal intent. But if the intent
- Ce - . ! 7 A ' B
for rerorting on’ the use ,of handicapped and disadvantaged funds is
r N «

[
« . [

consistent with the intent for-the planning requirements overgll -- i.e.,,

. %n. . L B “ > .

that the state plans.are to be not simply compliance documents but working
'~ I ¥

dptuments which summarize state. efforts to assess needs and r%sources ahd
- . .y -

>

*o - A .
develop a bluefrint .for action in vocational education -- th‘n the intent

.y -
o . = )

is not meE. AS with planning in other areas, the state agency controls

. -
< ~ |
- &

' - ‘ ' . . ’ n)- @ -
‘the distribution of federal funds and it can Wwithin broad limits specify

- . ’ rl .
. , : [

+C

-

i
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~ ¢ v

3
o
~

allowable uses or occupational areas to be given priority with those

. funds: It does not, however, prepare a-dstailed master vlan.of activities

. for special populations across the state. Given the emphasis on local
L]

autonomy, most local agencies would probably resist such a.master plan

.
L .

the state attempted to impose it. .

- A . -

:

if

4 - -
~ - ~—

- Evaluation of Results of Additional Serviceg ‘ .

rd

\ Program .evaluation is another theme which is given emphasis in the

1976 Amendments as a means of improving the quali*y and relevance of .t

vocational programs. although the evaluation requirements in the law ‘ .

. ’ P B
make no refgrence to.special needs populations in outlining the evaluation

\
'

responsibilities of state vocational education agencies, che regulations
. do. " As one of Zour aréas bf evaluation, the regulations require state

v - . »

. - ' ‘ . ' £
agencies (or'mpre accutately, State Boards) .to evaluate the results of
additional services to special populations in guantitative terms and . .

) ) X . R ’ L ‘- ) s
within the period of the five-year state -plan. Among the special pop-

) . f ‘

PS . -

ulations specifically indentified-are handicapped, disadvantaged and .

limited-English speaking persons., fThe results. of the additional services
. // .

0 are to be me%sured by the evalqatibn criteria used in the three other

¢

. areas of evaluation specified in the. requlations:. planning and opera-
p . ;

« . v
-t

I '

tional pfocesses, the fesults of student.achievement and %he results of - - ..

student employment succes$. . ¥ . . , .

. For the most part, statesare not meeting these requirements fully. . -

’ . . . ‘e
£ -, , %

’ d While most states touch on special needs populétiops'in gome aspect of

[
. - “y

their evaluation procedures’, the tréatment is not always detailed,‘fna, v

! more important, focuses on access to vocational programs rather t\pp the o

A . - i -

results of additional services. ) . R I .

:El{fo . . . Lo 42" T “ o

, « .
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. . . -
The primary vehicles for, evaluating services to special populacions
. ' .
are the program review procedures. used' by the states to examine vlanning
. . N "N

and operational processes. All sample states in the Abt study which engage

. ™~

in formal review procedures, for example, include items concerning special °
. ]

»
¢

. .
- populations, though not all states addres$ all populations and the extent

~ . A Y -~ N

of detail in the review varies considerably. One state, which does give

/—.’ . - A~ . ) -
special popualtions extensive treatment, includes in its review progedure -
. ’ 9

.

. an entire section dealing with additional services for special ropulations. .

(27}

urther, a team member is assigned respgnsibility for data concerning
% oo s

the disadvantaged ané handicapped. In another sampie state, tHerself-

evaluation for secondary vocational programs contains a section devoteads

. to special services for disadvantaged and/or handicapped"étudentsﬁ The

instrument looks in detail at placement and brogrfamming 6f handicapped

'

students in vocational classes, meeting theMeeds of handicapped ‘and
L]

~
e .
- 2 ~

disadvantaged students, job placeﬁentgif the disadvéntaged or hapdicappeq

- ° s .

student, and program management,. , Some states also establish siandards

v - v
Y

for acceptable levels o=Z gguai access. One, for example, has standaf¥s

t - .
;o BN

£ .
for vocational education which specify that the gercentage of women,

N »~

minority groups, disadvahtaged:énd.handicapped, and liﬁited-snglish

. . ve N

’ .y \ o N v !

speaking students enrolded in vocational education in the.region-:be the o .
® ’ ! l . . ‘
“same as their respective percentage living in the region.
R s e . *a .
The* common element'‘vf the attention given-to sggcial pooulations in d

= N\ . ) . > . -

the p}oqram reviews is that they focus on access to vocational programs.

- -

~

4. -

* ) The evaluation oI the results of programs for special populations in >

terms of student achievement and student employment success is given much .

.

w
~ .

less attantion, at least in terms of the formal state+board,evaluation .

. . .
3 ‘ . k4

<L . . v

T
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"system. In terms of student achievement,® the lack of attention probably

¢

follows more from the general lack of -acceptable ﬁeasureg for all vocational

veducation programs than from a particular fnattentiom to special popu-

lations. In terms of student emplovment success, the Vocational Education

L . -

e N W - - - .
Data System does not currently requiye that: student follow-up data be

.

broken: out by sex, race, eg;nic background’, 7and nandicap, though such 5

. h . .a.‘ ’ ’ 4 . Ky -
delineation is anticipated. At present, no breakdown by disadvanrage

a
) <
) “ .

. : Y v g
.is planned. - Employer follow-up will inclGde sex and race/ethnicity but

. N . L4 ]
not handicap or disadvantage. -ConsequentI', many: states do not collect

N K} . * ] .
the data needed to judge the employment success of special needs wocational

.
-
. . .

.
.

students separately from all séudents.* .
) v . . .
Another aspect of the.emphasis orn access to programs rather than
s e RS . - . . :\ o ’ t
‘on outcomes is that the evaluations generally focus on all services-and

hd .

. s ] . - . . ' X
* do not separate the additional services provided to spec1§l'héeds oop- .

)

ulations.. In some states, the addrtnﬁnalnse;vices funded under the

N .

‘Vocational Education Act are monitored separately by the state staff

responsible for handicapped and disadvantaged programs. In other states, .

.

- A »
.

however, the additional services may be, evaluated .as part of the overall -t
. ' [}

-
. . +

program review process, but receive no special attention.
, Lo

A}
2 -

-

- . - s
.

4
Other State Agency Actiwvities- .

3

Beyond the provisions for administerihg federal funds, reporting on

e

4 .

* " Other states, through their own management information systems, do
collect data broken down by special populatiohs. One, for example, has sex
breakdowns of average nhourly salary. and employer ratings by Office of Educa-
tion programs. .

Y

44
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a b ~
1 .
uses'of funds and coordinating mechanisms, and evaluating the resultsiof - .
additional services, the 1976 Amendments contain no requirements for - ‘s?
‘ ¢ L : 4

state agency activities for special needs populations. Unlike the pro-

visions for promoting. sex equiz¥y; there is no regquirement for full-time
A

‘ . ) ' « '
State personnel nor an extensive list of functions to be performed. :

/ \ ) ) ]
«

Despite this minimal set of formal requirements, many states engage

-

e in a’variety of state agency activities for special needs populations. .
. ' 3lthough there are no data available to test the existenee Wf a direct -
3 . - . . ’

« -

relationship between*the ‘extent or types of state activity and the level

of expenditure or quality of services for handicapped and disadvantaged
4 >
- + K

~

stu%snts in.vocational education, state activities are an important mean®d

v
-

of giving priority to special populations.
» {

In this section, we will look briefly at the array of functions which

.
.
1 [}

3.l N s N . °- !
. . state staff assigned to work with sgecial populationsy perform. We will

- . -
also 1look more clgsely at two common areas of state activity: efforts
. . ' ' 4 * " -

to coordinate with other state agencies and efforts to provide assistance

v

to local education agencies attempting to serve these special populations.

. ~

’

Staff responsibilities. Most states have assigned at least one person .

to take major responsibility for“working with at ledSt oné of the specrar‘pop;

: uiét;ons.‘ The number of 'staff and ‘their responsibilities Var§ consldérably
. ' + 1}
.among states, however. . '

.. . .

. A .

" © The Abt Associates study found that the majority of ifs 15 sample states
’ . . o $

*

have one or two staff members working with special populations, although

- ; -
& significant proportion have more: .

. N
- . ’ PO ’

. o Three states have one person who is responsibleé for all speciai

+ needs populations. ° . -~ . '
- o x 435 . U - ‘
? QO o Three states have one person assigned to work with one special ’
:[ERJf: ’ ° needs population; with the other populations unassigned; one -
- - I ¢ . \ . g

vy
S v . .
* e -0 < s ¢ ~
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. state has no one assigned to work with the handicapped, and two
state have no one assigned to work with the dlsaavaneaged

x < A

&

O Three states have two spec-al needs staff members; one

state has ‘one persoh spec1cha1ly assigned to the handicapped
and ore to the dlsadvantaged while in the other 4wo states,
the two staff members work as a team for all oooulatlons.

-

Six spates have special Reds units of three or more staff

members; this category includes two states in which state

personnel are assisted by a group of full-time consultants

who provide training and technical assistance to local .

districts. *

, ‘ . .
Inte;estiqg;y, Fhe nu@ber of special needs staff members is not directly

-
= Y

related to the size of the sample states. In fact, the only consistent rela-

a " &

. o« s . ) . N . .
tionship between numberof special needs staff and state size is that che

three states which have one person assigned to one population with the other

, »
populations dleft uncovered are a¥l. ®arge states.
I

’

Staff in all but one of the 15 sample states appear to have no major

Hob responsibilities other than special populations. The one exception
4 s

’
.

‘is a small state in which the person agsigned to special needs is also
responsible for guidance and counseling. ' In analyzling the activities of

' %
the special needs staff, states cah be Categorized into one of two, groups

on the basis 6f_staff orientation and.responsibilities. Assignments to -

P

these categories must be separated by. target popualtions, since a few

states not only have different staff members dealing witﬁ'eacg/qrqgi\but'

define the responsibilities of the staff members differently. The first

»

ok« ‘- . '
category of special needs staff is administrative: in seven states for

- . -
'

* This znalysis focuses primar%ly.on activities in the agency designated
as the soel-state agency for vosational education. . ‘. '
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the handicapped and eight states for the disadvantaged, the major res-

ponsibilities of the staff are to review applications or proposals for

! - funding, distribute funds among eligible regipients, ard monitor their

-

< use. In other wérds, their major effort is to administer federal
' '

VEA funds. The second category is more programmatic, their emphasis being on
leadership and technical assistance: in seven states for the handicapped and
“ e

' five for the disadvantaged, the special needs staff spend a major portidn

of their time in activities which support and actively promote services

c . ‘ .
' . - » '] 1]

to these aooulationZ:- These activities include, for example, issuing policy.
P -

[ - -

guidelines and handbooks on special needs populations, providing technical
assistance and training to-local districts, . and working with other state

agencies and universities to develop fraining materials, curricula, and
- ’ . Y . ~ )
programs. In some states in this second group, the special needs staf%’ . .

< v
.

handle thg administrative tasks &s well, while in other states, the admin-

:

. 1istrative tasks are taken care of by the financial staff of the agengy.
Within the sample states, there is no onsistent relationship between the

staff orientation to programs or/administration and the size of the

. . state or tée number of special geeds staff. .

The mere fact that states fan identify particular staff members with

major responsibility for special Wmeeds populztions suggests a certain level of
! o0 . - . ‘ 3 R . .\'
commitment to serving these populatlonfy Those states, however, in which
- (. . Y
~ the special needs staff not only administer the VEA funds but also provide

3

S, . leadership and technical assistance appear :to be making an extra effort to

*

assist local districts in serving handicappéq/and disadvantaged: students

_in vocational education. In this role, their fesponsibilities, like the
g . ' f s

sex equity coordingtors', have elements oY a change agent. Many vocational

- g
. .
» . o . ¥

Q f o .o . 47
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educators still need assistance and direction in serving special needs

students: are still uncomfortaple in instructing special needs students,

particularly the bandicapped, because they lack a full understanding of

» v

. - . ] ] I3 « N
these students' proplems and capabilities and thé Xnowledge of teaching

Strategies to work with them. They may also lack ideas about how to use

their set-aside and Subpar; 4 funds most profitably. To the extent that

»,

2

state agency staff can support local staff in remedying these deficiencies,

L4

»
they are performing an important function in ultimately meeting the needs

of special populations.

a

N
\

Activities with other state agencies. The state vocational education

. . N,
agency is clearly not the only governmental bodv administering servicés ~-

’

]
[y

. ’ ¢
or even vo%ﬁtlonal education -- to handicapped, disadtantaged, and limited
« N
]

N

Enélish—p}oficient students. I keeping with the emphasis in the 1976

Amendments, qn coo;dinated rlanning and service delivery, most stats voca-

IS

tlonal education agencies worX with other state agencies,, although the

* -

,extent of the cooperative effort’ varies both with Ggategary of speciﬁl

“

poﬁh;ation‘and among states.

s

Most joint state agency activity for special needs Qopulaqions ’
1
« 4 T . t

’

focuses on the handicapped: There Seems'EQ be little evidence bf extensive
’ " : R ‘

communication or joint activity between state spedial needs sta$f and
‘ : !

v

. N |
state CETA staff around in-school disadvantaged youth., The intFrchapge

between vocational educatior ‘staff and state CETA staff tends éo be /

4 .
limited to-the expenditure of 6 percent funds and not to involve the

. ‘

special needs staffl The 6 percent funds were'ﬁﬁmini§terd ;éﬁthe sapple
states by 'special éub-units withi; the vocational education agency and, in-a
:number of states, these ‘sub»units haq’l' Rle involyement’with the rest of the
agency: In some states,/there is also conéact Betwéeh'CEfA and vocaéiénal
.48 .

.
i .
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-

education staff over the 10 percent and 4 percent coordination monies, but
™
P . ~ 4 .

. . € - - . > - . . . >
this is sporadic and often takes the form of the vocational 'education

?‘agency épplying for CETA funding rather than being involved in anv joint

3 hd .

planning or co-sponsorship of activities. .There alsg appears to be little

1

communication with state staff for Title I of the-Elementary and Secondary

L
\ e
- R .

Education Act, probably for .the same reasons that there is little .

-

cooperative effort at the local level: target schools diZfer and, until

recently, Title I focused almost @xclusively on elementary students. TFor
N - s
Ao

. limited English-speaking students, there is probably cohtdct bgtyeen the

state vocational education and bikaggual staff in some states, but in the

NIE studies we heard virtually nothing about it. Thus, the focus of the
4 \
> : - . t e - .
discussicn on joint activities is on work with special educdtion &nd

‘.

~vocational rehabilitation. ’ -
. - “

State vocational education agencies are involved in a variety of
N
joint activities with the special education and vocationdl rehabilfitation

-

. - agencies, rarging”from formal, written interagency agreements to close, !
-~ T informal working relatiorships among agency staff. Most states in ghe
- Abt Assg;iates sample have an interagency agreement governing the delivery
) R . - .
o

of services to handicapped students; other are in the prdcess of developfgg

» i _ agreements, Usdally the agreement is between.vocational education, ‘
. i vocational rehabilitation, and special .education (though.occasionally

R -another agency, such as the Byreau. for the'Blind, is added, depending;' |
v on the state structurg). Typically, the agreements clarify each agency's
- . . : . T v
y ’ areas of responsibility for service delivery to these clients in order to
.-+ + avoid.duplication or gabs in séryice. Standing alcne, as they do in some ,
- states, this type of writteg agreement constitutes the most limited level
LI - M . © ' ) . ’ '
C)" .o " " ' * 4 '( .
RIC ©“-.7 - =7 49 SR ,
T © e ¥ - ‘
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of jéint activity. In a few states, the writt agreement goes further ang
) /
becomes a master »vlan or policy state@ent Zor coordinated efforts, -
a . . o
In a number of the 15 sample states, stats frgm vocational and special

®

. . i

- .
education (and very often vocatiopal rehabilitatign) review -- or even

participate in the development of -~ the polily guidelines which each agency
'_J *
issues to its local service delivery system, A key policy decision in
. e h « * °

these reviews is fregently the\ﬁddition to the special education policy -
- -

" of a specified role for vocational educators in the IEP process; in severa}
. a N v

Yos. . L ]

> . .

states, the vocational education stafZ Ffelt that their participation in ?
A 3 «

4 ©
. N s

developing special edugftion policy was critical- to success in this area.

~

In somé sample states, the joint-policy review is conducted by inter-

)
“

. . . . ’ 5 £ ’ . < 4 . [
divisional committees or task forces on theé handicapped. These committees

o
- . >

~also have broa&ergresponsibilities for joint planning and, in at least

- « » ¥ « ‘ o
» . - -

- > . Lo, -2 . L, .
two of ou: sampleastﬂges, @heé%ommlttees reVLew all secondary appllcatlons
& gl -

for ~und1n§“for handlcanpeﬁ orograms underfwhe Voc?@lonal Education Act,
3 NIRPE .« T .
Cs b .
the Handicapgred Ac;, and the VocatlonaloRenablllgzsgogg Act. \

‘Many sample'statesgalso have joint éfagnlng and-jointly sponsored
, < NG s 80 -
I . - . o . ¢

o ) K] '-' 2";,. - - ' .
local projects ampng the’ three agenciess J&int #rai ing is offered, for Both -
- - - < . [} . s o
¢

o _—

state agency and local staff. Most ﬁrequepély,*gheéé_ ldingiis funded by
‘ . é

. .

" special education, with vocational educat®ns being -invited to‘attend, In

. (Y . v : ',~‘ R ‘e .
terms of jointly sponsored local projects, mad@'stapgs,mgntioned projects

Il
-

such as evaluation centers and work experience progfaﬁs which had been

” R - L4 . "\
e " o s SRR .
Jointly operated by special education, vbcational education, and vocational

- l
. .

réhabilitatfgn since 1970. In other cases, the examples were of local-
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vocational education projects funded with specialleducation.dollars.

~

Finally, in several states, state vocational education and special

)

education staff describe close 'personal working relationships that go

peyond specific assignments to task forces or sponsorship of part:icular
7 i .

activaies. “These staff talk with each other fregquently to share ideas

.

and thus Lnformally coordinate, learn from one wanother, and help each ,
‘s

other plan. In one state, the vocational education special needs
person told us that his working relationship with the special’ education
- ) o A
“ staff was so close that they even socialized together. . In another state,

¢

a vocational education staff member and a special education stafZ member

worked particularly closely because during at least one of many recent

‘

state reorganizat “(when vocatxona’ educatlon was dissolved as a

separate division), they were ass;gned to the same unlt;

»

Thus, in many states, there is an effort at the state agency to

coordiante e€fforts for serving handicapped students. It appears that

= v [P S

much of this activity predates the 1976 Education amendments, beginning

. . . A
in 1970 withvocational reshabilitation, but also very much iniluenced by
\ . ' . t .

’

the passage of P.L. 94-142. § .

r »

Assistance to local agencies. One of the.-major functions of the state g

A . —

.special needs staff with a programmatic orientation, as stated earlier, is

-

assisting local education dgencies and other eligible-recipients to become

aware of the problems and capabilities of special needs students and to

develop strategies foh serving them. Where State staff are responsible

1 ”
-




Ied

. v .. = 48 -
for both handicapped and disadvantaged students, both azé covered by this

. k]
assistance. The two most common forums for state assistance are cooperating

. ~ -

with colleges and universities to provide courses, and providing technical

.

assistance and training direbﬁly through state staf{>¢nd state-hired <
‘consultants. ' .« A\ :

’ ’

. M . . . < . I
In terms of cooperating with colleges and universities, several

he N

states use a portion of their VEA funding to support teacher training

4

institutions in providing courses on special needs populations. 'In other
" b
cases, the state agency works with the teacher training institutions to

obtain the support dMd agreement for efforts in this area, but do not
directly fund them. Courses on s$ecial needs populaticns are directed
both at college students who are pfepgring to &eaoct and at current teachers
. 7/ » -
®

who are rsturning for additional education. Often a series of courses is

offered coveripg a variety of topics‘%anging from bsychological or sociolog-
P
ical dnalyses of the problems to special ne=ds students to methods of
N ) . " 3 ~ .
teaching these students. Again, thers seems to be-.a heavier emphasis on °

handicapped than on disadvantaged-or limited-English proficient students.

