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, . ASSESSMENT OF THE TMPACT OF THE
. BUREAU OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION'S

HANDICAPPED PROGRAM -
\
A

|

|

- - _ ,i

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . | : |
. : |

|

i

- Objectives o

- * .
’ Iy

x

The purpose of this study is grounded in the Vocational Lducation Act _ |
]

While this legislation made no‘major changes to the }

LN ;

!

of 1976 (P.L. 94~ﬁ82).
basic goals of vocational education, it substantially changed the

: | ' - . 4
“mechanisms ‘employed to further and enforce these goals. Particularly

noteworthy in thig regard are two specific areas where'states have been ‘

given increased responsibillties for delivery of quality vocational - /
/ 7
education. states are required to provide a full range of vocational" /
’-
educational opportunities for the handicapped,-and states are required to. - /

evaluate all vocational education programs at 1east every five years. This /

latter requirement is especially relevant to the present study and
/

|
represents the mandate for local program evaluation'conducted at the state i
. , |

level, RBS was selected to conduct such.an'evaluation of Pennsylvania's
V.

vocational programs for the handicapped, specificaily covering the years

from 1979-80 to 1981-82 .inclusive. The evaluation was conducted during the

1983-84 year and was ccempleted in June of 1984. The study objectives were

to describe the programs, evaluate their impact, and explore the local

capability for offering vocational'program_services to_the handicapped.
These objectives were aimed at satisfying the overall goal of providing

usef 41 evaluative iuformation to the SEA for policymaking purposes.
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_ researchers at the ~University of Illinois, and Pennsylvania State Universitv

< : " Perspectives
. N o

Even with the recent interest, support, and programmatic effort,

I ™

researchers have indicated that vocational education for the handicapped is -
s ¢ ’ ' { B Vooa
still in\its early stages of development and several needed areas of

*

improvement have been identified. <A needs assessment by -the National

Associationfof State Boards of Education (1979) identified several

/ *
deficiencies, including interagency cooperation, personnel preparation, .

&+

funding methodology, service delivery .and. progfam. optionsl nrog;am _

>

e s - S
s 1

eValuation, and services to minority handicapped youth. btudies by e

N

recommended improvements regarding involving parents in the vocational

o & v

education process, éfpanding and refining administrative regulations,

involving the business and industry sector, identifying exemplary s .

practiceo, expanding teacher education activitiéb, promoting state,

'leadership skills, and coordinating service delivery systems (Phelps s S

Thornton, 197?). ln light of these needs, it is alarming that funding for

-

federal -programs which focus on special need populations is declining. -

Under these conditions, systematic evaluations focusing on policy issues”

L4

becon; very important, indeed. The present study represents such a

. .

.systematic evaluation. . - ‘ $

. é’, t
o - .

\ . [T S

Methods

%
i

The methodology of the study was guided by a set of twenty*three

evaluation questions which were based on SEA interests. These evaludtion

questions represented five major study componenta which served as a |,

~

-

™

-



.~ framework for the study in general, énd for the analysis and rebor;ing of

. problems and needs, pribriti@s} detivities and programs outcomes, and

[4

policies. e

. 1
. ;
Data Sources

*

2 -

vy *

Five data sourges were uti@ized in the study: background information

A
: ¢

and gxis;ing documentation and filgs, SEA interviews, LEA interviews, and a

» ) -,

mail survey. Extensive background infornation was collected inciu@ingﬁ ’

A statéTpiéhé;”m“§6%f§§mé$§lﬁﬁfféﬁé;“éﬁd“brOjéét"méﬁfforing summaries. Files

PO

were collected for a total of 334 vecational education projects for the

4 y

handicapped and were placed in & romputerized management information

*

system. Four SEA staff involved in the vocational program for the

' handicapped were intérviewed. The LEA interviews consisted, of two-types?