Several states have joInt or associate credentialing programs in which

-~
- —

vocational educators, by taking a series of special education courses, earn

<
.

€.
a reaching credential in special education, or vige versa for special -
. rd T

education teachers. .

S .

.

.

Sgate staff and consultants provide training .and technical assistance

themselves through workshops and sessions offered at conferences, by visits to

3

¢ .
.

individual schools, and by the dissemination bf policy guidelines and

- . 3

e N <

. ’ i -
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. \ /

curriculum materials. Most freguently, workshops on special populations are '
L

held 'duriag larger regional or state cornferences for vocational education(™

Usually Zormal sessions are neld only a few times a year and for a limited

period of timé‘(in contrast with a college course, which lasts over a
. v .
- period of weeks). In most states, the state(special needs staff also work
. . ~
with the staff of individual districts. The frequency of these visits
‘ 3
* varies, and in some cases waits for a school-initiated request: one district
. ' ¢ ) " \,‘
- official reports that he makes heavy demands on the special needs

- . s %

‘ consultant for nis region, estimating that he had met with her eight to

ten times by March of ‘that school year. A aumber of Lo

states have issued or are in the process of issuing policy guidelines. Ac

.
.

least one state has used VE3 funds to support a dissemination cenpgrer bgsed

Vand ~
. in one of the state universities. The centexr collects curriculum materials\
* . e

and descriptions of exemplary practices for special needs students in

N -

. »

vocational education. It thenm distriButes

AY

these through a regularly issued

. ¢ . .
. newsletter, confasrence programs and exhibits, workshops and inservice

‘ [

N .

i

orograms. . . . . ’ .. P

' N .

’ ; Like the-sex eguity coordinators, the specialineeds staff frequently

X pegin their assistance with awareness training. Cne state, for examples;”

" ’ e ° * “
offers extensive awareness workshops for groups of 40 instructors and
L4 o) 3

administrator% in different parts of -the state. For two days, staff
. i < - .
members from' different. schools and holding different positions worked in

. Y .

, Qn‘elaborate role blay scenario to address the problems of serving special

. v
- 4 ‘ -

needs students in vocational education. .
- ® ' .
1 Special needs staff also frequently provide technical assistance -.

¢

- -
- . .

o » ' -
‘ EMC . = ' 03
B B o | . . v . ° S

i N . v » ¢
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related to the adminisgration of the Vocational Zducation agt. They

-
.y ,

assist logal/staff in préparing long-range plans and preparing égplﬁga-

tions for funding. They also assist the districts in<6efining and docu-

-
B

menting excess costs. Usually these activities take place durXing the

v

state staff visits to individual schools, but at least one sample state

-~
.

held regional Workshops last year on excess costs because the require-

o

i«
LY

ment: was of such widespread concagp..

* - ©

.In some cases, special needs staff also conduct on-sitesorogram
reviews, usually as part of ihe overall agency prdg%ém review process, .
but occasionally ihdependently. ‘ -

There are no data availa%le«on the effectiveness of -this wide

range of activities with local agencies. At the very least,_ however,

. Y

they serve to draw attention to special needs poﬁﬁiétions. They are ff
. : o3 . hd N o
also consistent wié& the recommendation made repeatediy in the next
N £
section that technical assistance is in many cases the most effective
’
strategy for improving local service delivery to special needs popu-

-

’

lations. -
-~ s .

Policy Implications %

»

P
‘

Funds administration. Based;on the -information available for this

u ‘. ™

paper, it appears that the set-asides and Subpart 4 funds are successful'

° .
v

in directing more resources to services for speciil needs population3 than

they would otherwise receive, thougq in many cased the amount of reéources‘
. ?

- 3
4 2

is limit™. Secveral state administrators admit that without the mandated

: = : ~c
set~asides, they‘'would probably continue to serve handicapped and dis- .

y '

*

[ 4 . . -
advantaged sﬁudéats, but not at the high'level that the current legislation




. \ - o . LY . \“ .
" requires. Consequently the set-asides.should be retained. = «
]
¥ - L Ae > ' ’ - ° ' 'x \. \ \%
< The impact of the excess cost.and matching’requirements whicﬁ accom-
hY ~ ~

¥ pdhy. the set-asides is less clear. From this study, we cannot determine

. LI 3
.

< ~ . . .
* the extentto which the difficulties cited by administrators are inhérent .
\ .

Py

x3

. , to the requiremefits and thgféfore lasting as opposed to being simpl% ) ~—

functions of inexperience in déaling with these-conceﬁts. . In the abﬁgnce .
. . ( ‘ .

of that determination, the excess cost and matchinévrehuirements shou}d

. ’
v

' be retained on the assumption that this approach supports the federal |

|

role as a caéalyst to'statg;and local efforts, and that the difficulties-

which the states curreﬁtiy face will diminish as they gain experience
) N ] . . .
in these aresas. However, the policy of allowing districts to apply \
) ) A N . .S o~
. ,» federal reimbursement to the fg;l costs of separate pgogtams for special -

e »

needs students while only applying federal funds to the exdess costs of
. N r \ f

» -~
‘

- N - by
A A . ’

- . N - ' P ‘- s . . ’
t mainstreamed programs should be altered. While no administrators in the s_,f/”’/’

. ., Abt study spoke of this policy as’a barrier to mainstreaming, it certainly oo

- ’ <

’ ¢ ) . -

K 5 > 0 . ] ] - 4 N ., .

3 - does not serve as a positive incentive either. Congress should consider
. - ' P o . <

altering the pélicy,‘for ‘axample, by supparting separate progrgmé onlf

- . for the costs above the_per-pupil.costs in the district.of providiné1 Co~

vocational education to no ahdicappgd and ﬁon—q;sadvantgged students.

- : .
' - <

. . ' BAlso, OVAE should be ‘encouraged-to provide increased technical assistance .
- - 4o . * ) — v ’ ’ N
. ‘ ¥ v . g . ) . . ¢
. . ‘to local edugation agencies. ' OVAE should also be encouraged to monitor : '

~ e . ) ‘
the effectiveness .of the revised matching requirements to determine whether

1
. 5 = o
’ s B .

its procedures for seeking a waiver are so restwictive that staﬁfs do not

2

L
t g.

. take advantage of the Bew requirements. Congress should also monitor
' the set-aside expenditures td determiné whether stqtgs\?re indeed mastering -
‘ ’ N | -
the excess cost and matching requirements, or whether those requirements
- .-.\ B T . .

v
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serve as continuing disincentives to the use of federal funds. } R

I

. ‘ 4 N . [y
) - - . “. . - .
fx State hgency activities. The role currently plaved by

[y

e H N
(c/:

vocational educati agency staff in many states to provide lgadership

. populationg rather than simply ide&nistering

4
federal funds is importaht. To formalize this role, Congress should

°

es toprovide leadership through:

in serving special nee

amend thé“law to diregt st
e policy development; -

¥ - -

e technical assistance %o local districts;

a

%K;-evaluation and monitoring of local activities; and

) y + - : : . I :
° coordination'with other state agencies serving special
- . ‘3 - . -
needs populations,. e = Y )

[
S

Such a prov1sion should take the form of a broad policy statement It

" L 4 * 6

" should not recuire states to appoint full- time personnel comparable

"w* -

to those reéuired for sex equity, nor spec1fy structures for implementing

£l

these functions. Such requirements would be overly restrictive and seem
.. R - N Ky - \
. ) ot -

unnecéssary since many states are already active in this area. Rather
X 3 . . 4 . . Y > A4 . Y

that'prescribidg the details of how the leadership role should be’

carried out, the federal government should hold the‘state accountable ror

.

fulfil}ing the leadership role by redhiring reportinglin the state plan, as

AN
.described below, and through subsequent mpnitoring and rev1ew by OVAE.

-~ -3

In carrying out their leadership role, state staff should maintaip-and in

-~

¥
" many cases extend their activities in two areas emphasized in this paper:
covordination with other state agencies and assistance to local ‘agencies

. ~

- sexrving special needs poﬁulations.\ State staff responsible for special

‘needs populations should’be encouraged through technical assistance pro-

vided. by OVAE to work closely with state staff for special education,

vocational rehabilitation§ compensatory education, bilingual education 556
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and CETA 'tof develop more intggratedesexgice delivery practices. Working

" with other*_fate agencies should be directeéd to the activities in which

-
. .

. some states are alweady eniaged: developing interagency agreements ’

R4

for service delivery responsibiligy, reviewing policies and proposals
3 . . . R - »
- ¥

s for other agencies, and jointly sponsoring training and local programs.
& N 4 . =

.. . B » ' <
Providing" technical assistance to local agencies should also be continued

Y 4 ' ° .

and expanded, forlas'the next section emphasizes,.it.appears to be a ke

-

9

. . . .
o element in improving services to special needs populations. OVAE should
. 2 o ’ > R ° .
oy . S, - cas
R assist states to develop.the most effective strategies for providing’
® r
technical assiatance. ) . LN
’ . . K } - -
’ Reporting. To support the leadership and management role of the
. . state agencf staff and to fmpro%g the isefulness of state planning docu- .
' [ S . “ . .- : '
ments/,the requirements ~for addressing special needs populations in the '
_ five-year and annual plan should be changed. 'In place of the current
. ! . . ' - .. - < .
provisionss, é&atgs 'should be required to describe: the aciivitigs which
, the state agency will un ake to support special needs populations in
€ R R ’ . Lt ' -
_terms of: ’ . . - o - #
‘ o policy development; y; — . Ly
] - . . &
o ‘ " @ technical assistance;. e X ) N
: * % 2° s - [N w
‘", e evaluation and monitoring;s and
o - l i ( . . . . . ' ~
Lo ’ e coordination with other state agencies.

- -

~+ Such a-plan shouid,be similar to many of ‘the sex equity plans_alréady
- - . - -é - ¢

“_ included in the state plans. It should not simply play back the require-

»

\ ments for‘gerviﬂg special-needs populations or list only broad goals

and objectives but should be a working document which lays out planned

- activities and an approximate schedule for éccomplishing them.
. -~ . [}

o - * ) \ ‘o -
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To aid states in developing these plans, OVAE staff should again ° .

provide technical assistance. They should also be required to review ®
the completed plans for quality, not simply‘sompiiance.
- » - Evaluation. The process of evaluating additional services 'to

special needs populations can ‘also support the state agencies’ leadership

. ’

A e Y M
and management .role since’the evaluation should prowide state staff

- . .

' 2 3 . . . . e
with information on which to monitor and provide technical assxstanc§2

to invididual local agencies. To respond to the éinding that many states

are not meeting federal requirements in-this area, the enforcement of

s

Y . i -
" the current regulations should be strengthened. Recognizing that evalu-

w

ation systems require time and resources first to develop and then to

»

implement, states should be encouraged to evaluate services for special

populations whenever'poésible through their larégr evaluation system
‘ . s 1 E] .

4 e Al

rather. than by developing aQQholly separate‘system, However, the

evaluation findihgs for\special needs populations should be reported
. L > N
- - A

separately and should focus on additional services not merely access to

.. vocational programs. Also, the evaluations should include some measures
L I -
- = e

of the outcomes or results of services ib special needs populations,

i

tHBugh these measures should not\be limited tgfplacemént rates. »They

dlso do not hegd:to be reborted every year for every student as VEDS
. A - » - 3 ty
‘. requires;. instead, sampling of\studentshand periodic ébaluation§ should

’ \

% .

be encouraged. .
»

ot ' w
- - If states need timesto develop an evaluation system for special Q*_~
r . L, _ ’ \
needs populations, they should be required to include in their state jk
. - . . ’ . . )
. . plan a detailed plan with a specific timetable for development a?d
A . . . .

. \ " > .-
implementation. The plén shbpld be a real workplan not just a g%neral

: B
| L8
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statement of intention with an indefintie schedule. To support these .
requirements, OVAE should, first, provide technical assistance to state
agencies in developing their workplan and/or their evaluation system
and, second, enforce the requirement that states are to evaluate
the results of additional services to special needs populations. )
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LOCAL BEHAVIOR AND IMPLEMENTATI®N ' .

@

L&cal education agenciés are ogviously'key to régchigg the .
‘federal goal of,pgovééipg specigl.neeég popuiations w?th ready access
to \Eational,edgsétiop. bbltimaéely; thd implementation of the '
Vocational gducation Acﬁ'and;‘more broadlyz'éll séiviéés‘;o studentg’

N . - A ~

. -

I3 .. ’ v » ‘- I3 - ] . ‘
with special needs depend on loc¢al acftions because it ,is at the local
ievel that éervicgg'afe actually delivered to students. As will be
. - . B Vv
discussed in thi% section, However, ‘the 1976 Amendments appear to have
N ot €, " .

' - .

had only a limited impact on local activities for special needs
B A *) '

students. . . , \
N £ . \

> . .

This limited impact stems” from several sources. [First, the
A _ . -

L4

A
- .
’

: . . J y - ’ .

impact of the VEA is influenced by the governmental structure througH
- oo : ’ '

which the law is admidistered inwperms of both the éommpnicat'og from

federal to staté to local agehcies w2nhd the ,control one: layer ofk

o

‘ernment exerts over  the layer”beiww it. As ,stated earlier, the law.
. ~ . . v ‘\ ," 2 - . oy
. {

- ’

. . s - . N
goes through successive interpretations as it isdimplemented and com-

. -
PR ¢ . B

municated by the ,federal and state vocativnal, education agencies o *
N o P v

‘local agencies. At each. level, as the law'is interpreted in light of
N . . Y 1

. . foe [ .
R !
o ’

agency and individual uﬁderstandfng and pridrity, the emphasis or even
. . > . y -

the content o%

' 14 . L

¢ o ’ . .
the Congressional message may .change. Moreover, the
[ . .
. ™

sponsible . for. administering 'the VEA do not
v » .

o, t

-~ " . «

-~

4 -

federal and state age

have full con over local actions. égain' as stated earlier, all
- 1 ‘ : .

Al © . )

) - i 3 . ) o .
-provisions of Part A of the Act are administered by the state agency”
- : ‘ ) . = ,
for vocational“education; the Officg’of'Vocatiéhal and Adult Education

- \ - o

(OVAE) has no direct line of communidation with local agencies under

'tﬁi§ part. But state agencies have lim;pedjauthority_bécause of the

L]

o>

L . 60 ¢ |

<
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emphasis in mos
2

. common Ddractice. In the case of vocational

h2ightened v the small proportion which

13

&

many cases, state dollars also -- contribute to the total Zunding

&

»

. . : . ) . LB -
enterprise to the proverbial tail wagging the dog. In
£l

of deference “o local agtonomy, state agencies are

imgleméntacion

R . 3 .
wnich 13 conveved o the local
1]

- B

= or the iaclinat:ion, to

.. v
* . can offer incdntives
E Sl « S

states on local autonomy, t

o . ~
the VEA in that they concrol the
district, buc they do

dictate local implementation ezomplstely.

-

hrough koth statute and

LI

educat:on,, this emprasis

federal dollars -- and ig

[ HY

o

-

vocational ecducation. One repeatedly hears both state and local vocat:onal

¢ <

educators liksn federal attempts to drive the vocational education

~

this context

“~

imvortant o the
s -
Zederal message

rot have the authority,

= v

They

‘

5 .

suchcas.funds and.technical assistance to, sncourage
. Qe 2t . Yo, v -

¢ 4

'3

. : sy - : : Y - : ; - L :
implementation but have only limited santctions for erforcing compliance.
- . §

.

Second, the’impact of the law is limited by the structygs.of the VEA

in' that the law has multiple goals.-anéd allows a variety .of activities to
v . - * - N

. . y - - A .

og supported by federal funds. As a result, attention to any one area ”

- M .

terms of both technical assistance and enfbrcement is diluted.
~ R ' .

o ‘ becauses activities supported by VEA tend to be diverse and in most cases

Y +

. in aAlso,

. K ’ .

", -  comprise only a small piece &f a‘vocational education program or project,
N ¢ ' e N 5 . « L0 t o

. N - sy . - R

. they are often not visible. N ) ’ “

gy N . -

. ) . N [

Third, the ;mplementatigp and impact of the VEA are influenced by

~

’“t"l the local context in which thg\léw is applied. 'Local education agencies,

. even more than étqte vocdtional agencies, are not organized 'solely to im- :

plement federal law. They haye‘independeﬁt goals, priorities and political

~

. - . &
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pressurses. To the extent ‘that these are consiscent with federal reguire-

ments and intenction, they will undoubtadly enhancé the implementation of
. ?.d . ' -

’ 3
«

-raquirements, tne implementation of the federal law will suffer. Mors-

~ \ -

>

over vocatioral esducation in many local agencies is enly ome curriculum
* L)

among Rany. Unless an institution is organized primarily for the deliverv

vocational education -- e.g., it is a regiondt vocational school or a -

o

o

.

« . . . -’ . ‘. - .
tachnnical 1nstrtute -- vocational education will have to compete for
! . - L
attantion. and rescurces w&thﬂ%_the school system. At a time of high

tnflation, and in some localites cax, limits which restrict budgets

’

ané at a time_when other issues -- e.g., basic skillsy special education, --

-

may have priorgty over vocational education, vocatiocnal %dugation in.gen- ,
-, - o oA - . s

2

- ~ ¢ \
~ :

N , L L et s
eral may not get the attention and resources ,it needs and thereidre' cannot
T * .

14

move in al} dirsctions VEA suggests. When services for'’special populations,

then, must compete Zor attention dnd resources with the other program goals

in vocational education, thev are likely not to receive the priority thev
- ‘ R . ' - w t N . N

~ L4

the vocational education options available. High school districts which

. ¢ . \ e R -
offer vocatioral education only in comprehensive high schools, for example,
. . -~ ) . 4 - . ,
] . . 1.‘. N [ . '.
will probably nave a more limited range of programs than .districts with ,

q & N
b 4 . - . - ‘ o

se arat? vocational schools or which send students to regional vocational
’ . B N . Z" .

s

.

- v

cenfers.’ S
- . . .

Fourth, the .implementation and,i@pa&E of Epe VEA are affected by

a
.

several ﬁ%ctors specific to populations with special needs. First,
. * A J .

special needs populations are difficult to serve appropriately. By .

.
«

definition, they require additional resources to provide the special

assistance that is needed to enable them to‘suéceed in vocational education.
' ' /

2 -

need. ~Finally, the structure of the local district or insticution %nfluences

.

2




x .

In some cases -- for example, with physically handicappeé individuals --
. . : : / .
° . :
the approvriate assistance is readily identified and obtained. In other
. : _‘ . , .

cases, such as severely mentally retarded or severely academically dis-

.
1Y

advantaged students, the problems faced by individuals wifh specia

— .
are difficult to overcome. Althoudh the VEA -- as well as other federal

laws -~ defines categories or groups with special populations, these

N ~ . - . . . . - - L . -
groups are comprised of individuals who frequently have needs which differ

-

from one another. TIdeally, educators should tailor-a program of
: .

activisies services to sach inadivi ‘n the'vocational

-

not have <the resourc

-=-"like most stucdents i: Bii : are szaught
R Y
. ..
Addressing the problems of srecial needs students in vocat:ional
is fursher complicatasd by the reluctance of some vocational

.

to'work:with these student In part, their reluctance stems

, —
- -

Zrem a gersonal‘'nesitation about “=ach1ng ‘special né&ads students,

carticularly those with physical or severs mental nandlcaps. Many

specrLal needs students and, there-

do not understanc the s;uden ' problems and are not familiar

<

.

— L

ratecre$ for overcoming those problams. In part, the reluctanc

- - . ‘g s - . 13 .
ms ,from a concern for the success and quality of thelr vocagional
i3 LI 4 )
edugetion program. A number of vocational educators feel that the goal
of giving priority to special populations in regular pProguams of

vocational education conflicts with the goal of preparing workers for

or force. They are parti ularlv concerned that, accorcing to

>
>
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regulren a primary neasure of

‘ T A

nts,

federal

number of program completers clacsad

L -
. .
o+ fraining. This goal togetner with the desire
LY t . . ,
image of voca:zioral education as a nigh gualitv program.lsads vocational
3 : ’ 3 T
: s L “ . . . . -
educators to seek to attract high ability students who will gerZform wel% .
N 3 . " ; .
ih their courses, be easily placed 1n jobs and. perform well there toc.
- ‘. ' *’/ ) ~ ~
3ringinc large numbers of speciralwesds students, .they argue, runs counter
[ T ¢ . i . 2o
l‘ \
o F
to these goals. - .
L @ ~ ) -
another factor in implementiag the VEA which ‘is saxzicularlv relazed
L] " v
-0 sgacial neads zopulations is-that the YVEA 1s not the nly or even the
a * ,

most prominen- faderal program Wizh 2 role in providing vocatioral training

- - . *

* i h

Other Zederal programs, most promin2ntly

13 -t >
r the Rehabilitat-on Act and

véd Act, as amen

special

gontrast with VEA for which

e .- . e s

merely one of manv goals, =ach

-

Zfocuses entirely on a

0% these laws Tarticular set of target groups. «
L. . . ’ ’ , ——
* - Morepver, the activities operated- under the other laws':t end to -be more
A} 5> - . . °
. visinle. They are programs which are fully federally funded or governed

’ .

oy extsensiveg £ deral regul;trons and wnlcn therefore carry the;P\\\~ .

'

2 © . .
rogram idehtification to the school lgvela as a result, these

A - @ 1

) M v

programs tend to dominate VEA in providing vocac;onal programs to .

v « . s’ .-
persons with special. o

Thus,
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’ of the VEA is affected by a variety of factors: the governmental

structure through which the law is administered, the structure of the

4 : >

. , . . ) S

¢ law, the local contextin which the law is implemented, and the nature ®

.
. ' . -
‘ kY
P
*:

of services to special populati?ns. .

4 In this section;’we.will describe the local implementation of the

Vocational Education Act and analyze these factors which affect that’

. implementation. We will also look more broadly*at the strategies .

_uﬁpd to serve special populations, regardless of their relation to

the VEA. Together, this information will provide not only an under-

standing of the ways in which the current impact of the VEA is limited

but also a basis\For drawing conclusions about the appropriate future ronle | .

v
oy
»

- . . N . .
for the federal government in serving spécial needs populations in

. [

vocational education.
' <

To accomplish these objgctlveé, this section will examine three -

= <

4

questions:, 4 - ,

- - ¢ How are special needs stﬁégpts defined, idi!tified and placed -

.

- G . v 3

< ) . . . . 4 .
* ¢ What strategies are used to serve special needs students? ~ ‘

) in programs of vocational educagion?

© What planning -and reporting activities do local agencies

undertake for special needs students?
p’
.. - ' ' . ¢

_Definition, ‘Identification and.Plécement

-

The set of first questions to be addressed in detefmining how local
. - < - -
- agencies are serving special needs populations in vocational education is:
v ~ * f
¢ What operational definitions are used?
© o How are students identified and their °‘needs assessed?

© How are they placed in vocational programs? :

"ERIC - . C 65 .
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. In this section, we will examine these issues separately for .
. . k .

cat , Al a n imi -Englist ici udents
'-\*Qfﬂggcaoped disadvantaged and limited-English proficient students:
’ . ’ * * . . , .
. because the answers to the gquestions are different for sach. Af .
) ) .

>

the same time, the legi%lative and administrative mechanisms Zor

.

4

B -

dealing with each population are in many cases similar. Therefore,

) the implications of current local activities will be discussed in
} .

most detail for the first population ‘analyzed, the handicapped,, and .

9o

- then resferred to when approprggte in the discussions of the other .

target groups.

.

The relevant

who is to receive

elxtend the law by

'1n more,detail and by recuiring that vocational plans

- students be coordinated with the Individual

>

k v
94-142. t

i
1. Handicapped

s
2

service as special needs students.

~

°

defining disadvantaged zhd limited Engl

fo

v

Zducation Plan (IED

.

.

The Fegulations

L3 s
r nandicapped

grovisions of che l?}ﬁ Amendments in this area deline

1sh proficient

) under P.L.

Tife Rey reatyre or

.

: A : . .
for the Handicapped Act and state special education  laws anpd

.

?

the process

defined, ident;fieé and placed

-

.

¢ wiaich handicapped

is the| preminence of the

< .

students are

»

-
3

federal EZducation

d -
.

the speciai

.
-

education staff

who carry them out.

.

«

-

.~

. The definition of handicapped included in the 1976 Amendments and

i;E

Q

RIC

RO A v ext Provided by ERIC

from the definition

the regulations which accompany them is taken directly

1

used in the Education for the Handicapped Act, as amended by PL 94-142.

In addition, the Amendments specify that the students defined

-

-

as handicapped
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-5 ' . .

. N . N -

.

under VEA cannot succeed in the regqular.vocational education program -
. A .

4 . 3 -

without special education.assistance or require a modified vocational -
A} -

. # education program, - ' . - .
. ‘ - '
. r) "‘. - " - v I3 . .
Wwhile all students classifi®ed as handicapped in vocational edu-

. * i ~ -

hd v

‘ cation appear to ¥all wifhin the mandated definition, not all types of

-

individuals mentioned in the definition are skrved equally, either in

terms of access to vocational programs or guantity of services
R
. i s .
received., Physically and sensory handicapped students, for example, &N

. . > -

. . have greater a¢cess to regular vocational programs in .community colleges ,

, *

\ . than trainable hentally retarded students. TLearaing disabled and

N -

. amotionally impaired students receive fewer services in vocational

. aducation than the educabls mentally retarded,

.
- Y

- 8 ¢ el *
Also, there is confusion about the definitioneof handicaps in
:S 1
. scme areas. In general, there are no apparent difficulcies in labelling
- ’ ’ T. v

o0 . . &a, . . .
r . . ‘students with'physical handicaps and with severe mental retaxdation. -

-G * —— o —— el P -

re There are problems, however/ in the criteria used to identify students | ’
. v N Tt . -,

. 0
- v v

#ith minimal retdrdation, specific learning disdbilities and emotronal
. : e

- [ A S - -

. s

handicaps ‘because these students are academically disadvantaged and have
4S€ ohes > ' T

. ¢ ° .. - -
Sehaviorfial problers. - . s .o . ‘
. A : . . . ) .

. ¢ . X [ - . 1 .’
Ow®’ response to the confusion.betweern the two categories -- handicapped
[} * - -~

° - +
- . . Y

o . ~ . . .- s . '
. . " and disadvantaged ~- is simply to place students in one of, them. Such *
. . St - I p . ' .
L an action, however, depends on’déciiions ,about the underlvinc causes of
o . e am . 4 s s, > .

the students’ problems "and thus may requirgssubjective judgments by local

, B ¢ . ~ & «

offivials. 3and assigning students to one category rather than the other,

' [ - ’ .

»
. - . N

. ? . v
‘may affect the services and resources to which they have access: vocational

‘e ® . P

@
-

cL
;f" \)4 . s . . . o .' 6 /
ERIC - b7

. N ©o - . . i
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‘disédvantaged stydents. FoX.example, nandicdpoed students in some dig=-

Lo _ Ss9 - - :

.

.. Y Yl - . .. . <
'obtions and support services may &iffd¥ for handicapped and academxcally
yic S

Kd B e

. ‘ s
A » N .
4

trigts receive more services than academically disadVantaged students -
’ [ . . Y n
e . . . 2 v
because of the additional resources =% aha requirements -- sdrrounding

' ‘

Handicapped students because of state and federal special education laws.

N
[} ~ . -

lnother resnonse to gne confusion in categorizing students as kandi- @

1

capqu or disadvantaged is *o combine the categories. Three of the fif+een .

4 .

. T L S . T
districts in the Nellum study, for example, combined the two categorvas
” .

and labelled. the studenfs-as educationally or learning handicapped. How-

S L . e .
gver + @mong these hapdicapzed q@&cents were many who ne<€dad sczecial -, .
5 . * -
assistance not oe&ause o- learning disabilities, emotional srodlems, or
b 'n’o,a 4+, -~ -

- A : . 5
ot;er psychological or perceptual problems, but ‘Because of soc;al .
-' . ’ .

.education ané etonomic conditions. “In combining the cetegorﬂes, then,

1] r
- A L : - . - . ) . ’ ’ i
stucdents with dl::e* needs are assigned to the same program when the ) - .
4 " . ' 5
srogram may not meet all of their neads édequately.l T o I

*

. - s M . . o
Unfortunately, this .type.of .confusion 15 Rard to'resolve~th:ough- §§ RO I)

E o - ¢ ¥ hed -~ FRC N . ) » -\1.‘
L _ _ [

:;ed,er‘al legislation hecause the proplem stems not -ron a poorly ld"l e’ SR N
, : ' ; T » i '

- - ¥ ‘G . . —,t“ X . L
law or simple failure by loca;ﬁeducators to ‘tomply with-the law,-bu; ’ v
I A N et N o 5

N

. . NN . g - .

from the’ natLre of the~proob,m being addressed. Human problems do not

Py 2

fall into neat categories: indiviéuals with mﬁlt’pln groblems fall ecually A
. P o '«, )

lﬂto severgl categorlesa dlagnoses of narglnaf@problems are dlfricuLt to . .
~ \ .

- '1 e - '-
make accurately, Neﬂileglslat on, at.best mlght adQZQSS bne lssue by C,
e \ . . '

including decision rules fof’ass;gn&hgastudents. -Students in the gray .

- b
- . .

area betwsen nandicapped and acadnlcally dlsadvantagpc, for ekamp‘e, gpuld Aoa

. «v
LN

always be GlaSSlgled as dlséggantaged on tne grounds tnat it is a les: o




~

]

+ ERI
. OO -

%e‘ ) .,.Tc"‘;‘ .

.

are not entirely sutiable, however,

e}

"small schools .do not have an

= .

< ' <

.

)

onerous label than handicapped. Or studenrs could e classified into '

L . . . ¢
wnlgkever group has, more resources avallable, taking i1nto account not

'

only VEA but all sources of special funding for that group. Suchirulés

problems of different:.a2l resources.

administer and enforce. Both limit

. . o
. ld

local flexibility which may. be good ‘

> .

<

The first is arbitrary and Ignorss

The second would be difficult to

o

in districts which A4re not sincerely attempting to serwe these students

AEN
.

in the best danner sut wnich is overly restrictive in

-

are trving their bedt. On this-issue --

a N

delivery issues which follow -- the best
+ V4 .

the problem appears tq Sg acdministrative

- »

ice of Vocatfonal and aAdult Education

“
[
P

Ih

education

. &

in assessing student oroblems and providing students with appropriate

services. .

the identification and.assessment of n

at -he secondary level is also

cess established under fecderal

A

districts which

as with many of the service

s

approach to

rather than

+

legislative:

.
.

dealing wich

-the

(OVAE) and the state vocational

«

[y N

eeds of Kandicapped students

agencies should provide technical dssistance to local agencies- '

e

\

-~

done through the special education pro-

and scate special education laws. In

~ Al

some districts, the presence .0of an Individualized Education Plan (IZP) .

® M ¥ - A .
is the sole criterion by which studenfs in vocational educa

judged to ber handicapped: without an

- “

a

not handicapped.. In one state, according to state agency staff,

N - - 4

set-aside.

‘

.
IZP,

.

a student who neéds special

M - : - 7. ¥ ) ".\..
funds under the nandicapped set-aside' but only under the disadvantaged

)

tion are

-

. assistance in order to succeed in vocational education is disadvantaged,

N .
some- '

.

IEP process and therefore do not claim VEA .

-
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students are identified through the speciil edu-

] - . -
cation process in the 2arly elementary grades. Usually, the students'
* progress i1s then reviewed, and updated IEPs are developed.as the scuden=

enter nigh school. The purpose of the review is o plan the scudent's

LY * . ’
high school program &nd, in some cases to determine :he most approprratce
vocational options available. One.Southern metropolitan school districtk,
for example, deve%pps a'detailed vocational education plan during the

ninth grade for all exceptional students entering the high schodls.

The practice of using an existing set of procecdures, varticularly

v v v

orocedures mandated by another‘federal\éizj to identify handicapped

-

»

secondary. studenss who need assistance in order to succeed in vocational

edugation is basically sound. Zstablishing an entirely separate pro-

cedure Zor vocational esducation would be burdensotie to local agencies

— 4

and unnecessarily duplicative. he problem with using the special
’ - ’
aducation procedures in practice is that thev are, not surprisingly,
. . v
controlled by~ special educators. As a result, they are not necessarily

.t

qea;ed to vocational education and include no formal role in che assess-

s

ment and planniag process for wocational educators. In some school

-

\

districts, special educators and vocational educators have developed a

v . * . o . . . . ’ .
cooperative working relationship. 1In others, however, there is tension

between the two groups. Vocational educators argpe that §é€isions are

-

made to place handicapped students in vocational programs without adeguate

knowledge of students' abilities or of thé reguirements of different

occupational areas: no formal vocational assessments are done and vocational

- .

- .educdtors are not consulted to obtain their judgments. As a result,
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" vbcational sducators claim, handicapped students are inappropriately
. special Raucs s e .
placed. Special ®ducztors, on the other hand, often griticize vocational
educators for their lack of xnowledge about handicapged students and Zor
S J s ) . . o
_their reluctance to accept these stucdents in vocational education pro-

o

. grams. As a Iirst step in remedying these &ifficulcies, Congress should

. 2] consider amending the Education for the Handicapped Act to mandate some
S D - g ’
form of involvement for vocational educators in the IEP process. , .

. '
. . .

Another feature of the identification, assessment and placement pro-

.
“ .

cess for handicapped gtudents at the secondary level is.that placement
' options ars limited. The options are limited, first, in that contrary . ,

o -
: = 1 22 = N ! s “'
to VEA policy, few handicapped students are placad i1n regular programs

of vocational education. The infrequent use of mainstreaming gererallv -,

does not result Zrom an assessment of individual interests and abilities
but from three sets of contextual factors:

s the attitudes of school staf? and parents;
: . g

N

-

. e the organization of educational Programs; and

e the architecture of the physical facilities.

2
v

{These factors, and those which determine placement in separate prQgrams ’ ¢

. -

will be discussed in more detail in the section on strategies for serving
» b ¢ " »

nandicapoed students.) ’ .

. . - . . Cmi e . . . AN
The majority of students identified as handicapped, then, are placed .
. ’

‘ in special, separate programs of vocational education. Here too, factors

other than individual studentr interests and abilities determine a student'sy
. < . . ) - r-
placement. Tie two factors which most commonly determine the type oI special

- ' 1

£,

'

) - .
program in which students are placed are: . -

. '

& - S - )

[P3

Q .
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. . - . . Y R
» the availabplity of programs in the district; and
® the nature of the students' disabilities. ' ’

. Generally, in larger cities and towns, school districts offer

- .

. - N . . ‘
two options for handicapped students: trainable mentally retarded

and multiple nandicapped students are often served in saparate

programs in separate schools while the educable mentally retarded,

zhe- pnysically handicapped and some of the learning disabled and P

emotionally impaired areé placed in separate programs or classes

N s
wn the regular high school. Where these options exist, students ' .
are channeled into "them according to their disabilities with no

» .

consideration of possible alternative stratagies of providing :

service. Students also have no choice of occupational areas: they .

» - - “+

: take what is offered in the separate program.,

. -
¥

In small districts where there are no special secondary ,programs .
. .

for the nandicapped, the students are often assigned to regional
. . 9 .

: ’ . - . Lo e . .
cen;er& or county schools for exceptional children. ™ Since the cost
\ S

for such services tends to be high,fonly those students with

severe disabilities are referred. Students with less severe disabili-
. " . ) ‘ ‘o . . .
ties -- in:some cases, the educable mentally retarded, and more fre-

3 . - -

guently, the learning disabled and emotionally impaired -- are placed i
in the regudlar ‘school programs without support services.

- , .
. ' The problem of placements based on factoxrs:other than an iﬁsess—

* . *

ment of individual interests and abilities is another issue that is

difficult to resolve with changes in the VEA. The law already contains

a policy of servirg students in regular vocational programs whenever . o
. - - - !
- possible. This policy could onl\ be changed by taking ‘out the phra3e

k] ‘ ©

\ - -
’ (A "whénever"possible" to make the pdlicy of mainstreaming absolute. But

N4 '

.0 Ty V:.'b' '7:2. 3 . : . E

.

i i > “ ‘
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-

that change would be educationally irresponsible. Even special educators

talk not of the goal of placing all handicapped students in regular
, .

programs bu¥ of serving students in the least restrictive environment

because they realize that some students ars best served in separarte

programs. Nor can the law mandate that a school district create a

. v

particuldr number of program options. The emphasis on local autonomy
together with the reality of limited local resources preclude the federal

- - . ‘ , P ’ . ¢
govergment Zrom dictating the structure of local vocational program
. > ‘ . .

offerings -- unless the federal government is willing ud“§ézlfor them. \
y -

.
. »

The alternative to changing the law itself is to change its administration:
QVAE and the state vocational educdtion agencies should provide cechnical
assistance to ldcdl agencias to ‘encourage them to address program options

- ( * * >

and accompanying placement procedures more creatively and possibly to

. . . 4

use their sec-aside Zunds to support these activitiés. -

. « . e
The process of identifying, assessing and placing handicapped

» .

= . : P . . | )
students is cuite different at the post-secondary than at the secondary
L] L4 € .

%
.

]

svel because post-secondary institutions are not governed by PL 94-142. °

In those insticutions with handicapped student services offices or

'

diagnostjc intake centers (which serve all students), handicapped stu-

-«

,dents.are identified primarily through self-referral, though the referral

is often made at the suggestion of an instruyctor or guidance counselor.

Counselors in the handicapped student services office or diagnostic-

-
..

centers_ typically develop an individualized plan to meet the needs of

-

the students. 1In these instances, there is no special difficulty in
¢ AN

assessing the needs of handicapped students -- or, reportedly, in providing

‘ >
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e . . L . . [
the additional services they require. In those institutions' without

special nhandicapped offices or diagnostic capabilities, however, post-

. .

secondary administrators argue that they have difficulty identifying
‘. N e

and assessing the needs of handicapped students- because they do not

-

. nave a team of “special educators on :their starf:,. ‘. $

, The identification of Ppst-secondary students as handicapped does

» . . . . ‘ . pu sy .
not appear to restrict their vocational options to the same extent as

nandicapped secondary students. Perhaps because there are fewer of

these special needs students at the post-secondary level, they are apc
. e

. { : :
. . . , Mo

to enroll in. ragular vocational =ducation programs and be assistad witi

supportive serwices. . . . '

) .
A number of post-secondary administrators claim that they have .

difficulty with the VEA use of the PL 94-142 definition of handicap.