" " telephone interviews-and on-site personal interviews. Thirty-nine local

5 "'projeﬁtfgfaff were interviewed -~ 27 via telephone and 12 via site visits
¢ (" * > ‘

and personal interviews .-~ out of a total sample of 93 projects. The

*

‘balance of the projects, in the sample (54) were surveyed by means of a mail

o

questionnaire. ﬂxhe;ﬁbtal samble of 93 projects was roughly representative

. of all projécﬂ types but with the greater proportion consisting .of more .
; _ v .

recent projects. An analysis plan related,each.of thé evaluation questions
¥, ' .

~

to one or more of thg data sources'._~ Analyses were primarily of the
. ) . . R -,
4

" deseriptive statistical type. -

Results

A4

It was found that Fennsylvanié's approachh to funding vocational

» <

educgtion programs for the handicapped is principally fiscal rather than
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programmatic., §State priorities are more xeactive théﬁagzbadtive in that

. ° - T W' -
they are based upon announced federal policies, with few

changes. State
'™ r (A ? '

3

guidelines for funding of vocational education programs for the handicapped
. % ) . . .

appear to be fairly clear and gererally meet the information needs of local .
education agencies. State funding is distributed through an allocation

method rather than a compeigtfve process. This has resulted in the

’

distribution of over 1l million dollars in funaing across 334 projects over

v
)
—

the 3 year period under study. o .

) 4

In terms ef activities and programs, the overwhelming majority - of

A3

e

.

WA

lm v ‘ b

“the programs funded 6y the'sggte (over 80 percent) are at the/éecondary:

..."

level and represent.continuation programs funded year after year. Primary

goals of such projects tend to be: acquisition of vocational .

-

N

skills/competencies; maingtreaming into regular vocational classes,
¥ '

placement’ in full/parf»time jobs.
_ ’ : ¢
The most frequent activities of such programs are: specific job skill
training, individualizeu programming, ‘gereral motivational skills training,

] . .

anh pre~employment services. Only about half of the activities within

, | . .
development of pre~employment skills, and

funded projectis represent what might be considered "best practice'. in the

field. K ' N -
The projects funded appear to serve individual‘handicapping categories

4

to the following extent: .25% learning disabled, 10% severely emotionally

disturbed, 59% mentally retarded, and 6% physically handicapped. Little in

X

L)

the way of interagency cooperation exists presently at the state level with

~ o 4 )
regard to the funding and administration of these projects.

L3
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Genegally,,the needs of the handicapped programvparticiéants wre ' .

found to be méi, with the majority achieving positive outcomes and about
M

507% of those graduating sécuring employmeng. it was-not -possible to -

" detérmine wnatj%rograms worked best for whom because of a general lack of

obJective evaluative evidence concerning project impact.

3 1
. .- N 4

".Less. than half -(about %0 percent) of the projects funded to provide

._'

vocationaf education to the handicapped indicated that they "defini tely" or

possibly seduld continue their programs without further dtate funding.

- +

Issues and activities requiring further attentionmas -indicated-by--this-—m—m-

< \ L]
study seem to be strongest in the fotlowing areas: programmatic technical

assistance, allocation of federal/staté funds, exemplary program identifica-

tion and disseminatiep, program evaluation and quality assurance, innovative

programming, inter-program commbnication, interégeney cooperation, and cur~
: R .
riculum standards. A total of 18 specific recommendations concerning these

areas were made and suggested for adoption by the SEA. 7

-

. Significance
’ ’

The current study provides a comprehensive description and analysis of

L4

vocational educad&oh services to the handicapped in Pennsylvanie\bver a

bhree~year period. ghe findings from this etudy’wil{;gz heipful in review-~
'ing state policy.'and broeeduree with regard o the vo'a/iodal handicapped

. V; - )
program. Accordingly, recommendations were made in a number of areas includ-

ing the following:

» defining the target'ﬁopulation
.. method of funding allocation

C s

-
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‘ i §
exemplary program {dentificatidn aud d%ﬁgemination
use of "best practice' techniques B
enhdncing loca) program evaluations
effecting interagency cooperation )
“exerting a stronger SEA ‘Teadership role .