* v

»

Their proplem comes not in actually serving studepts with the disabilities

» .
M -

.~ listed in that definition but with the extra effort required to label
. ! ' ? - )
stédent@,according to those categories.. In some cases they argue that
the labeling is so burdensome that they sarve handicapped students but do
- ' ! ) 0 -~
not claim VEA reimbursement fdér them. One suggestion for easing tnis

) Lt *

= Eq;dgﬁ is to adopt the definition of handicapped contained in Secfion 5@4
of the Rehabilitation Act (PL 93-112) as the post-secondary definition
of handicapped in the VEA. This defirition essentiall¥ states that a
. X , ‘
handicapped person is any person wio nas a pnysical or mental impairment .
. .

which substantially limits one or more major life activities, has a

-

“

record of such an impairment, or «s regarded as having such an impairment.
. 9

. "

While this definition is probably familiar to post-secondary administrators

e
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. succeed fs vocational education. The regulations. extend th&s definition,

L]

) - 66 =

.

- b . . .
since they work more with Section 504 than PL 94-142 and is certainly
) ' °

easier to administer than the PL 94-142 definition, it also is a much
. ' )
adopted in the VEA, many more students would te

th

proader definition. I

eligible for sexrvice under the nandicapped set-aside. Since the sec~

a3
aside allocation going to individual institutiors is in many cases

.

guite small, it would seem unwise to dilute the use of that allecation

by spreading it among a larger group of eligible students.

2. Disadvantaged M .

o~ .

7
The 1976 Aamendments define disadvantaged as persons (other than
- , °
,handicapped persons) who have academic or economic handicaps and who
] .

- . . - . P , X
require svecial services 3nd assistance 1n order to enable them to

as mandated by Congress, to sgpecify the operational criteria by which

academic and economic disadvantage will be determined.

The key element of this definition is that it distinguishes be-

tween academic and economic dis&dvantage. This distinction is very

L4

e

»
imporzant ‘in practice for the two groups are treated gquite diZferently,

.
-

Typically, far mare attention goes ‘to academically disadvantaged in pro- =

7
viding special services. ’ . 2

Academically disadvantaged

.

©
., -
@

For academically disadvantaged students, the operational déefinition

- .

of disadvantaged used by many secondary schoels is linked to performance

on standardized or minimum competency tests -~ e.g. reads t&g levels telow

grade level -- or to procedures established by Title I of ESEA or state

,compensatory aid legislation. In other secondary districts, the definition

'
- ]
.
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U,

<.

.
e

and identification of academically disadvantaged is much broader and more
-~

informal. According to' state officials in at least one state, for example,

.
. N .

disadvantaged students are defined for purposes of reimbursement under «ne

VEA as any students who are having difficulty with any portion of their

vocational curriculum. In another district, irrespective o per-

formance on standardized measures, is a sufficient criterion for categor-
izing students as academically disadvantaged.
These deéfinitions and the identification procedurss which accompany

- . . 13 . . a

commonly Zocus on_strlc%}y academic skills. With the exception of
[] o,

state which defines disadvantaged students as any students having

\
-

emq‘in their vocational gpoqraqg, it appears that schools rarsly

entification procedurss which are defined in terms of work-relatad and

~

hasit employment skills. Also, the Placement of disadvantaged students

- - -

seldom involves vocational &ducators. as a rule,‘all'students in a
. -

school district are tested in the areas of reading and math using stand-

ardized tests. Then, in'most cases, grade advisors and guidance couns8}l Ofs

.

- P
.

. .-

olace students in remedial and compensatory programs.
- #* .

are identified as academically disadvantaged before placement in vocational

education progrgms is in guestion.

In many cases, achrding to the Neldum study, placement in remediay

.

and compensatory programs is not only separate from but maz\actually

-

interfere with student enrollment in vocational education: vocational

education is viewed as an elective to be taken only after the compensatgry

. L]
basic skill rQquirements have. beert met.

When academically disadvantaged students are placed in vocational

- Ly

*

/
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-

education programs, their placement options tend to be more limited -

-

than other students' though not to the same esxtent as nandicapped

students. Placement typically depends on thrae factors:

/’ ¢ -~ .

= o the student's academic achievement; .
. . ’
» the availability of siots in given programs;
.

. «

Ve the nature of the vocational program offered in the

m

3

[
-~
3

- school district.
’ = .

Consequently, placement in regular vocational programs is sometimes limizad

3

by competitive entrande reguirements to those programs: when the demand
[ * - ‘

for a.program 2xceeds the number of places available, “vocational educators
< , .

' -~

.
\

typically select the brighegt and most well-behaved students to enhance
,-” A . . -

i
' their prografis' image‘and evaluation success.

A

Acadechally disadvantaged students are usually placed in separate
¢ vocational programs when their academic perZormance is several years .
. v , . . 4 4
below grade level ané when they have behavior problems. A number:of
separate programs are direrted at potential dropouts who woulé not resmain
. ~ o
in school in a regulaz trogram. In these instances, the special placement
. ¥

[y AN -

~ appears to be agpropriate to student needs. In other cases, however,

’ academically disadvantaged students may be grouped with learning and.

e

emotionally disabled students for instfuction under the heading of

educationally handicapped. As mentioned in the previous section, this

placement is more cuestionable.

o
The major issue, then, in considering changes in the VEA as it

[y

per-ains to academically disadvantaged stucdents is.-in the definition

A}
e

'

of who is to be identified as disadvantaged. To some extent, the range

: of operational definitions of -academic disadvantaged used by local
. . : °
£ . . ) \ ' - ,/

~8

"
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districts indicate$ chat the current law is not being properly implemepted.

.

5 <

4
- . . . . A - -t .
The remedy here 1is £o increase enforcement of the law. In darxt, however,
N X - ‘
the range of definitions suggests that <che définition in the law i1s too

broad. With so many students eligible for service, the 'impact of tiH

legislation is diluted §érticularly in light of the lim:ted funds avail-

able from the set-asides. Congress therefore should congider further

efinition of academic disadvantage in the VEA. In doing o

e}

limicing its

»

so, consideration should be given to using a definition contained :in

.

other federal legislation such as Title I of ESEA. Using an existing federal

. -
-

v

definitiln would not only address the issue of focusing VIA a

r
[

tentl

Q
o]

. » : : =
out would make coordination ketween these ‘federal programs easier >

-

Too freguently, several federal laws are targeted at basically tire same
L

-~ ¢

[

-.\,‘ » »
oopulations but differences in the reguirements of each lay, including

eligibility criteria, preclude effective coordination. -

The delivery of servic®¥mto acadmically disadvantaged students could
’ a8

. a

also be improved by linKing the identification and placement of these

\ - .

.

students more closely to vocational edugation botnh i1n terms of the involve-

ment of vocational educators in the identification process and the

relation of remediation to entollment in vocational courses. These

improvements should be made, however, by pr;liding technical assistance
1 Y

'

not by changing the :law.
' ) . - o !, .

At the post-secondary level, academic disadvantaged is defined in
terms of students' past grades, performance on college level entrance

examinat{ons and teacher recommendations. Admissions oflicers review

~ ~

student records and determine whether remediation is needed. Remedial

offerings tend to be highly individualized allowing for open entrygand

s T




o A

* exit and are compertency based. In addition to placing students in .

a

.

- - \ . ~

‘ . _ .o ‘
remedial programs upon entrance to the tollege,.students who experience

' difficulty .once in occupational programs are often referred to ‘a media

. - . - - . .

or resource center for assistance. In spme cases, such as Florida's

Individualized Mdnpower Training System, ‘activities are guite structured | .

and fully automated. In other instances, colleges employ tutors or

L 2

aides.

While v community colleges thus appear to be making an efforzc .

td serve-.academicallvy disadvantaged students, the Nellum study indicates

that there are still probléms in serving these Stuthts. Most crominently,

« the drop-out _rates for disadvantaged students are high and, the partici-

pation of the disadvantaged population in the mor®e technical programs

nity college administrators attribute these problems to .

a

-

that remedial services are not sufficient to provide them with the o

PR S - . .
. [ .. . . . . . . - .
minimum competencies required for particpation in the program of their

.

— . 1
) ’ choice. - ’ . > / —
» Alsq at the post-secondary level, the definition of academically
-— @ - . -

disadvantaged may be too broad. Congress shoulé consider focusing it
A - * n

P .
. . - * .

had 14
more narrowly, though it is not clear that adopting the same definitions .
Q

. ) , . . !
. ' used at the secondary level will be appropriate. If one criterion in
. . "2 .

a L)

T e . 7 el
selecting a new s ndaYy definition is making use of a federal definitidn
g A a

. e'alrgady in use, the adv ges of that definition at the secondary level’

- - " 7 . .

- ’ . . .
' in terms of ease bf adminI®:iration and the{potential for easier coordin-
. * ‘ )
» ) . ation among federal programs will not necessarily apply at the post-,

- secondary level. - '
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offen placed .in programs without consideration to their specific
L3 - -

s
'

,needs. . .

At the post-secondary level, economically disadvantaged students .

are defined and i1dentied through their applicat:-ons for financial aid.
»

There "is no evidence that this information is used to provide any

services related to vocational education: economic disadvantagement
. “‘
is not seen as an issue of succeeding programmatically but of being able

to affordé school.

- a

Thus at bothn

t

he secondary and post-secondary level, economical}y

'

disadvantaged students receive Zew if any s

o'[’

ecial services in vocatioﬁal

k]
education by virtue of their economic (as opposed to -academic) status.

.

The fact.that the identification process which flows n&turally Zrom the

federal definition has nothing to do with educational capabilities to-

gether with the fact that local. agencies provide to these students ser-

- . 3
4

vices which are +linked to their lack of money -- e.g. work study programs .

3

or tuition assistance -- suggest that the inclusion of economic dis-
. ' h . X ' ~
advantage as a separate category of eligibility for individuals in need

PO

of assistance in programs of vocational education is not appropriate.
c C

.

> ! 13 . . I3
Congress should consider T anqing the definition in one of, several ways.

a

all disadvantaged students to meet both

L

One option would be to reguir

.

economic and academic critbkria of eligibility. Since low income is of .

concern because it is assumed to be\associated with difficulties in -

dégdemic performance, this' approach wéﬁ&d formalize that assumption.

¢ . r‘- . . .
The approach wou%d also narrow the définiticn of academic disadvantage
S ’ 1

- . 4

. * . o o . . -
as we earlier suggested wa3 needed. '.On balande, howewver, this optien

would seem to narrow the definition of disadvantagg'.too greatly and also

- . -

. ]
- .

L w2 ’
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N

s .

difficult %o administer. A second @pc*pn aoula ce to drop <the concept

economic disadvantagement entirzely Erpm the é}kclal1ltv requirsments
. - . ’ ., + o> .
for the disadvantaged set-aside and SLSbare 4‘5"~s. Cnly dcademicaily

S »
. .

disadvantaged individuals would be el gﬂnle ‘o* tﬂose Sunds. Selectinq

ié -
' . o . ’

this option would not mean that the VEA weui@ not give priority to the

. N w’e
~% .e

economlcally disadvantaged. 45rlorrty would be given not to imdividuals’

- . (\ s

but to areas through the etonomic ﬁaeto already included in the reguirs-

. >

f

- ) + . ’
ments for dist ‘-nutlng all Subpart’ 2 ané 3.funds and, in targeting Subpart

v IS .

4 and unds. A variationL?nuthis sgcénQ’option would be to takesthe
. N ‘vl‘fx « ¢ ,:‘ -
‘general arp roacn ot ea*gerlnd funds to low 1ncome
. g e % .

academically disadvantaged sﬁudents within those areas one step

v N . o
-~ 7 .

g, - *
- . > . -t . . - -
by adopting a Title I approaci.. Jnde; Title I, economic factors eecev—

. I ~ -

h

.mine not only how much 'unclng*a ‘disgxict receives (which is what VEA is

I\

supposed to do currently) but a1so how the funds are dlstrlouted anong
‘.,

schools within the distridet.’.-

-Zng

T

. ; .
- As defined in the 1376 Amenéments, limited-Znglish proficisnt individuals.

.
-

are those wno were not born in the United States or whose native tongue is
I 1Y M . ’

. a language other than English, who come_froﬂ&snvironmencs where a language

. -

other than English is dominant, and who thetefore have difficulties speaking

. and ynderstanding instruc?ion_ in English. ) »

é

At the secondary level, local agencieg operationally define limiged-

.

English proficient students on tne oas;s of the procedures used to 1dent;zy

.
. . - . '%

. them. _While Fhesepprocédures vary considerably, they typically inv01ve some
A -

. form of testing of English language skills and are administered by the

% L]

itingual educat}on office with no input ‘from vocationkl educacors.-
= - » '\f ‘v

Procedures for placing LEP students in vocationad educgtion classes

v

—r

2
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. 7
are. tydically the same as fox all students because-'most local agencies

- N . ) .

l , ,

do not provide any special bilingual Services to high(schools:udentsf

. . * e 4 * / .
B \’Even where academic bilingual programs aré offered at the secondary’
< - EEA ’ - ~ . * 4 . - . ’
. N . . a N e
. ; © level, they may limit rathe{/tnan ennhance access to vocational educacion

. ' A ;‘ ‘- . -
- - . brograms. In New Yorkdiiyy, for example, bilingual services exist at

comorenensxve hlgn schdols buﬂnot vocatlonal high schools. Because

»
* 1

guidance counselor generally channel entering High‘schodl studernits to

, s

. those schools gith programs which best meet their language needs, LE?

. - AN

-

~</
e
. N )
When LEP s udents seek tc partlc pate in regular vocational orocrams//J

o < ° * » s . . -
. admissiop depends on' each student's abflity to meet the recular academic
2 e . : . . 5 . . - L -
. L . ; ; : -z e
-and language reéquirements, Rather than making special efforts to recruit
d . »- ' & - -
. . Y, - P . . - - . ., ’ . ¢
3&‘ ‘// or encourage Qlacement of LnP students in regulax vocatlonal programs, - .
v“. -.qsﬁ N ~ - -

many school dlstvlcts\_g;ezﬁect,do tne opposite slnce vocatidnal education
- * Q . ' ’
. achers .consider tne ability to speak and .understand English fluently to
A . .

. . - : N . v .
? N .

+ be critical for success in‘their classes. Consequently, theyareject -

.
» . . N .

Y

. .ap llcatlons from students who cannot meet baslc language requ1--ments., NN

% - . . < IS
.*_ 3. . . . . ' .

‘ *

““Teackers—and—guxdance counselors, however, vndlcate that few stdhents SYe o

=z ‘; 3 L2 « . . . Lt K s ) Q‘ (3 . . _

# ]ec e fox,language :easons only since most students a;e,proflc1ent in .o

g it ! ]

3 I . .
Sngllsh by the time. thev enter hlgh scﬁool. Regardless;of the explanation,

3 hs
’\o

ew LEP students Ln the d;strlcts Vlete& for e’&éiium study participate !

» ~

1)
rho?,

S » .

. in, egula* vocatlenal orograms even when a lérge orooortlon of the s;pdent
’,/ p . 4 s

. - —

,,poo atlon is H spénxc or ASLan Bmerlcan ” Two, oosslbly confllctlng, )

.

[ o~ ' .
explanatlons ane given, for hlsrpattern -—nelther has'been verilied. .

.‘{; .. o N, .
_ . R . . . . -

- py , . . . 4 - . v
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On the one hand, schopl district staff claim that there are few LEP - - -

. students in the high sctools: by the time LE? students reach hi

. school, they are proficient in English and therefore are no longkr cate-
~ ] N - N

gorized as LEP. On the other nand, community agvocates argue that the’
. 1y y : -

- - - et Pt . s : )
reason there are few LEP studems in the high schools is that the

. schools do not provide special bilingual services at the secondary .
o - . .
. . A . .
;. level and most LEP students experiencing-academic' f{ailure and frustra- :

. - - .

- tion therefore dropo out of school-during their sophomore and junior - ‘M
o~ ¥ . * *. .

~

- . vears. ) ' . ) : |

. At the post-secondary level in institutions Where the enrollment

of LEP students is relat}veiy high, the identififation of students

-3

ané assessment of their needs’are made “irmediately on entrance. A

'A‘_

—\. ) .
‘ recommendatian is then made for placement in regar & classes, basic

skill remediation classes or ESL classes. If either of the last two

. .
.

—_ are required, LEP students generally have to complete at least one -

- .

. term of that sequence before enrolling in occupational programs.

- -

.~ Otherwise placement procedures Zor LEP students in'vocational educacion
’ ) N * . N ) f

e v .. . ’ .
N kY <y £ * . = . o + B . '
' - Wworograms are the same as Zor all students, i.e.,+based on iIntarest and

- ~ ability. . . . . -
e o, . ) . R ~ 4 -

.

N
3.
L)

“w

LIS

P . ..
/ A pest-secondary student who experiences language difficulties

. £} LA
- - * . ‘ “ ’

. when already enyolled in an occupational program is generally identified
* * ) /- . ’ .
‘. ~ ] . ., '] ] . A\ ] - .
. . and referred Wy the instructor for individualized support 'services sucn
: - Q BT

rad

¢ e \

s "' as the assignment of a bilingual peer tutor. - ‘\
BEEN " ¢ -Thus, community colleges .appear to be doing. fairly wqglbin serving
. TOSSEEE T . ST
oot - .. . : . . v
. . limited-Engligh proficient students though it is not clear how many
. . . \ : . - T . K

) P  t

4

. . . ) o . . .
» students ;héy serve. At the secondary level, however, the situation”

v . A 14

._:'fdprLEP students is simi

lar o that of thg:gkpnémiqall§jdfggdvantagéd

- v, oM T W . . :
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. ) in thag—~taey are identified but few specjal efforts are being made -
: - . :

. . o . N
; f 3 e ot - : * -
to provide them with access to programs of vocational education. 'Where

.
’

‘ they are served, it is usually bécause they are'aoaﬁﬁézaily disadvantaged. = .

.
. . R,

- - ¢ .
These problems snpuld be addressed, however, not by altering ‘the legis-
) ' * ’ - N h . Pl ) )
: lation but through increased enforcement of the current regquirements \ ‘
- * * ’ 4
- deflnlng LEP students and setting minimun levels of exnendltures for J,/ﬁ\ “
) " ' ‘«.-
. - tnese students. Local Mstricts should®also be provided wi%h ted&n}ca&*
‘ .; ) - { N & . i - ] Ny 33 . ‘
< asSLstance to aid them in developing strategies for iderfifying an - -
3 - e .
. )
» - - e ‘ .
serVLng LE? sLudents., . . ) ' ¢ .
v Strategies Zor Serving Scecial YNeeds Students
- ’ » = - A ‘
c - A -

In examining the strategies usgd by local. agencies,- both secondary =~

L 4 ]
. f . and post-secondary, to serve specidl needs stucents, this section will
. ] ‘ v
* . - . Pl S
s consider three questions:
P ' - ( -
s, i e With what assistance and support are special needs students «
-3, ‘ - . ) .
o, T provided? . e ! ’
- ' , « .t 3
§ - ;
T, £ What range of vocational options ar‘:available to these ) .
- ' ~ T : '
e jy students? i . . ‘ . ®
s ¢

i e ithat types of activities are supported wigh VEA funds?
K . - . . J X o -

-

’ : The provisions of VEA ‘which apply in this area are few and non- .
~ . . . . 4 - ’
o . . . - . . . ) _ . o
o krestricgive: VEA funds .under Subparts 2 and 3 and Subpart 4 for the

-~

' disadvantaged can be used for a brdad range'of activ;ties. JSome state
Ve * . 4 . . s
agencies l_mlt the uses to whlcn VEA Lunds can be put, but the Led

AENUEN . ‘e )

law i.tself is pe‘issive. The constraining aspect of these f

ds

'ii_- N . from the excesr cost and matchlng reoulrements d*scussed under State .’
SO o Benavmor and Implementatlon.,’;he law also -contains a ool}gy that T
- . . S ; .
- . ~ D Ny ’
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assistance to special needs students is to be provided whenever g

R . in regular programs of vocational education. 5
LI - !

. aAs i? t&e pregvious section,

strategies<for handjgapped, disadvantaged
] f . .

. and limited-English proficient studenz§ will be described separately
. . . .. . : L ) " . 3
Y '- s . 32 * ¢ a . s - N
because local agencies’ in most cases approach each differently.
" \‘ . - - .

.

1. ' Handicapped - ) ‘
t‘~ X . Z
: . at the secondary level, the strategies for providing vocationa

v . »
educa=ion 2nd work experience to handicapped students are cemplex and .

diversa. The-differences in strategies can be examined in relation to
1 -

[ - e !
actlv ties needs populaci

two dimensions cf
. N Y .
the extent

.

success of

. ? to which they provide handicapped

@

entry level -job skillsy and

e the ¢range € vocational options they provide

\

’ The pfimary dist
M -, ” "

is placement in regular

*

.

inction among strategies for handicapped jtudents

- L4 . - . -
versus separate vocational programs, though

-

]

there are important distinction$ among stra

.t s

R

~ .
tegies within each category;w

° - As stated
. > N

°

in ¢

4

¢

!

he prevxoas sect Lon,

the placement of

: than their placemenu in regular programsg,

. .

. R A L O DRE R

>

: . vqcatlonal edupatlon Drograms :

"t

.

RS ’ ° aé%itudes oi\ staff and parents;

~

t

ané some stratégies which combiné the two.

A\ . . .. . ~ :
o . ® the organization of,educational prpqrams
" ’-" '.' » . '
) R ¥ tha afchltectu*e of the phy51cal ‘étrl
! » - e .
N ; * ! e .
s R . S
‘: ..‘, ;' Vo . ‘ 4
g ;
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’

and ~.

ties.

- NI

handicapped

.

. students at the secondary level %n s?parate programs is much more common
-ﬂ . “ - .l 1] .
Mellum identifies three types

ST -ot fact6§s which work aga;nst the olacemen of handlcaoped 4n regular

o

-«
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N

. The attiﬁmdég’of school staff including building principals,
. ' . . / A

-

placement of hapdicapped students. Rrincipals affect access, through

the \school policies and general tone"they set and the éro@rams the

- ~. - ak

support. " Vocational educators, nowever, actually control the access
. .- ‘

to regular chatioqel programs: ’Ip-some casée, thejvexplicitly

- 4 N

rgstrict the number of handicapped students who can bé mainstreamed,

»

and specify the handicapping conditions accpetable to them and the

parcticular pro¢rams in which handicapped students can be placed.

3

In other cases, no actual limits on placement are established ‘ug

specific saifsty crlterie'have to be meépy the studen;g&before the are- )
+

acceptead. Vocat*ona’ educators appear to establisi these oefriors to
oetziers To

LY

’

their programs f£Qr two reasons. First, they are uﬁcomforteble working

- [

with handicapped students because they lack the skills -- or sometimes

e & ¢ . -

the willingness —- to modify their teaching practices to accomodate

. e - . . .

the needs of these students. Secédnd, they f£ear thatd the qualizy ang

.~ — P - . - -
image of their procrams will he affected iI sbecial edugation students

are ¢given unrestricted access to the‘programsi chéj fear tnat’roational

-

edycation will once again be considered by guidance counselors and other

> ‘ ‘

to be dumping éroﬁnds for problem children who are placed

. ]

,school staff

.

Lnaipronrlatelygend not given tne suﬁnqrt gecessary Eo;succeed: These

“Iattex ‘Enxieties may result in oart £rom the oressure exe.ted oy lederal

.
S H -~

- . N - ; b

.regulations and state policies to eyahlate progrem quality{on,the basis
N R o - . e
of placement rates'of students'in occubations directly related .to their

LA Lo . V] -,

“e o . N
;relning. Slnce ﬁano;capped seudents are less llkely to find employmen“
L4 ) A . .
lmmealately ter tramn;ng, vocatlonal sta ££ are *eluceant ?é accept
P’,- : ' L7
lilc i

LNy Arartoe rovesd
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handicapped—st?dent ad—=t 'y‘jeopardize the.status of their programs.

- -

Special educators also limit the number of handicapped. studerts
-0 - ; B Y
& . . -
ams. Often they are cautious not to exacerbate
.

tension which may exist between them and vocational education staf

by, first, limiting recommendations to those students who are most likely 4

>

-~

.- - a ” Y 3 v
to succeed and, second, attempting to, place these students in programs
* é - : (. . A .

and classes wnich are taught by vocational teachers known to pe sensitive’ . 4

. : v
to the special needs of nandicapped students. Indeed, many of the efforts
. . N -

Ll - \ .
s

ané scrategies used by special educatdss to support nandicapped students

. - ] . . ' . N

1n vocational education are dirascted 'toward either sncouradir g orincipals
. ,‘
to provide services for nandicapped stucdents in their schools or moéifying
. . . - (

che attitudes and behaviors of vocational education teachers toward . ¢ -
. . ..’ . AN
X <: s : w. = . s - .
handicapped Ftudents. Aas a result, they frasquently soften theix advocacy
: by :

° . . .
. - . .

® for mainstreaming. ’ C . ) P . . -

. , . .
. a.engs s atrlbudns ana oe*ceotvons may also affect the olacnmen_ .
e . K : . *

A e . - : 2 . . 3 3 o '
of handicapped, students. Many parents intérviewed in the Ne¥lpym schv

’ . : v ] : i -~

. - . . . B . -

seem to prefer the sheltered snvironments of the separate vocational Ddro-

grams to 'the risk of their children failing or-<being ridiculed in the . -

. .. A . ,
. . . .
= Ce . .~ F "
regular school programs., . <, . <yt . . ]

-’

' Two. organizational factors also, limit nandicapped %tudents‘ access

te regu‘ar vocatlg%al orog*ams One Factor *s’Lhe etgent to which the

-

. . sl nv o e P PR S - N N ¥
C L e e v,_«z_ .,_v..-~’ ,..._._, - T L A ~ e - ¢ [3

dehand_ﬁcr a program (or all vocational programs) exceeds the places #

L 0 z . - . N v

- - . ~

Lo A avaglable in the Drogram ‘Demand may excggd supply because the - .

. . * E I [Y ) ’ v

fdistrict resources are limited. or because program size is geared to labor

“ P = B by P - ~ N
- - e « . . . .
- . . . o ) . .

. .

N . 53 K3 2 —3 - - ‘ P
T, 4 .+ . market projections of demand for new workers in that occupation. When ™~ - | .
‘:- . .- . e . Ly L . i - ) . "" ', . R ) . i . . . . o ¥
L . » - *demand exceeds supply, priority 1s given to advantaged students; nandicapped
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students aré accepted only when space permits. Another organizational

-

’. f‘) - N
o factor limiting some nhandifapped student's access to regqular vocational

- . f

programs is their need for special support services, including remedial

reading andé math instriction. «Typically, regular vocatioral educatién -

o d . N

4_§;9g;ams,agé,giﬁe;g@fig ovlocks of two to three houfs, especilally when pro- x
¢ . . . X . ) S
grams are offered at separate skills cente’s or regiona&.schools. Since ..

N .

. - .

the support-.services are available only at the home schools, the gotential | ’
E k4

for conilict in the scheduling is always a limiting factor.
- ‘ . 9 - . ' . *
Architectural factors, 'althougn less important than attitudinal and > ;

.

Qrganizational‘fadtoré, also limit access to regular prograsm for the
’ ' . .

onysically disabled stugents. This‘is particularly true in large urban

. .
) c%&ters where the vocational schools were built well before access Zox

. o, e - .. .

thsicall?\andicapped individuals was a legal and social -issue. Aas a
result, the vocational options for,physically handicapped in many cities
. - ) . ’ A .
. . . . ' T t’ e d
jf . "~ are limited to programs oifered in the more modern structures that carf '
. ] . . . . ' r' .
- . ©

accomodate their phvsical needs. Moreover, 'in communities which offer

- (LI . ., .
VAR . r L e

te

‘vocational services in rsgional vocational schools, programs or skills i
. centars, the need for spécial transportation zor phvsically handicapped , ;
' . . : - - - . S ;
) individuals is also ‘a limiting factor. - - : i . S
* .. . .“ . . .. , . ™ <+ X .. 4
; "An additional disincentive to maimstreaming, not mentioned by Nellum, )
v is theé exceds cost policy contained in the .federal regulatigns for the e
T o ) ‘ R isg “.;.._- {
*a - X . . 4 . . . s . . : :
} VEA. The regulations liMit the use of the set-asides to 50% of the excess ]
- - P . ' . . . 7
., - . - ‘ ? - . o . .5 . c, . .
{ // costs"of providing vocational education to nandicapped students in regular. -,
. ' . . . 5
- programs but allow the set-asides to be used to pay for 50 percent of the o,
} . e T, . L L~ -, - ""z,-t
T ’ . « b . . . W . %,
; *1 full costs of 'separate ‘programs. wWaile there is no direct ‘evidence gpat e,
\["‘ " - . - . .- * - f - . » . ) - b ‘.
' ) b “ LS 13 . 0 . ‘ . . o .
2 ' 4chool* administratdrs have initiated separate srograms -- Or prevented
SO - - a . . S o ’ . : ,
— “‘;’;.m handicapped students from entering regular ones T primarily to ohtaine h "
P .o ) ~ . Y .
N o ' . . . . : . © |
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the additiona& reimbursement, .the_prowise of a higher level of reimburse-

‘ment would certainly appear to be an enticement.away from mainstreaming,

In considering this array of barriers to mainstreaming, it is apparentc

R et R ‘ °

-
that federal legislation can affect them in only, limited whys. The VEA

-
-

.aiready mandates that students with special neéds‘should be served in ..

: s ., .. .« - -
regular vocational education programs whenever possible. The only way
- 3 B . " \

"this policy could be aopreCiably_strengthenec is by moving the condition
)

“ .
"whenever possible” to make the policy.of mainstreaming absolute. But,

-
as argued in the grevious section, this change would ke educatioﬁally

¢ (I

irresponsible. Otner 1. or changes can and should be made. The digin-

. .

4
g g
centiva innherent in defining excess<tosts difsf tly for separace and

regular pro@rams should be removed. T;e current policy should be altered,

for example,’ supporting’separating programs only for the costs above
4 » . L4

°
-

thes» pex-pupil, costssin tne district of prOVLdl1g vocational educ=ti$n to
4 sy, ° .

b

non-handicapped students. (The same change shduld also apply to re-nburse-

-
. .
- .

- » - . -
ment for disadvantaged programs.) The law,nand the administrative practices

.

which _nnlenent i, snoulc also be reVisea to remove the conf“ict%‘bé een
& P .

serv1ng handicaooed students and 1) evaluatinc~programs primarily on the .
= . ! -

basis of.glacement rates and 2) limiting course ehrpllment.on.the'basis

., . ot . . A, . .
of labor market demand projections. In one sense,‘these cqnflicts are
¢ ° ¢ !
difficult to resolve £br.they stem from, the multiple purposes of the VEA:

.w . ,» .

develgpinq‘vocational education'grograms attuned to meeting labor market

- [ .

needsVVersus givﬁng priolity to special needs students who may nof always
3 A :
meet the highest labor market standards. Unless Congress decides to give

.. ] )
.

one pur“ose priarity over the other, the diSincentives to mainstreaming

Y
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-

caused by these cponflicts may be best removed creating a separates category

. S
"~ *

for handicapped -- and other special needs -- students when evaluating

. -

the success of a program in terms of placement rates dnd when limiting

cqurse enrollment on the basis of labor market projections. Clearly

this solution is flawed in that it assumes that nandicapped students

-

cannot compete on an equal basis with non-handicapped.students. But until .

fears about serving handicapped students are diminished, it seems—better ———

A )

~ -

to exr’ on the sicde of giving them special considerations which they miy
oo ' . o N .
- a

’ N ‘ . .
fact not recuire than to har them from desirable vocational. programs.

Te ‘rélilegislatfbn can also diminish the architectural barriers to

} " i .
‘mainsFreaming th;puqﬂ.contiqyed%applicat@on of the cqrrent progﬁgzggs_of
A H
sectT0q‘504 of the Rebé%ilitatibn Act. . ;
’ i ' - .
\ 3ut other barriers to the iparticipation of fandicappeé students in
. . o . .
regular vocational ecducation-‘cannot be removed through direct- federal
e . ‘ ) i
intervention: the federal goverament cannot legislate attitudes or

- . . ) ! . =
dictate details of school operation such as the scheduling of programs.
+ -~

.
’ -

To address-these issues, we must raly on technical assistance to.sducate -
b

people about the capabilities of handicapped individual® and to provide

" .. them wi¥h constructive strategies for meeting the needs of tnese individ-‘

) LY -
% - - . - .
uals. . | “
- - 4 - B . °
" R . R , _
' With barriers to mainsfreaming present in many local agencies, the
‘ . . - m’“_ L d R

mod cor@ibn and predictable way of providing vocational services to *°

handicapped secondary students is, in separate, self-contained classrooms.

. - @ e . -

. Wi;hin this broad catedory; the spgg}ax égpg;ams vary,'first, on the'basis

.- ‘of‘whetﬁerlthey’are provided in the ;egg}ar comprehensive hi@h'schoql-of

[Aruitoxt providea by exic [

ety
*

» .

".in a separate facility and, second, in the extéent to which they provide*

. ‘.

* students with entry level job skKills. 4 . .-
LTI T -, ' S L

.

,

-9:

1
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. b B
~ When the separ;&g classrooms are found in the regular high school,

@

the majority, of students tend to be minimally mentally handicappgd or

educable mentally retarded.

However, -learning disabled and emotionallwy
) N . . o . ‘0 - !

impaired and,in some ‘cases adacemically disadvantaged, students are
[ \ N

some times included. “These programs generally provide academic as well as
some  vocational training.

.

EJ
7

) o . ,
Qne_key_ﬁac;orfié—deﬁérmiging;%he%yxﬂd;ygafﬁthe—ptogramS—a@d +he
- - ’

.

types &f vocational options available ig’the presence of certified

vocational instructors. , Where skill courses are taught by certified

’ - .. »
. .
.

vocational educators, there appear to be serious efforts to provide stu-
dents with salable entry level skills and to place thesk students in

: ‘. R . . o -
* community positions related to their area of training. The emphasis
} . . . . ‘

ion ent}y level skills“is also influenced by the extent to which the
“ » . :
program’is viewed by the principal and staff as.,an integral part of
3 ., . ; )
the school. S ‘ '

1

4
.
e .
% .
£,
4

N

o

e
e b

. v
.
%

Where the programs are staffed by non-vocational Eeacheré, the

repEe .
e e P

e

emphasis is placed nbt on the acquisition of specific occupational skills

PN

for employment consists sdtely of work .experie
. s A v, N .

bu§ on the-development of appropriate general 'work habits. Preparation
y 'r" . - - . ‘
¢ 1

nce and on-the-job trainifzg
[N . B - i PR 4 :
B S

e ¥

P

1

) IE" ’ o
. . { L .
in TYow-skillp low pay, low turnover occupations such as fast food servers, S
4 : . - - . . L
VI . ,

ﬂhgﬁéré&atién aitendants énqrcustodiél helpers. While some attempts may )

: . i
be made to find permanent placements for more able and responsible stu-
MO 2 N .

o0 o, o t“il\‘
, Placement is not a central activity. ,
.‘. l, * t ' R ‘ ‘. . . |
R R Separatgxgrograms,in 'sep
. M ', o . . -

arate fagilities are generally orgﬁniéedjfoi
4 .

: ,“:sevgrgly‘hénd%paPPed gth

L]
) ’ -
> . ’ A
ents,sprimarily\ the muwltiple handicapped.”, In
, o . . . L . g
) . Toe ! : X ¢ .
co . . . . ‘ N o
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. most.cases, the vocational programs for these students ar%(non-skllls, .
. ‘vﬁ' . . ‘ . . ° RS S ]
o o « world of work programs., Students are prepared for employment througn
o .. '5 . . .
> ., . . . . . * - I
placement in,on-campus training stations with varying levels of respon-
. - ] -‘ . ’ T .. N . .~ -
o " . sibilities. As students progress, the more dble are placed in off-campus ™, =
> ’ Y . ) D
. positions tyvically in low-skill, low-paving jobs. Again, the quality -
. v ’ - . ~ ' . .. ¢
e . of programs varies. . : . . . :
. T, (14 so:& ”~ * >
Placement in regular cIassrooms is a fan. l¢sd frequently used - - &«
« ~ ‘ . : ,\G'
4 . . \

strategy for serving handicapped students In vocational education. Within -
. . . >

this strategy, these are differences in the range and quality of the

d ’ . 4 - .

program options available., As with.separate classes, the type of school ~ .1

. ) v
. - . — K - - . ——

s in which the students receive their.instructiﬁn is an im§ortant deter-
\ y :

. " . R
. . ~ — e — - . = o e e

Pb_““’ ' - " . > ] . . . ] et T
T minant in this wvariation. In the case of . regular classes, the xey- dls—
,

- . . ,
‘ ? . * . ' 4 -
s

tinction is between comprenensive-high schools and separates,facilitles -
J . ~ R - . X - 2 .

* . . -

.

¢

H N N . A . : * . .
. for providing vocational education, such as.vocational high schools or
’ )

s @ .
v . ) .

L I v ' 3 . . ' .
4 " regional vocational schools. The diffefence is important because the :
- N S - — e}

[ ... - »
- . . . PR ol

. > vocatlonai scnools cend to have . a wider range ol‘cburse of:erlngs. They -
i . -~ ; o

. 2

also tend to be more technicalkl

.
S : ..
v

ind.gkilis oriented than vocational

.

Lo ' ' U ST N,
programs in comprenensive high schooll and therefore bett er prepare S
- - .

1 - .

studéntg with entry level job skills.
. ° L . - - - . Ye » B . « . o
Generally, the handicapped stqdents who ?articipate in vocational .

- ‘.

____scnool'urograms are those who need the least educatlonal support._,the -
: . ‘ R e v oE i -

o Yy . . o

4 nhys;cally handicapped.and the sensory mealred;: Physlcally handlcapned T

- -
- -

o . «
-—{) . \. - . e . .

PR o studentsq “as long as tney can meet the academic and vocatlonal standards,' B

m * - -~ ¢ - . ] 4 .

T _can be -accomodated lf transoortatlon dnd physical access .issues can be - c e

. D ] N

i ’“”—’-__;gzolved Sensory handlcapped.students, such asEZhe hard of ‘héaring, ' :

‘n Vi
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. R

can be acgomodated by providing trained interpreters:
TR

Other handicapped stucents are usually Pla¢ed in regular crograms

a

’ 2
. f

-~ 1h comprehensive 'schools. This occurs for several reasons. _First, °~ : -

P &

.