sesee

Study recommengg;ons also lnclude procedures for designing and
operationalizing an on-going management information system.for handicapped
projects. Thus, the study ‘serves not only as ah example of fedevally ,

mzzgated vocational evaluation, but also provides useful specific findings

the implementation and effects of such projects within a major state.

st 1o s e - —s
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Abstract ]
Title: Assessment of the Impact of the Burcau of Vocational Education's -
* Handicapped Program ¢

+

Submitted by: Russell A, Dusewicz, Research for Better Schools
. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania '

Total Funding: $20,000 ' o
Beginning and Fnd Dates: October 15, -1983-June 39# 1984

w /ﬁ" ' .
Summary : : ' ' ’ !

*

Thisuevaluation study represented an effort to pull together a vast
array of information and data to describe PDE's vocational education i
" programs for the handicapped from the 1979-80 to 1981-82 school years and
to provide evidence of their impact-gn the target population within the
state. In,addition, the stddy addressed the extent to which funded
projects had developed or improved their program capacity to provide
quality vocational education programs to handicapped students. \

The conceptual framework for the study embodied five compoments¥ (1) .
problems/needs of the target population; (2) PDE priority solutions; (3)

PDE~funded activities/programs; (4) program outcomes (impact and. capacity); -
and (5) future directions/policy recommendations. The study workscope. ~—.

involvéd seven’ sequential interrelated steps: (1) stédy design/1iaison
with PDE; (2) review of existing documentation "and files' (3) interviews
with key PDE officialsj €4) pilot study/on-site LEA personal interviews;
(5) population study/mail survey; (6)- sample study/LEA telephoné :

interviews, and &7) analysis/synthesis/reporting of results. ' \

" The study had several significant outcomes. - It describeéd the
distribution of over 11 million dollars” for 334 vocational education
'programs for the handicapped over “the three~year period under ‘study. and
established a state-wide computerized data base of all funded projects
which could be used for future research inquiries, It also’'took a critical
look at:the return on PDE's investment in vocational education for the '
handicapped in terms of the extent of the target population served and ”
program effectiveness. Finally, it addressed a number of signiticant
problems- and issues through a set of specific recommendations for' policy
and procedural changes at the state and local levels. Among othtr areas
these recommendations. dealt with. method of funding allocation, exemplary
program identification, use of "best practice" techniques, enhancing local
. evaluations, effecting interagency cooperation,'and exezting a stronger SEA
leadership role., 4,

Study results.were ‘presented in a final evaluation report. Plans for" "'_

* dissemination of findings include a brief executive summary distributed to
relevant audiences throughout the state and presentations at state and
national conferences. !

/ )
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I. BACKGROUND

b

This section provides an‘overal% background for the study, including' ‘

its purpose, a review of related research, and an overview of the balance

of the present report.

Purppse\ of gl(e Study " - 4

The purpose of the study is grounded in the Vocati%nél Education Act
of 1976 (P.L. 94~482)., While this legislation made n&.major changes in the
basic goals of vocational edvcation, it Substantially changed the
mechanisms employed to further and enferce these goals. Particularly

noteworthy in this regard are two specific areas where states have been

gt

—~—

given fncreased responsibility for Eﬁé\deliygry of quality vocational
education. First, states are reqdired to provide a full.range of

. ) \\
vocational education opportunities for handicapped learners. In Pennsyl-

~

Qénia, these opportunities are supported by programs ip four areas:
secondary, postsécondary, guidance, and teacher education. Each year funds
are allocated to local education agenc{gs throughout the state to operate
tﬁese programs. A secona noteworthy implication of P.L. 94-482 1ig the
requiremeut for gtates to evaluate all vocational education programs at
least every five years. All programs are to be evaluated in terms of°
planning and oéerational processes, student achievement, student employment
success, and the effects of additional services. Moreover, fhese
evaluations are to -be designed to revise and improve programs administered

by the state. To meet this obligation, the Pennsylvania Department of

Education (PDE) issued a request for proposals to evaluate the 1979-80,

L

Ao



1980~81, and 1981-82 vocational programs for the handicapped. Research for
 Better Schools (RBS) was selected to undertake the evaluation study. -
In order to meet the evaluation requirements to gather information to

x

revise and improve programs, the study examined and analyzed the various
typés of vocational education programs for the handicapped that were \ RN
sponsored by the Pennsylvania Department of Education from the 1980 ﬁhrough
1982 fiscal years. The study developed an extensive datg base to describe
these programs .and sought to determine their impact on the handicapped
population within t@g state. In aéditibn, the study addressed the extent
to which fuﬁded‘projects had dé&elopéd or improved their capacity t%
provide quality vocational education programs to the target groups. The.
extent to which program‘effects were transferred to other Schéolévand the

' abi}ity to continue to proyide services with diminished resources was alsd
examined. One of the primary outcomes of the evaluation study is Fﬁe

\

compéehensive data base developed for all handic;ébed projects from
1980~1982 that can be used by PDE to make informed policy decisions in
continuing program efforts in future years. This is particularly important
in view of the anticipated diminution in federal and state resourceé

available for égl educational programs, including vocational education and

special education.,

!
Related Research

¢ To properly understand the current stu'y and its implications, it must
+  be viewed in the context of its historical perspective and related
research. This sectior discusses federal legislation and prior research

contributing to this context. -

14



legislation

In the mid-1970s, educators and concerned citizens became increasingly
aware of savere problemL in providing vocational education opportunities
for handicapped youth (e.g., Olympus Researtthorporﬁfion, 1974; General
'Accounting Office, 1976; Phelps, et al., 1976 Levitan and Taggart, 1977)
Among the signifieant problems noted were under~representation of
handicapped students in regular vocational classr., an over~emphasis on
prevocational or non-skills training instead of vocational skill training,
concerns regarding equitable funding procedures, restricted occupational
offerings, problems with state~1evel interagency coordination, and the lack
of professional preparation of vocational educators in serving. handicapped
youth. This awareness set the stage for¢2enewed national interest in |
expanding and improving vocational education opportunities for the
_ handicapped. As a result of federal and state legislation, litigation, and
the efforts of various advocacy groups, existing trends began to reverse.
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of. 1973 {published in 1977) set
requirements for non-discrimination on the basis of nandicap that specific-
ally applied to vocational programs. Publio Law 94~142 integrated the
Eooncept of\vocational'education into its commitment to provide "free and
appropriate public education” for all handicapped children. The law- also
required the development of an Individual Education Plan (IEP) that must
include vocational objectives for all handicapped students in vocational
education programs. The trend towards incregsed vocational opportunities

ﬁ
continued with the passage of P.L. 94-482 which gave states the primary

t

L
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responsibility for administering vocational education, setting aside fund-

1

ing for Spe handicapped (i.e., 10 percent of basic grants), equally -

matching federal funds with state and local resources, and giving priority

A}

status to programs for the handicapped in their annual state plans.
¥

Programs and Needs

A

In'response to these mandates and the néeds indicated by the cited

)
i

research, states actively began to remedy'e%istihg deficiencies. For

example, Griffin (1978) reported that more than 80 inseryice and preservice

s

~ . .
training programs were initiated in nearly every state to train vocational
. ] -~ °

. and special education personnel to work with handicapped youth. The
Pennsylvénfi Bureau of Vocafional and Te&hnical Education sponsored the
development of an administrators manual ¥otr plamming;developing, and
implementing‘mainst;eaming, self-contained, ¢r cooperative work ekperiqqge
programs for special needs learners (Wircenski, Irvin, ;nd Blake, 1981).
In Pennsylvania's 1980-1981 State Plan fér Vocational-Technical Education
Programs, the provision of medpingful vocational education for the
~handicapped was the "number three" ﬁriority for.program improvement. The
state hasiyéen aliocacing iPprokimatfly four miilion dollars a year to this
end. 4