- - ~ . » . .
vocational schools tend to be more demanding and require students

L4 * .
o

to meet acaderiic and behavioral criteria.’ Secohdgfstaff at the cenders

/

?

a—— L

are more busrheSs oriented and thus tend to be less’ tolerant or atyolcai

. 1 N ,,/'

-

° s ..

" “behavior especially if it is pot%ﬁtiail? disruptive. *third, support | -

3

sexvices when available, &#re ‘provided only i
- ‘ - .

. - N

'scheals. For scheduling redsons, then,it is thought

schedule  handicapped students' vocational courses\}h

>
4 . bd -

L .
Providing wocational and. support sexrvices in the same

e alld

’ v
- <

. s ’ .: . .
makes the studénts' resource teachers and other acagemic eachers\more

¢ -

accessible to the vocational education teachers if 3°oblems shouié % - .

arise. In fact, nowever, not all comprehensive high
e, o . R

¢

. oY . N . . / T .
support.services. Their-presence depends on the willingness of *the prin-

-— .

“\\ - . ‘ ¢
. \ Yo, { . . . .
_c1pa1 Ea\support them. When support serv1ces are not
v \ \. . - .
cappec studentSaare expected £o function .in régqular pr

. »

'4£ae benefit éf special-servicesz. Their only alternative is pracemedt

- ! J

_,.4".

L in separate, self contalned speclaleeducatlon programs.
3

I - ¢ ’

educatlon 1n<a numbéIWQfASEQQEGa;Y sphools is a transltlonal or adaptive,

e ; - » ’
. J ‘.“,'f . R 5\ '

: Anothe* strategy used to serve'handlcapped students ln vocatlonal - Co

, T e

the comprehensive high" . )

i3

to be exXpedient to .

» 3 . - ¢

chonls oifer
PO ;

. e
P ! b
avallable, handi- &

« 2
.ograms Wl ne'ut

Y . / -

-

» ﬂ

prog*am whlch*comb’nes"the approacne5=or separate classes and malnstream;ng. ‘

- _vw ot
- 0. v -

?ypxcally,,special-educatlon students who have been in separate classes v ‘~§ -

'-"r .0 . . *”
‘ . R4 ‘-\- »., .. . L

,‘ e . - -
t " ’ -

fox ﬁhelr academlc education are glven thelr fIrst vocatlonalﬁeourse with ». }-

.

. L] e

that same, separate group. The,rat;onale for thlS approach lS that the

hd f 4 / . °

- -
ae

Lt e

. .o v r, ’ ,’. - i

4 .
)d

5 ’

students need“to be no@ed gradually to reqular programs; if they are : .- }

- wsn.
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sudfdenly plunged into a course with regular.students after having been —
" _ R ; ;'\ - . . . . U . 7 . " ’ L ) b '
S f in classes with only other special education students, it.is argued, they .

T : - .o i . R ‘
*will stand little chance ©f success. The first vocational course is usually -

H . . ‘ . . ’ N ’

. - ° . ) . L. . R . '
- exploratory, Students who find an area in which they are 'interested and -
. . N ) . o . L . . . . s
- N . . competént are then moved to a regular ciiingn.a trial basis. IZ thev ;
- - - oL - N < s
succeed, they remain in the class. If they do not,, they move back to )

- e v S , S . . -

. @ .. " oy . . N o N P -

R the transitional class to looK -£br ancother area in which they might N \

. . \ e “ . . . . . > . ot ¢

- succeed, Students who do not progress to a regular program are traine
in marketable skills in the separate class. '

LY ,

. . An additional, fr equenclv used st*ategy to supplement or'substltute

b > o©" 5
Zor vocational educ¢ation for ha?dicapped students is work experience.

— . s ‘ . -~ - . \\
i - Among vocational educators, it is agreed that the best form of'work . -»~ I
’ . , ‘ ' R .

PN -
- experlence 1ls a cooperative program. This program is coordinated with

t . - Y ' . e

students' vocational ¢education and is designed to _provide an-the-job
raining “in areas of’ employﬁent related to thelr course)or studv. The .

~ . L)

opportunities Zor “handicapped suudents benefltulng rrom coope*atlve pro-.

- . e
. s

, grags, nowever, are at oesttllmlted. Sincefcooperative'programs are .

VPR : c o S
3 . llmlted ho regular vecatlonal eaucatlon sxudents“ jmost hand~capped smu- . - .

o

- . hd a »

dents, are ppt even ellglbbe fbﬁ*;bém,

e 4 e . “ s

1en . they are el;g ble, ; : :
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v \{ . handlcanoedrstudents stand ilttle chanc' ;ng,selécted beéause Jpriogs .. o T
i ,~~-‘ - ,;‘ B - % et L -’”‘ -~ PEREEE T -~ ‘,:"; o~ J L. = - - . .‘ R
- : * ity fo* access is glveu.to the mgst able studenEs in those programs '

" - 3 “ . . . . . . ) ' Y

T Fandicapoed studénts aré much more likelv to part1c1bate in worx*stuav .,
’.‘: S - “’ . . - o w‘ - . 3 \ i .
- :rograms whlch are designed tb orlent students .to the general world of * -, - S

B v, . . ~ .
Y ~ .

Coar . wofk. In most LEAS, work. exper“ence is ootalned by plac1ng a spec1f1ed"‘ . 7
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) ’ numnex or nandlcaoﬂed students in CETA-funded in~school positions.. )
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+ Two Faceors determlne the ﬂuallty of the work exoerle nce programs: first,
N - 4

designation of 3 specific, job counselor or develgper for IPdicaooed‘r.s
3 ; =T .

students and second, the adoption o:igk11ls training

s an opgion Zfor
L 4

handicapped students. ..

[N

. . y ¢ . . .
It is clear, then, that-the ‘stxategies used to serve handigapped
N 1 J'_ . . .

. A > . < }
students, in regular vocational education programs as well uas “ih separate

3.

L
>

programs and work expehience programs,” vary in the range of vocational

options they orovide“and thle extent to wh’ch zhosesghions

, ‘ & Lo~
.level job- Skll In many cases, the optionsrfon,Qandi

.
-

are'limited py-factors over which the federal government has lit:le oxr

: e
na direct control. As wé have seen, vocae;onaleorf 1n/; may be limited;

Zfor example, by uhe resou*ces avallable to the, school. dnless-tge fadex
B . &

. . ‘e .

. . Ca s , . . S Pt . ’
govennment is willing to provlde digkrizts with «considerable addltlonal%

. .
..
d . , . ?

I -’ - y 1 ) N L) M . v . ; .
* funding (as it has done for.certain purposes’ in_the past), it cahnot -

~ . ~ v

substantially alter +he fact that anm area has no regionai.vocaffbnal schoo
’ T / o ’ R .

~or that the ove*alL demand for vocat’onal programs exceads the numner of

AR

- . : ’

A

.” Y
i places available. = _— I e ‘
M . . N R ,\.' 3 .. ‘7 ) - ~ 3 ' ‘
Thus, the most const*uctlve/&ederal role. in expandlng optlons fors ’7
B x § H ’Y" A:;’f’ N . V. & 1
,handicapped studeptS‘is not' legislative, but as,in dther areas, aéminis- |
! it ==C T .

~
’ .« & e . : . < »

- rative:l_OVAE:shogld work with the state yocafional,eddbation agencies

. _,«
- " . N ﬂ. ;

to prov1de techn cal asslsuanée tQ Yocal school dsstr;cts to ass15t tbe4

m " i 7

to dévelop ef:ectlve stvategles for serv1rgi§andlc£pbed s;udents with‘nj .
gn

3

- Lo

. ’ S i"'?' n
ehe structural and resourc= cons:g/antsxoﬁ each dlStrlCt.ﬂHDlstrl”tS mi
}\\ '«; "A, . 4 * M 1] - - ‘ e N v 4 * L
be-encguraged,r‘or example, to asSLgn/éeralfled vocatlonal lnst uctors
m‘ o .. £
¢ " “ - h '/'; *73,/‘0 N P T h
n, separate classes ‘or hgx;&ight e . .

5
tc teach handlcapbed studenes i




PR Y 1 . ° . R . . . > .
A e .. R ' “ ) < . . . . L ‘ 2 X ; . '.~
« »‘ " , . . %®
- g . L hd r I . . A P R
1 N 'y . . *
-~ . . L e ~ - " N . .
‘ - ‘. . Y @ }
: - - 88 - - . . -
' . ! ? v ’ - * ' * I
i . S , Va . ~ ta _ |
. . i *
v a*ded in' developlng a schedule which would enable resource teachers to
. \ .
LI . : N ) ~ . .

s
spend part of theirx day. or week ln vocational scnoois lnstead of limizing

. . . N N -
. * N .

". R : ., o . . -

. -their time to the comprehensive high schools. .
. ? I R : . . ' !
- . M . - - . . . . ‘,.t.
. . » Within this range of options for handicapped students in.vocational,
-

<. ‘ : - . * ’ .
aducation, the Nellum study identifies a relatively limiced set of . |
y Le - 4

u e .yt

etrateg;ee'for using;the VEA handicapped §et-ésides to, support or extend
A ,

. - ° L P

T, . »
these 'options. An important oojectlve in using the set-aside is often to

provide séed mongy o enéourage principals %o offer vocational programS' -
- * . -

. L for handicapzed studemz/. The special, educators who control the handi=
. 1] .

— > v . i

’ o .
. ?capped ser~aside in
. }

many districts feel that this is a C“LClal first step

t

. e . a2

. ‘ ‘ ~ .
. ' in’developinyg options for h&hdicapped students because most dirsctors of ‘
. . l' * R \' . R l‘ . .
. : . ) - .o, . .
“\b spec1al education have no Zormal authority over the instructional programs,
: ¥ .

- = . -
Py

at tne*nlgh scnools. \Support of the building brincipal who does heyij
: =

-

o

- . .
- -~ authority is therefore crucial. .

-

The major Use of the'set-aside in’ Nellum's 15 sample eites is the
4 L . . ’ @ ':\ . .'
aurchase of ecu;gment and materla;s for ssparate vocational programe qu
- . - ‘vd < . e @. ﬁu: -0 % ) .
- ,the handicapped. in the two sites wnlcn rely on work experience as theé’

‘
5 . » e
4

W . . pr;mary strategy -or serv’ng handléapped students, set aside funds are
. o o. g'\- ¢ N

. " used to'oay for part of the..saldries of" work coordinators.’ .
20 - '. .\ . <\. ~1° ‘ . ';\‘
s+ . Less frequently, setaside funds.:&e eééd to sﬁpport other activities.

- f bl R ! .
y . f?‘ oot \“ e ")

) ?% a few 1n9tances, ‘for examole, the.set-asxde enpoorts the establlshment of
’ .3. : ' . N '

. .vocetlonal'evaluatlon centars, usnally in moblléekans nnxch travel among
. , \ ¢ . T\ s o . .
schools. he purﬁbse‘of thesé cenlers is to incrlr
,‘f e‘ handlcapped é"uents 1 reguiar proavams b;iorovkl'
* E absessments or the student ' vocational lnte*ests anig ilities tnrough ) ;

» 1 4 kit 5[ e

-~

A'.b"‘ « °* \x .

L standardized . testlng and analy315 of samp;e worx behav16 s. The expected
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outcome of

.

the assessment i

i5“a rational,
. ‘
, .

-

individualized vocational

r

. 1

N .
‘ .

«

their programs would become cdumping groups for problem st
& ’ ‘
them that the handicapped students can

<

Surprisingly, set-dside funds ar

-

¢ °
the Nellum sample, énly ene site used Zunds in this

.

P?

‘N
-, - N . . - ’ .
for interprecers for-hard-of-hearing scudents placed 1n the regular voca-
3 hd : ' a
tloral programs at ¥ skills center.
o~ s ;
. of” this stratsgy
5 * . ‘

.

One reason cited Zor the:lack of use
’ .
3 - a . - J "
1s state constraints on the use of funds. Another
reason is reluctance on the part of school vocational adm*nistrétor§ to
) v

- 9 \
« 5

e

~

¢

use. VEA funds- for supbort

)
3

.

services since they .felt that such serviges
are already available ané adequately funded through stace and federal
special education programs.

¢
) .
Also, VEA funds are

-
°
.

L

that vocational

A ]
N

s
*
\
.

educaticn

>

not used Ior in-service training despite

.
®

indications
teachers lack the critical skills needed
successfully wich handicapped students. And VEA funds are rarely used

to work
foricurriculum revisions: - in very few cases are vocational education
teacners asked or provided wi

.
o e

Ll

th resources from any source tq make signi,ficandE
shifts in their role behaviors or egxpectations about the curriculum for

1 ] - . .
. -
handicapped students.

In many cases, vocational educat

. IR
ors argue). curriculum
modifications are not made because a major sktate criterion for pr%graﬁ ‘
+ , assessment is the number of students placeé in jobs related ‘to .their
training: curriculum modifications, as they see it, would weaken their ,
. . e .
‘ y . .. .
ability to meet-this goal. .
. e N ) '
4 .
. Q )
A

\
A
- 38 |

to be included in the IZ?. In providing this plan, special educa;oré

e used only infrequenﬁly‘to“provide
Vo,
éupplementqry services to.handicapped students in ‘regular programs. In
-
i

:

udents'ég Showing
performjadecuately.

ay 3-'§pecifiqally¥

plan.

;
hope to alleviate fears often axpressed by vocational educators that
, . , - ; N : - » o~
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These patterns of use o

the -VEA set-asides suggest that secondary

n

districts should be encouraged and assisted to use these “unds

<4

* . -

in a wider variety of ways. One means- of accomplishing this is to provide

¢

N .

[

technigal assistance. Another is to ease the admin%Stration of these

> > ‘ ~ .

- .

funds by eliminating th% excess ¢ost requirements. As described in the

-

—
earlier section on State Behavior and Implementation, a number of woca-
)

~ . i

tional administrators argue that the’'set aside funds are used conservatively «
: %3 R

\

begguse school districts fear that their claims for reimbursement will

be disallowed as a ggsult of- inadequate documentation of excess costs.

Also,

states which set limits on }he'use of set aside funds could b»e

<

-

- M = L
. - . . R

£

required to remove their limits so_that districts can have maximum flex-
» .

.

s ?

ibility to use the set asides to best meet their needs. :

s hj

.

.
.

Even with Such changes, however, we must recognéze that the set-aside

allocations to inddvidual districts are small. In the Nellum sample, for

4 \ .
EN 4 -] .
ex?mple, nandicapped allocations range. from $2500 in a small rural district

to

in

$7§,600 in'a large distzict with.a number of schools to be seryed.

. C. . - . . . ¢ . e
most cases, then, the 7EA funds available can oarg;y,shpport one.strategy

’

» 3

. -

a year let alone several, so that,the range of stvahegves within any

-~
. ..

single district may. always be limited. Still, technical assistance can’

aid local districts in making more creative and ‘“effective use of even

limited funds, £ ’ .

A

malnst eam enrolled handlcapped students whenever possible while prov1c1ng

[ 3

-

.
- . .
.

. - «

he posy-secondary Tevel, many’ community colleges attempt to

]
’ b .

1)
.

. .

the Support’ services neces§ary to succeed. The most common structures for

/ .

. ~a ’

providing support services are-a handicapped or exceptifnal student office
* » o : .

, -
or a diagnostic intake center which serves all students. Far ‘less
o= TR - .3

¥
. .
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handicapped. A third strategy sesn somf/commun~tv Po‘leges is to

center to supplement the center's activities for'the benefit of, handi- .
3 .

. . . < - . .
_. . * t - 91l - = -
. \ hd —
frequently -- in fwo of Neéllim's 15 SLtes, for example ~- community
EEp S - p ” = <
colleges develop separate vocarional training programs or gkills ’ . . A
Y A : J

. !
centers to meet the occupational and emplovment needs of handicapped

- .
<

stuqents, especially the egiuca.ola mentally .retarded and-gae ohysically ’

a
.

-

.o . W N T . .
place responsibility for obtaining necessary assistance for handicapped :
N x } - ;

. . 'g

students on the reqular college counselors. In these instances,
. - » '
e B B N -

[}

Lo P . 2= :
he counselors solicit nelp from other faculty and staffon'a case-

*J. M .

[ ., - .
C&VSE Lasis. |, . » a
v? ! ' . \ .

. ’

-
-

U‘

.7 . ¢ -
ConSLStenb with these sg-ategves and in contrast with the use of
funds at the secondary level, the set-aside funds Zor nancicapped -

. ¥ -
* B
t-secondary students are usad orimarily to ordvide support type -

‘ « A *o
\ . N PY

rvices. Special counseling, guidance and individuq}ize&‘proggam

. 14 . N Y - ‘e .
olannlng acu; ties are the services most often cited oy acdministrators
- \ .
in the Nellum sample. Since many of these services are available to ,
) E2 SN . . .

) IS

all.students, VEA funds are used to purchase the services of a staff

~ rh

s
aember to focus primarily on the needs of the handigépped studants

— -

enrolled in occupational programs. VEA funds are also used in some R <t

arger community colleges which havé established an exceptional student

. . - / . R

capped vocational students. . .

-

Thus, it appears that community colleges are more successful @
. . e : - -

than secondary schools in serving handicapped students individually

A
.
- [N P

by providing support services which enable them to participate in . ) .

- . . . ’ . - 1 : .. )
reqular classes, and that'they use, their VEA Iunds to'supgort this. o

« . .
. 4 -
< . ©
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service strategy. One partial explanation of the*difference between
« - (g
- ¢ secondary and post-secondary institutions™is that cogmunity colleges
< . . *
. . N . - d
have greater institutional Ilexibility than high schools 2nd vocational
. - , * . - .
’ schools. Because they must continually york to maintain or expand * -
¢ [ , ’ “ “.
L. . . -t . . o . fa . R .
. . their student pody, they emphasize tne_neéa\to be responsive to § ’
) . v N : Y 4 b . ¢ )
{

N . . . ) . o - . . .
~wide range.of’ community needs including providing assistance to special
N ) ’ ) ) . . . ] -

needs populations. A-second, more importantk explanation lie$ in the

~ diZfferepnces in the student bodiss: Secondary institutions are compelled
¢ e . . * Y .

¥ ¢

- o ’

v ) ov law, o grovide a free oublic education &£¢ all nandicapped szudents.
. 4 P

- ¢ d

AY

v N * . ] : -
Community colleges are urder no similar mandate and thgre:o_g,énroll

e
. © -
&

‘nhandicapped students in-relatively small numbers and with tvodcally
, N X y

. -
- -~

i . h .
- . less severe handicaps than secendary schools: And within this restricted

-

.
.

- ~ » k4
- .

. . .-
population, community colleges tend to serve gnly those students who

- <
.

identify themselves as handicapped br whose disability is’'visible.

These observations have two implications for assisting handicapped
- P M { * ~

,
‘ . <« - 4

. studehts in vocational sducation. First..service delivery

* p—

Y

. . . N . .
cannot automayically be geneyalized Zrom the post-secondafy to secondary
- . . .~ .

. - -

. L I
levels: high schools can be encouraged to establisn resource and .
- * . ‘ - .

disagnostic centers for handiéapped,s%udenté, if they do not Flready,.
: ‘ ) :

. ' » . N ‘. ’, :

.

have them; but we cannot expect that thase services will fully ad@gess

- . L 4 . . .
. . ” .
B the needs' of all handicapped students ip £he school. Second, post—‘§
. | o . . .
. secondary institutions should be encouraged to undertake a moré system-
. - ¢ * -
. <4 .

_atic identificatidn of all handicapp®d students and to extend their out-\

\ .
- reach efforts t~ handicapped students. N v . !

o
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2« Disadvantaged

¥

.