The recent report on vocational education by the Secretary of'Educa~
tion to the Congress (United States Department of Education, 1983) indi~
cates that the enrollment of handicapped students in vocational programs
increased substantially by the 1980-81 school year. These students com¥
prised 3.3 percent of the toéai vocational edugation enrollment, a 96

percent increase over the number seryed in 1975~76. Most of these students

@



(i.e., 74.7 percent) were served in mainstream vocatidnal proérams, with_
largest gains in bqeiness education and industrial a:ts. However,.ehese
inereeses must be'viewed in the light that handicapped students represent
9.5. percent of "the total peblic school enrollment (grades 9-12) and, as
euch, are still underrepresented ‘in vocational education despite the
d signifieant gains. |
Even with increaéed;interest, suppert, and programmatic effort,

- several researchers have indicated -that vocational education for the
handicappgd is still in its-early stages of development and several needed
areas of [mprovement have been ident%fied. Arneeds assessment by the

/Netional Association of ?tate Boards of Educatien (1979$‘identified several
remaining deficiencies, including interagency cooperation, bersé;nel
“preparatidn, funding metﬁodology, service deliyery and program options,
program evaluetion, and services to minority handicapped youth. A study y&
researchers e; the University:of I1linois and Pennsylvania State University
recommended improvements regerding involving parents.in“the vocational
educaeion process, expanding end refining adm;nistrative regulations,
involving the business and industrial sector, identifying exemplary

-

- practices,:expanding teacher education activities, ptomoting state
leadership skills, and coordinating service delivery systems (Phelps and
Thorntpn, 1979). A national survey of individuallzed education programs
for handicepped children revealed that only 7.8 percent of all IEPs
contained short-term instructional objectives focusing on prevocational or
vocational education (Pyecha, 1979).

In 1igﬁt of these needs, it is alarming that funding for Federal

~,

progreﬁs focusing on special needs populations appears to be declining

wr
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(Phelps, 1982). Compéunding this development, Phelps notes that overall

~

enrollments at the secondary level are declining, thereby reducing Ehe o

capability of LEAs to generate funds through typical state aid formulas.

b4 .

These circumstances have importané'implicafions for the idgnéification of

exemplary, cost~effective practices to serve the continuing vocational

~

:mwgeeds of the hahdicapped pophlacion. Syqfématic evaluations focusing on

poli¢y issues become vé}y important, | *

Eygluation Reqﬁirements | ' ’ ' -

| - Following the passage of ﬁ;L. 94—482, several éducators and
researchers developed descriptive guides and procaedural manuals to help
states and localities interpret and implement the mandated evaluatiqn
requirements. The Educaqioﬁ'Commissioniof the_Stgtes (1979), Foste£
(1979), and Datta 51979); éescribed the eyéluation roles and.
rgspbnsibilities o; vat;ous groups and 11lustrated the relationéhip between

evaluation, accoun%ability, and planning according to Congressional intent.

States suchqaé Illinois, Chio. and Vermont sponsored the development of

guides for evaluating vocational education, several of which specifically:c'

focused on the haqdiéapped (Albright and Ma;kel, 1982; Wentling, 19783
Chazalah, 1978; and Albright, 1982)., Orr (1982) described.information "
requirements and data s:dfces for assessing vocétional/educa;ion programs.
These sources“%uggest good_framéworks for developing evaluation designs,_
illuétrate‘séecial conéiderations iq evaluating vocational education
programs for the handicappéd,ﬁénd provide severai examples of useful
checklists and instruments that can be adapted in the conduct of

evaluations that meet mandated requirements. Most of the state guides seem

[
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" to recommend a self-assessment approach to evaluation emphasizing qualitative
data collection supplemented by demographicrand_fiscal data. Cost~
effectiveness models (e.g., Ghazalah) are somewhat difficuit to implement.