) .
.’ .

*
dtudents
is tHat the majority of attention goes to the. academically disadvantaged:
. + . ¢ - . .
economically disadvantaged students receive very little attention,

The major finding about strategies for serving disadvarstaged

-wespecially in terms of spending the WEA set-asicde.

-

sadvantaged ' - ) ?
/’

The tgree strategies usually used by school administrators to serve

. Academically di

¢ R 3 1 4 ¢« ° > ’
aqademically_gisadvantaged students arg: .
. o »

.

e remediation, apart from' participation in .vocational

iastruction;
~ . '

> Lt . - . . N “ , . . .
® a combination of remediation and voeational education instrucftion
- \- in regular programs; ‘and

N~ -
\

Y

-

,

EY

+ @ separate vocational instruction and work experiehce.
¢ . Remediation

2

. A) ) .
in ‘bagic skills dreas 1is the priqﬁzy.strateg?'ﬁéed

because services

-

3

e ¥
Zor academically disadvantaged students are usually
controlled by central district administrators not wocatdonal educators..
- L . ! RURE
Generally these remedial classes are.not linked to vocational Rrogr

i
N .
ams
e ’ -on. P .. ]
#nd, participation in them, in
bl 4
' '

A .
fact, frequently precludes carticipation
in vocational education. " The
all school distric

acguisition’ of basic
ts has priori

skidls in almost

- o
ty over partication in wvocational
educationy. This is particularly true in districts whi

3

ch have adopted’
- : A : ) "‘./ 1- s . .
* state or local minimum competency rgeuirements for high sc

.

.
P

' . ‘ t
hool graduation.
- In such instances, #focational educatiord is considered an elective '
. “" ) ’ i ‘ . . . . , . v
optiop. TI# students want to .graduate wi
. B ! -~

th a réqular diploma, they.

y . . . - . N » . I3 .-
must enroll in remedial academic classes designed to prepare them for

. (
- “
the' competency .exam, and such enrollfient does not.leave time fo . ¥ .
vocationdl education., In other cases, successful completion of .
L Q ‘ ‘ o
- ’EMC - . E ' i . >,
S, T
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- . R Al . “
competency exams is, a formal Srerequisite for enrdllment in regular

¢ - .
.

vocational education classks. Remedial classes may also cause scheduling
L) 'S .

- conflicts: even when §tudedts are not pronibitéd from taking vocatiohal

education by. hezavy couyse loads or entrance reguirements, remedial classes.
: N o .

. L4 v : -

may meet at the samp time as the vocatienal classes they seek to take,

| 4 . . . ~— . .

The strategy of'aisisting acédemically disadvantaged students through
, 4 N R . ., N . . . )

Ve [} N
. rarely used: seldom is basic skills instruct%on geared to specific needs

» - .
- .
. . 4

[ ‘ .
in a vocational-prog#¥am or conversely is wocatienal education used as the
—~ - S s N S s s
! means of remediating ceficiencies 1n basic skills. ©One example of this
approach, which is widely used in some areas, however, is the Individudlized
- v 8 -

- . ] .
Manpower Training Svstem (IMTS). The IMTS is an individualize&, auto-
o , . A . 4 .
. . . : . . . . . s © .
. mated system and in most cases, ralated to vocational training. While

.
AY - -

it i$ used for students who-are generxally lacking in basic skillsy, it

}S also used by vocational instructors td refer students who axperience .

. . -\ ¢
difficulty with academic concepts related to a pariicular” vocation. .

- . 3 . . - a ) ;
The thisxé strategy --serving dcademically disadvantaged scudents in -

. o e £y 2 -

separa;é vocational education programs -- is usually reserved for severely
‘ y
. - « —-D « 4 v
disadvantaged students whose academic performance is severaf‘years beld®,

. .

by ) . . . . . ’
grade level and who have behavior problems and for an overlapping group;

. .

.

- »
potential dropouts %po will not remain in school in a regqular program.

4 - ~ A}

, Almost all of these programs combine vocational’skil} development, some .

’ (S . >

- Pl

tvpe of work exggfience and, to a limited extent, academic skill develdp-
L + 1 A -

ment. . The Work Experience and Cérger Exploratfon,?ro@ram (WECEP) , offered,

«  for example, i{m Wisconsin and Illinois is a highly strlctured program

R '

N : ’ - M » .
. of work expepience and related classes for fourteen and fifteen vear old -

-

‘1,.0* i . - °
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potential i;ppoucs: The procram is not f“plf aimed at providing ' --

«

< . ’ . .
vocational training for eritry level job skills but seeks to keep —

students' in school:so that they can later eriroll in vocational edu-

- .
- » .

ycation courses.
¢ N
Thus, the major issue in providing assistance to academically
- . A3
- . -
, @¥advantaged students is not the predominance of separate ¢lasses, ,

v v a

as it is with handicapped students, but the gar betweenaremediation

.. ‘ , r

. . \ . . - . ) . .
basic skills and the provision of vocational "education. The- use

v
. - . [

separate programs Zor the academically disadvantaged.is less fre-

~ .
quent than Zor fhe handicapped and seems agpropriate Zor severely

L)

’ -' . " rs )
disadvantaged students and potential drop outs; separate programs

b1 -

~ 3

. which group academically disadvantaged students with handicapped

°

Y . . -
as is discu®ged elsewhere, . ;
‘ »

~ 0 .

The lack of coordination between remedial and vocational pro-

.

students and racial and linguistic minorities are not appropriate,

. s )
grams for the academically disadyantaéed'can ce addéressed initially

v

. »
e . .

y adding,a policy statement to the compensatory education laws, similar to

VEA policy on mainstreaming. The policy would simply state that remediation pro-

» ~

. ' . . s . N . . .
vided to academlca;gy disadvantaged students should »e provided ‘
'« whenever ﬁossible in conjunction with their program of vocational

Y S . 1 e et i i
»"edlcation and that every effort should be made to avoid scheduling
& .
) . o , N
“nd course regujirement conflicts between compensatery programs and
’ »
‘o voéationél education. As we have seen with mainstreaming, however,
. .

such a policy statement alone will not be:an adeguate impetus for

.

~

major changes ih the system.' It must be supported bx_technicél

©

b

»
assistance to local school—dist;ﬁcts to provide' them with strateg;es‘

2

for achieving better coordination in areds such as improved scheduling
k4 ° - &

« !
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and joinc program design.

The use of the disadvantaged set-asidé/zs-support'
' . ' 4 R
-

academically disadvantagdd students varies in large measure with the

- - 2

method used to distribute funds among schools within districts. ‘In
-

these districts with a aumber of high schools and in which funds are
. ¢ L ’ . v

allocated for all schools’providimg vocational education, the funds *

-

- v
i

Mvailable to each schodl tend - to be limited. Theéy arg mgst ofiten used,
M v . - ' - ;. N ’ .
t . ’ N - - *

. . $e .
.. therefore; to hire .an aide a part-time .teacher to provide tutoring or
- ‘ N ~ . »

. - v ] - v o« ! N ’- . 2 N
remedial ingtruction. Ia those districts, wheré che funds are targeced °

.
- -

X, N N Lo
to a few schools or projects, they are more often used to supoor: inno-
- . " .

.vative or pilot vocarional programs Zfor academically’disadvantaged
R .
nandicappes set-aside,’ local districts should

[

studencs. AaAs with the

‘.. \ .
be encouraged and assisted to-use these funds creatively to meet their

—_— P
. ' -~

needs, in serving disadvantaged students' . * : b

v * .

At the community colleée level, the emphasis im sgrving academically
. s . 3/7 . . . )
, éisadvantaged students is on individualized instructiqg. E%therfttudents
¥ , , - L :
are placed in remedial Cclasses before veginning their regular, college

?

- “
~

coursework, or if é v, in their reqular vocational

-

~

. - L4
classes, they are most frequently referred to a resource center.,. The
’ 3

'’ ' . .

t . . . .
resource center provides gssxsténce through programmed instruction

(either testéook or computer-based), tutors or small group instruction.
+ rd M -

N .

. . Lo, . : )
» In large urban areas, the programs for the academically disadvantaged

» . ‘.

are enormous. ’ s ’

VEA set-aside funds are generally used to support pilot programs

LY - . K . . -

. e . . <o —
for academically disadvantaged students or to increasé the size and,

. s . : ) .
scope of the on going remedial and support services programs. e
\ : )
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Economically disadvantaged ' .

. R . [N ‘ s d
Far less attention is'given to etongmically disadvantaged than ,
‘. - ) - . — *
¢ academically ‘disadvantaged’ students ik vocational education-at the’
, . [
v - . .

.‘. 3 % . ~ » ‘. ) -.
secondary lavel. y Tyoically, SRrvices provided to economically dis-

. . . . . . .
. advantaged students are noc focused on their, educational development,.
! ¢ . “ ) ) ' ¢ v v ! °
4 Instead these students are assisted with health' or nutritien programs,
. - . . . ® . *
. ‘or more frecuently %erk-studyapréqrams.. The work-studv programs., often ‘
’, . ’ .

] - . -

cuality. Some pay careful attention £o the

.

funded by CETAjwvary in .

— -

1]
»qualicy of the cdak¥eer/vocatiornal comporent to ipsure’that the work .

. .
° st f : N AN
. « . M . - - . - . - L] e
. T axperience @ls meaningful ané that students.receive some Jormal cuyidance -
. . PR 1 *
t Y ’
’ . . . - o.._ ‘. . N :
¢ activities. Other programs do not formally address the edubgtrional »p

) . . ). .
aspect oY the work experience program but’ leave.many work-related igsues

- . \
s fove a0 ' - .. . )
to be addressed in ‘informal ways. School administrators in the Nellum - -
. —— I . - - =
L. - . . ~ . . fo. .’ : s »
study feel that these programs are critical ' motivators for low.income P
B i - N .

. i ‘ \' . N ¢
students at thelr schools. Most admitted, however, that the number
& .- . ) - ’ . ' y £
of slots available, in .these programs is seldom sufficient to meet the
* . . ’ ¢

DI S . ’ .

- .

. - 'demand; s - N _ . ) -

. - L] 0
N - ) . N ' Lt e -
’ There are no special programs, either academic or vocational, thact, .
t ‘" . 0 -

-~

address low income students solely. Participation in vocational pro-

» . ’ ” . ¢

grams is based .-not on financial status but on student intgrest and

~ .
a .
<@ .
] . .

'abili;? to meet the entrance requirements. .The special classes which are

P

- ’ éeveioped are targeted to students needing educational assistance: the
. .o . < . - 2

academically di%advgntaged and the nandicapped. To. theé extent that

3 .

-~ . econofically disadvantaged are served in these special classes, it is
P . becauge they are assessed -- or assumed.-- to have these other special needs;
. . . * . L B . . N‘\ ) .

. as well, ’ . -
i . : .. o, %
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Consistent with .this pattern of services, secondary school districts

-

& -

. .

rarely use VEX set-~asides to fund specific programs or projects which '~
r
focus on the economically disadvantaged. OFf the 15 sites in five staces -
- ¥ « . L] R
- . . 4 ‘- * ' ) : u
s . vigited by the Nelldm .study, only the school édistricts in Florida use -
. ré - A d . +

. . . R
v -

set-aside Zunds for work study programs for the economically disadvantaged.
- ) .
- . o . ¢ s, - . s -
X Even in these districts the number Qz\work study slots receiving support
N R . . : -

. is quite «limited. > .
] ‘ . P

- b

At the post secondary level,  the basic strategy for serving economically

&
®
.

disadvantaged studersss is to provide financial assistance. This assistance

’ - . - - - . - . A y :
takss many forms and is provided according to, individual needs. Vocational
L]

. -

. education funds are tapped to suppor:t work study programs. The major

* Probiem facing financial z2id officers in both rural and urban areas is -°
. o _ )
- funding sufficient firancial aid te support the increasing number of
. . . ’_n;.‘ =

B v

AR students who are seeking higher edueation and who are in need 4f Zinancial
L3 . ¢

- -~ - ' »
aid. - . g ¢ - . .

~ - - . 4

) e

. . *
Community calleges also oZten play a major role in service delivery

/ . R .
-to the economically disadwvantaged through CETA. In manV areas, the local
4 ~

CETA prime qunsd% contracts with the community collé¥e and technical
- ( :

. N . -

\ , .
- institute to provide serviges ranging f£rom needs assessment to skill °° .

~ ..

training. In some cases ‘CETA pays the tutition costs™for its clients
. .. » -

s ' »

to enroll-in regular vocational education programs. In other <ases, it
. . . 4 .\ .Y ’ [N ) \ . -
. .- . 174
. .Cevelops its own separate programs.and contracts for college facilities
s . . ’ t
~ and staff. , : ) . .= S
[y ' . i ' ‘. . -

Hence at both the secondary and post-secondary, levels, the opjective

of the sérvices'provided to economically disadvantaged students is to ease
Q- ' . . ; L. - . ’

their fipancial hardship;knot to provide special assistance in vocational
-, - 4 o

‘ -

) ‘ H - . ' . .

o . education. ,This finding supports the argument made in the previous section

)': ' (S - . - ’ : ) " > . ‘ .
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- that ecoromic disadvantagement is not by itsel? an-appregriace criterion ’ P
: - » s N ‘ .‘ \
. Zor student eligibilicy for special educational services. Congressy. ———— -
: . - - ° . . d
therefore, ‘should consider restricting tae definition of disadwahcagéd -
Y
4 N Cad -

. . * o N . L.
" individuals to the academicallv disadvantaged and give zridrity to
“ -, -

] * ‘economiéally dis\advantagemer’c by target:ing funding to economically °-
N . . 4

A} . -y

- ‘ N
depressed areas -or schools. . . : 'ﬁgr
- . °

—- . 4
3. Limited+~Enclish Proficient
1}

» - ~ N ~ ‘ % ' -
- . . N . g = : - & .
. At the secondary lavel, there are faw vocational educac:ion strategias

)

- —

4 r R
to meét the needs of LIP s=udents. 3ilingual #nd ZSL ‘programs are
. T ' ' .

typically aimed at the-elementary and middle grades.wl:;REhe assumption
. ’ . . : W’ .

T . LR S
in EZnglish by the time they reachrhigh

&, e
1&s are-proficien
.

(or

that IED stude

3

J

&
tually none, of the school disgricts

- . - . . 0
o - -

chool. 1In the Nellum sampla, vi

n
"

. L . s - . . ¢} , .
. nave develored a bilingual or ISL vocat:ional sducation strategy, or nave
/ N B
, . . . -. . . . -- ‘g. -
escaplished supplementarny support pdrograms “or LEP students enrolled *
. L 4 - . )

o . . e

: . Yoo . ’ . . s e . .

. in regular wvocational eaducatien. Since students entering high school. -
. A x . '

‘are no longex consicdered LZP; they are, therefore, expected to compete

f o for vocational options available to all students. At the .same time -hat
¢ : f. o L ' ’
no special conSLQeratLQns ars made for linguistic capabilities, nowever,
. . ~
N » . : ‘
’ former LEP students often are categorized as academically disadvantaged

. v - - c, . . . - ) - - ,
‘vechise of poor performance on aciddemic achievemefit tests. In small
. . . e

N .
. . . [ , .

or rural communities:where the number of no -En7lish spekaing studencs

.
~ . - .
. ~ ’ s 4

is small,' LEP students;llike all spécial needs popual;iohs; arg assisted ..
B ' ~ « ;- R g
3 . . v . . . .

5 . . A : ’ L RS .
= Dby 1lndividual teachers pon a personal basis.
. - . ¥ .

. !

. . : . ..
4 ‘ While the informal approach is undoubtedly appropriate in small ° - .,
AIEEEN . . M :
. . - ‘ N )
districts, tife lack of attention to LEP studentsin larger districts |
. P ) . . ’
- - LS - -
B . >~ . : ~
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should be changed. 'Phe fact' that these students appear in disadvantaged

classes suggest that their need Zor assistance nas not been_eliminated
[} [ N g [ A

in elementary .school as administrators claim. Again, this in an area

addressed bp&ter by giministrative guidelines and technical assistance

- - )
rather than bdv legislative mandate.

s .

‘ s ‘ ‘- . .'.
The effect of the, VEA on:services to LEP students is more visible

at the tost-secondary level. The overwhelming cdesire to serve the

. .
3

: N 3 PO SRR S I ] D )‘v [ M
community coupled with the'ability to plan and orchestrate both internal

+
- - P
.

and extarnal rescurces have .led to the successiul acceptance and impleg-

. - - 2 . . - . - » :
mentation of programs and activities Zor special. needs populations )
) R : -
generally; and LEP students in particular in community, collages.
H = M

’

e most consist®nt pattarn of sexvice deliverv at the community,college

level to all LE?P stugents, including those in occupational programs,.
; . %%“

v

AT -
I

' . . iad . . . - ' -
SL instruction: n addition to structured 2SL courses, studencs .
) .

1

is

.

axperiencing language difficulties in both acadefic and vocational

1

: L. R i . . : .
s, courses-are often referred to the liBrary, media center OZ guidance

b B
. . L -

g o i Tia: e . e A rans PRI
office for individual assistanca. Despite this attention, within the

”

Nellum sample, ‘only the coﬁmunr%gwcolleges in California werg able to
N RO - : ’ s

.

.~ ldentify special services for,tEP students iuﬁded with VEA disadvantaged

A J N R . 5

La = ) s . T
set-aside funds. These are vocational ESL ‘activities™up contrast with.:
LS . . E
. . e .
AReA o H

7 : ’ : .
. : pe e PR R [ T - . \
the academic ES§‘ac;1v1b1es discussed earlier. The efforts are new

I P

and modest bug include a wide range of activities such as:

. . . “*

- ar

e linking thé;BSL curriculum to language skills critical in

. .

. occupational programs; ' - .

~ - Ll

-
!

ES

P

)
vy,

# using bilingual aigeskfér individual ahd“s@all group instruction ..’

E
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B . . * o . s L v,
. ' s . /' st " = .
¢ . N . * -
n. 1, . to LEP studen%s-;n oqcupatlonai,programSﬁ
e K v, . . o . -~
Y A EIN s
. L ve anslatlng, modd,ylng and develoolng curriculum’ mate 1 als .
L .
H ta ) ) - . e
* i . for LE? studeats in‘occupational brograms; and - . v
4 ) ¢ using bilingu%} shop instrxuctors to provide ocgcupational e
A u;% =, - L .t ‘ . N . .
- @ . training to LE? students.. .o ’ '
. . ‘-,l - N . .« . s N
s Ty - These approaches, sound useful and appropriate -- and would be
' g 4 < A .
! v, v . - . N ~
F' . -} . helpful at secondyxy as well as post-secondary levels -- but each
. e - .- . .
w o i , ‘ . <
; e requlres.substantial~resource§. They would seem to be appropriate,
. . . . L] < =

N therﬁfore, on;y in agércxg; Wluh large =nougn oopulatlons of LEP
[l - ; . ’, -

i s;udents'—- who speak t e’ same language -- to warrant a considegrable
) . « . - : < v :
- investmgnt of resources. : R - s 7 ‘
- ) ) , » = - . R .
~ . % . N ‘té . i
©, 2lanning ‘and’ Reporting‘Activities . Ay ? :
, .o

Anoéherzstrategy for supporting servicés to quﬁﬁal needs poph;
,“ .‘('\ . & . '«.~
lations i§-td‘plan for those serviceé within a cohprehenéive framework
\u‘ . ,. -~
of an assessment of student needs, the developmnet'of[program strategies
- .« - > < “..

Zor mee;iqq thosé needs and the identificwtion~of thi’résources re-
. - ‘ . Y v’ Al

N . !
" quired to supégrt the strategies. The presea¥ce of local planning for
. s .
séecial needs populations signals that the'local agency is giving
. L} .

.
——— . . .

oA PR .
) attention to those populations andaconsrdékétlon to what serwvices should
. » » 0 R
r S . » 1 . - . .
' ‘be_provided. .The result of such planﬁigg hopefully is ‘services that
N - . L R . .

. At ‘_\ . e ' i

are effective in meeting the needs &f the students. * - '

e . . . “ . ©
* )

' - L]
* s Requireﬁents for‘ylgﬁninq tpgegher with requirements to report on
1 4

- that plannlng Ean alsg sarve a$ a mechanlsm through .which the federal
- \ a

. . government can ln:luence service delivery to specxal "needs populatlons.
- ~ N -

- kS v 9 “

- ’ Repdrts on loca&,plans for service delivery provide a basis for federal
S Ay R ] .. . ~ . ‘

- - A
- . 'y -
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administrators -~ or .state administrators acting as thelr agen;s - b
< - .
determlne whethe* local ax actices are consistent with «federal law and R
. \
. . p . . . .
intent.‘ These reports a--.aoorocrlate in assessing how a district is’ N

4 .
i o . . L

both complying with a sgecizid policy, such as the definition of handi-
- . » * ~
N K ) Y . , .

. . 3 1 B i
" capped students, and addressitg areas without detailed policy regquire- - - .

ments, such as the specific strategies to be used to meet the needs .

.

of academically disad¥antaged students. ", . .

. -

- B « e . *
As a mechanlsm for federal inteyvention, reports on local 2lans -
. . . v .
. * A & . "f‘ .
are sxml’a* to the strategy of te:hnlca’ assxstance emanaSL’ed through-

' . . L4 .

. . . . . -

out, tie paper. 3ath arse process rather than content stratégies‘and as ' “

f - b
:§such neither directly dittdtes local action. as funding and policy re-
- “ [y . . . .
. L]
Juirements do.. But baqth are especially valuable ia situations whers
*

-
. ¢ ‘ . *

a detalled federal col*cy specvazng, o“ example, a particular‘pro-

€ . ..
gram format to be used by all school districts;is not appropriatg. .

i

° . . E] .
The most effective role for the federal governmentin this case is to

-

.

-~ . . .
set broad policies and then aid local,districts to develop strategies

L] e b ”

to conform with those tolicies but a tailored to the needs, structure .

‘and :esourceg of that district. Technical assistance and planning
- . ) 1 T )

.requirements are consisteht with’that role.’ \
~ . \‘? ) . . .\ ] ’ ‘ﬁ‘.z PR
Despite tné potential valué of comprehensive planning, many local -

“ .
.
~ . N .

agencies appear to:do-liétle planning for special needs populations. .

- L] ‘ * : - \ 0
In some instances; there is planning for a target population but it does ) :

not "include planning for participation‘in Vocational education. The
Nellum study finds, for example, that therge is virtually no vocational

* '
- - . e . - -

_education program plarnning fqr limited-English proficient at the secondary
. * t

level or for economically disadvantaged students at either the secondary
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or costysecondary level (which is not surprising given that-there are
generally no sgecial vocational education services Ior these groups) .

AN

. .
” -

In other !nstances, some planning is done but it tends to ve organized
- L]

around funding sources rather than target populations,_hnd moreover

does not elways involve vocational educators even when planning voca-

- N .
.

tional education strategies. Generaily: planning for handicapped

< [

.

scudents in vocational education is done by special educators, not

. ’ C R L . )
vocaciornal educators even when it iavolves planning the expenditures
’ - 0
07 =he set-asides. The advantage to this approach,-however, :s that
. - 7

‘ ¥ ~ - . . .,
zhe special educacors also control state and fsderal special education

.

funds, and often coordinate the use‘*q: these funds with VEA
. - s ° ]

here is no similar coordination Zor the other special needs, populations:
! . . . NG 2
Plans for providing assistance to academically ¥isadvantage

» . -

students in vocational education are also typically, made by staff other -

than vocational educators; vocational educatjonal staff are usually
: i .

)

esgonsible only Zfor -planning separate vocational programs for these

-~

i @is case, however, having central office staff do the

4

olanning does not gven result in the cqgrdinatediuse of all resources

&

for academically disadvantaged students; functions are assigned by

.
* . o

funding sources and the staff typicall? do not work together.

Given the weakness of many Dlanning efforts’ #oh special populations,
. - * e

Congress should consider adding requirements to the VEA to focus'greater

attention on §lanning. This could.qg done either by strengthening the

I

curreat requirements for local applications or by adding new reguirements

Y-

for local plans. N i

-
Al
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The b A curr ntly requires:app lidations°rrom all local agencies: ' .

¥ . ’
- . ' , [y
seeking VEA {unds. . These applications are to -1clude, among other
~ . EY s’.

4 ° things, l). an assesgment of local needs and a description of how the .

‘ . “‘ . 4 n -
-‘proposeé programs will'meet those needs- and 2) a description of how . -

- Q

N . > . . v
- h # ’ °
vocational egucation programs will be coordinated with resources supported

by other funds. Thus, basic componentsg of local plans are already

°

c . included in existing requirements. The applications would have to be

. v
) . P N ‘

changed in £wd ‘ways, nowev,-, to Ye useful in encouraging local planning .o,
".
¢ for special needs populations. First, the law or regulations should . .
N .

- 4 .

. require that the applications specifically address special needs zop-

v . . .
.

ulations. Since the current recuirements cover all programs for which AR
- a discrict is seeking ‘“A assistance, special needs programs should he
. 3 . 3 < . . - ., ‘. ‘
. c ingluded but the requirement woulé be stronger if special populations
i ) ) (
’ - are mentioned specifically. Second, and perhaps more difficult, the .
L L. - PN . '\

applications must become more substantive. an analysis of the appli-
3 " " A

cations in the 15 sample statessin the Abt study reveals chat they

currently tend to be weakvand compliance oriented: rather than con- : .

. . .

. taining descriptions oF programs, activitigs and coordination efforts,

they contain statements of assurance of compliance with regulations.

‘ ‘Changing\the content®of the applications will depend0on~the state

’ .
< “ - )

. _agencias taking an aggressive role since it is to the state agency
- ’ . . . f
that the applications are submitted.
* .

¢ ~ -—

L An alternative to‘reshaping the local applicaciqn is to add a

v - . ) . . 3 . ; . M .

new requlrement for a local plan for vocational education. Special

. o o g : . -

populations could either be treated in one section of a comprehensive
"plan for :all .vocational programs, as is reduired now in some states, or

T } in a . plan solely devoted to these groups. In the lan, local agencies

:
e B R - .
- . *
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would describe:

e

“
ry

their assessment of needs for service;
. I8

strategies for meeting needs;
-

use of VEA funds to meet needs; ‘and
¥

‘e cogrdination %ith other resources.

M . s ~
-

. . ) s 2 .
The weakness of. relying on ®ither a revised application or a local

plan to encourage planning efforts is that, like allyrequired documents,

.they run the yisk of being produced for compliance purposes only: they

> .
~

may not. serve as an impezus for reaf'plénning but instead be viewed

as a burcen which issnot worth the small amount of+VEA funding obtained.
i ~
. . .

To minimize -this risk, the requirements for the documents should be simple:
» -

[ R . ) . . ’ . . .
and programmatically oriented: the emphasis should be cn descriptions

. . . . b v
of activities and processes rather than the presentation of detailed

- .

statistics: information,which is already submitted in another document
1

should not be reguired. Also to minimize the risk that the applications

» . . . . .
or plans will simply be complxanc% documents, the state vocational

education agencies, £o whom the documents are submitted, shouléd be

<4 .

. . s » : '
required to review and comment on the documents not just approve them.

The state agency should also use the documents as the basis for providing

L .

technical assistance. .
. . *y .

S : o ‘ ; s
In requiring local agencies to submit plans or applications, Congress

should require the participation of vgcational educators in their prepara-
{ . ‘
- -

tion but not otherwise specify process requirements such as a:mandags?

planning group with specified mempership and meeting requirements.. Such

. - - .

‘. . .
; . 0 A - .
requirements are overly restrictive and have not been demonstrated to be

4

effective as the state 1e§el.
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Policy Implications ’

As the length of this section alone suggests, local activities for

‘e

- special needs populations are diverse. To summarize these activities

at the broadest level, however, it appears that limited-English speaking

students at the. secondary level and economically disadvantagéd students

at both the sectndary and post-secondary level receive yery few special
g , _

services in vocational education. The major chdracteristic of services

to -handicapped students in vocational education at the secdndary level

. LY

is that they are govermed by procedures mandated under the Education

“for the Handicapped Act, as amended by PL 94~142, and are controlled.

, -
' by special eddcators rather than vocational educators. Also, of all

" the special needs popualtions, secondary handicapped students are most

N ]
’ A

frequently served in separate programs of vocational education. ‘For

.

~academically disadvantaged students at the secondary level, the central

issue appears ‘to be the separation and potential conflict between

-~
-

vocational education and remedial services in basic skills. At the

‘ .

'post~secondary level, patterns of service delivery are similar across’”

-
.

.. : ] ) .
special ,needs groups except the economically disadvantaged: students

are typically identified through self-referral or by a counselor, re-
, < eoall

. v . .
o - .

ferred:fo a special services-office and provided with individual . .
v . »

agsistance. g . ' ’ ’
Overall, the iﬁpacéAof the\Yocgtipnal Education'Act, as we said at
? . . o

the beginning of the section; is limited: only a small portion of the

)

v L}

',5 - activities or practices for special -needs populations can be attributed

- . : : ..
to the VEA., Usually other state and federal laws, and to a greater

s

c

. - - . R t
extent, thié)oqal context ip which the VEA is implemented play a much

’ LN - -

o L)

. f . ° .
Y * ‘ " ‘A ‘m‘ ! |115 ° ) ’
~ - N - % v . >
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larger role: .
- . .

In reviewing the local activitifes. for special needs populations
¥ . .

in this section;’seyeral recommendations have been made for.changing

“the VEA or its ragulagions in_response to perceived .problems in d#livering

services. These recommendafians'include: .
"~ e amending the Education for ,the Handicappdd Act to spécify—the‘ -

Y ’ .
. .

involvement of vocational educators;

y - . e
@ revising the definition of’aisadvantaged by: 1) eliminating

economic disadvantaged as a.criterion of individual eligibility ! ..

i

for service and 2) narrowing the definition'of academic dis-

- .
- by

advantage, possibly by adopting a definition al%eady in wse in
Ts . another federal law such as Title I of ESEA; J

4

» ® clarifying the law and regulations governing program evaluation
* oq,thé basis of student placement rates in order to establish - - WA

a separate standard for special needs stpdents-in regular

vocational programs; - ’ . .
Il ¢ "‘~

e amending the compéhsatory educatioe laws to encourage coordination’ -

-

* with vocational education in planning and service delivery for

-~

académiéaliy disadvantaged students; - ( .

"

) aﬁending the regqulations for 1bcal'app1icatioﬁsﬁor adding require-

Lo .
A .
. hd - 1]

ments for local plans to encourage planning for special needs

:X ‘ | . r. .populations. C . o \ 3 .

| N The Aost notable feature of these recommendatioﬁé is»tﬁa* they v
répresepgvm;;giﬁal adjustments to the law as currently written and _ '
thé:efore cannot he expected to alégr\sigAificantly té; limité;§: " ’ .

e ' impact which VEA has. MBreover, they”reglect the f{?t that many aspects

‘ " Q . - . . «

- 1e
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-

of'service delivery to spacial deeds'populations are not apprdpriately,

- -

d;Ftated by detailed federal legislation for two reasons.4 zlrst, many
N ¢ \ V.

serxlce delivery ;ssues are too complex and toe dependent on. the

partlcular settlng in which they arlse to be résolved by a covernment

policy which assumes a single model of service delivery across all

g - N \l

settiggs. For federal law to specify; for example, that no academicallf

¥ N -

disadwaptagedﬁscudehts_should be prevented from enrolling in reégular
. . ‘ . : .
Yogational education programs by their participation in remedfal

-

K

courses in basic skills would be inappropriate because the gonflict
. L]

between vocational education and basic skills may in some.situation$

- . v

be uayvoidable. Secord, many of the factors which determine the

strategies used to serve special populations are determined'bv the

structure of and resources available to the dlstrlct in' which :ﬁe

. -

"students are being served and ‘therefore are not under dlrect federal

4 - -
.

R \ :
control . For example, the olacement of handicapped“students is deter~

mined ln large measure by the vocatlonal program dptions avallable
K4 1]
in. the- school dlstrlct. To the extent that these optiohs are limited

H
A P x’

by the absence of a reglonla vocatlonal Center, they cannot easlly

‘be altered in® response to federal leglslatlon. oty ’
b4 .
- Thus, oh uanf poi?ts'of seruice'deliuer? for spedial needs'popu-
lations, the best _Strategy tor improvﬁng services is"not through
. . . v v
changes-ln or additidns to- the Jlaw or regulatlons but through
technical assistance, as recommended throughout thls sectlon.

.
¢
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’ R - In-passing Title II of cthe 1975 Zducatien Amendments, Congress
IS X ; : N ol ’

i N ) . v,q P . .
’ * .special needs populations directed Joth at the stata vocational. educatior
- ‘ - . - . !
. ‘. Y o ~
" J o ¥ St P - : - e -.' 3 to‘-' 7 3
r agenci?s ghrough which the Tederal daw is acminjisgfgred’and ak-the local
o - o
N . . e . .
LN agenciss which are responsidls for the actual delivery of, wocatieral
. . ,d ¢ - . h s . .
aducation. ' ) . . .
’ & . - o N - >
$ 2 R . PS
‘., . =5 analvzind the inplementation of thess grovisisns, it 1s svident
< " . . N
[ - . - . &
' . () .. - : - - - e s y
that-tne Vogatioral Jgucation Act in izself has nhad a iimisde smgact on
: N . =] o~ 3

A] v B .
i - } - ] . - - ]
me2ling the goal ®f readv access to 2ducazional opportunities *Sor special

. - 4 @

' . H $e
o result not from a

[N

. o needs iidividuals. The lipited impact appears t
. . Lo ~ 5
failure to cemply which can be remédied simply through ‘increased zre-
N, 1
. . .. -2 a -
- - - Y ’
. Scription in <he law o-!increased anforcement 2Ifcr:s or even from protlems
L ’.- .. ’ C . - . = - 2‘_.‘ N
in the way the special pogulations provisions are drafted. Insteaé the . °
< . rd : . - s
limized impact appears te result from -are® sets of factors:. ’ ,
P - . ' s
N ‘e, .the swrycture of the VEA wirh i3 multiple goals® and ics . -
4 o o 3dministration by the.state vocational education wagencies; © ¥
L) N - - s . . ' ’ ¢ -~
My . * . ® the state and Yocal context in which the law is implemetitad,’/ | . -
\ - .« With its own goals, prioritiés and level of resources; and - ‘
. , * . ’ - . . ) - N\ .
- ® the rature of the croblem of serving special needs populations, = °
: =, . . . DI L R
. in terms of finding appropriate strategies, ovexcoming the ,
£, - ‘ P fo. A
reluctance of vocational educators, and reldting‘to other = -
' laws and ‘programs dealing with special needs populations. e ~
v = . - '
' These factors’indicate that the revisions in the law suggested

'

rhrough-
C out this paper will result in only marginal changes in the impact of the
. . * ' ® h >

o . . - Y

¢ H — o,
VEA and, consequently, ifl - improving the access of special. needs populations
-
A - . L U T RS | « e ’
L . to vocational education: 'since the suggested revisions de not, change .the

'
v . LA k4 =

o structuré of thes law ‘or the setting in'which it is implemented, they canhot
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- be expected to have a major effect., 1If Congyess is not satisfied with ‘ -
C %

having a limited impact, it ¢ah consider =wo more dramatic changes in

- ) - . . - - . .
- “nhe structure of the "VE3. - ¢ .

. ’ 1.Congress can recas: =he “IA =o Soccus’ antirely SN
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n n1s cption Ior rewvising the VA has been Z:scusse
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several rears. The tremise zehiné =he prozgosal i3 chat the
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ea, not just vocational educ!kion, is o
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ne2ads. (A relatad issus 1s whether congress woul

ro0le as a catalyst and reguire a dollar for 3olliar match on excess costs.

IZ it gié, local agencies might have more funds going <o sgecial zopula-

‘e * . f A

=han they know ~hat to do with -- or are willing to commit.) Second, “ X

o
fu
3]
A

0
£
(1]
0
r
o
fu
b e

ering the Zederal law would be raduced and ew. .

i

(Stats agencies 'presumably woulé continue %0 serve broader funct:ions
‘ ° . .

n admrnistering Statqy laws and 1in providing moritoring ané tdchnical -

o oL
\/ - . L]
2 & v -

] ’ . s -
assistance in oecupational disciplines.), At the local lewvel, VEA funds
P . ) , N

and regulations would have a Clearer® identity and therefore nhave greater.
» - L . N . .
impact in serving special nee%f populations than they co now. . ”
-} ; . . . . ! ot s .
*
his option would probably be poposec by many vocational educators
M G ’ ‘

'
- P) . £ - *

—

é

3

/ who Rave come to relv on VEA fungds -- “Uimited tlrough they are-~-~ to support .
.. N . ' - . L~

their regular programs of vocat®n education ‘and who e not see serviges .
e - . --' -.‘ . % 4
to” special needs Pepllations as the mein thrust of their ef;orts. If
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. Y3
Congress took a firm stand Sn narrowing the focus of the VEA and on . .

earmarking federal dollars to support projects which state and local

A

* o . . Y . ~ .
.admlhgstrators were unable or unwilling to support themselves, vocational
. " . e A - ¢

» T

educators-wou%d probably support a shift in' emphasis .to new Drograms |, .

rather-than to students with special needs. . While any single purpose law °

. IS v
wolld nat be popular,.an emphasis on new programs 1s at least consistant BN
with the goal ¢f preparing students for the labor force. . : .

. . : \ B .
t 4

2, Congress can eliminate the special needs provisions from the law.

sy

dnder\this option Congress might reégin a broad mandate to serve special
’ - - a - . .
] - . > - 47
. Teeds individuals, much like that contained in the 1953 Vocational Education

Act. But it would not targat rfunds\to £hese groups, or include reporting,

[ >

‘ evaluation or policy¢raquirements to ngern service-:delivery.+ The argument

‘0

N

. - X
supporting this odtion is that the costs of admifiistering the set asides
. Q . .
and other special populations provisipons butweigh the benefits of these
. : PO . a
e - ]

. volicies: the moneyv provided to local agencies is too small to support any

‘significant program efforts, and 4ttention to special populations draws - .

attention away*from other vocatioﬁéi'education purposes. ‘Services.to

special populations should be left to the other federal programs wnich
. » -

LY

‘already focus on these groups -- programs such as special education,

vocational rehabilitation, Title I«f ESEA and CETA. With tHe exception
i . L . o« )

of Title I, these programs giready provide the major impetus for providing
. AN Ay -

-support to special needs sEudengs in vocationa¥ education and employment .

I -
. 4 .

training programs. The argument against this option is that_ the efforts
‘ - . .

of these'pgbgrams are often duplicated because they do not wofk well with

a

-

. ) - L. : . e,
vocational educators. The provisions for ¢oordination cuﬁfently in the

.

laws are not particularly effective, T ; o ' -
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