W Discussions'of experimental approaches-to evaluatioh are-rare. There is
considerable disigrecneit over the definition of studsnt Gutéones of voca-
tional edueation. Definitions: range from the traditional notion of actual

*» ST

employment in the field of training to personal success in terms of each
)

>  individual's specific goals (e.g., in Vermont) Program completion in such
< &
a-case might be the "desired end" of'a hanuica pped student's vocational
program. For handicapped populations, however, the development of employ~

ability skills is probably the most frequ;nt and reasonable vocational
program goal. : =

While most of the evaluation sources desoribed above are "how to"

. .

guides, reports of actual evaluation resuits are scarce. Typically, . ,
-evaluation reports nrovide extensive documentation of enroilments and ex-
.penditures,;but-student impact is often ignored. For example, the '"Impact
for ‘Handicapped Students" section of the 1982 Congressional Report on
'Vocationai Education is limited to a few brief paragraphs on two exemplary
programs in Wisconsin and California, Overall, little is currently knoun

about the actual impact of the renewed initiative of vocational educatioh

for the handicapped.

. Organization of the Report

The report is organized into five main chapters plus an appendix. t
. Following this introductory chapter, there are additional chapters on

methods, analysis, oonclusions and recommendations, and dissemination. The

methods chapter details the methodology and procedures utilized in carrying

Ty




out the study, including the evaluation questioﬂs,-data'sources, timeline,

and limitations of the study. The analysis chapter presents an analysis of

the data and the results or findings of the study. The conclusions and

recommendations chapter interprets the results for application to PDE

policies and procedures, and sets forth recommendations d?Emﬁdrne€§Ssé%?N.

‘for program improvement in keeping,withﬂghg~idéntified stéeetneeps and -

e

-goals. The final chapter od diégémination describes the plan {8t releasing

‘+
-+

~

and disseminating the.study results,

a
. .-
Sy . Y-



o !
- & )
. . .

IT. . METHODS | ;
&

P

Presented in this chapter is.the methodology used in conducting the

°

study. Included are the evaluation questions which served as_the focus of

[
L3

effort for the study, the.data sources used in obtaining the inforgation

,

t
-

needed for analysis, and the timeline within which the work was performed,

A discussion of the‘limitations of the study is also provided. W

4 ’ s . i

e

Study QueStionsa

v
~

-The study organized and synthesized existing 1nformation on the

“state's program of voCational education for the handicapped and collected

and analyzed addjitional pertinent information in order to assess rhe 1mpact

of PDE sponsored programs fo& the handicapped for 1979w80 through 1981-82,

L AN
FThe study .was designed in accordance with a five component conceptual

/
Lo A

‘framework illustrated graphically in Eigure 1. This figure portrays the .

interrelatiovship between the various components of the study. The
a0
components themselves are operationally defined’ by the list of study

“questions firesented in Figure~2. These evaluation questions and )

N 0

components represent RBS' interpretation of PDE' S'irterest In the - _
. i -

evaluation and constitute the objectives of the study. All questions are
addressed in tbis report.' However, the availability of both information
and study resources posed limitations in some cases. The extensive_list of
evaluation‘questions indicates the wide scope of information which it was

&

necegsary ta cellect and synthesize during the course of the study.

-~
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Figure 2. . Summary of Evaluation Questions, By Sgudy Components

I.

‘b’ .

Study Comporent ;o EvalWation Question

~

Froblems and Needs:

‘Problems/Needs of / .1; How extemsive is@target population
Target Population : in Pennsylvania? a

-, 2, What are the special prohlcome/
needs of the target popalation?

-
n

11,

e ns4 wov X oa "

Priorities: .

s

PDE Priority Solutions 1. What 1is the existing PDE approach

. . to solving problems (i.e., stated
d goals, long and short-term
objectives, guidelines)?

'"ZQT‘Whét'aré‘desitable'policies/'
' practices for PDE to employ in
order to accomplish goals?

. 3. How were PDE prioricies determined
v Lo and validated?

: _ s ,
T " 4, What are the relationships (i.e.,
' commonalities and unique features)

1

> ' . between the various PDE objectives? |

< : o : 5. Do PDE guidélines meet the infor-
' mation needs of local edication
o : 1agencies7 .

'h - -~ 6, What is the current PDF funding
‘ . approach

PN s
R
v
.

*

II1I. Programs and Activities: o .

”*

|

PDE~-funded Activities/ 1. What types of activities (i.e.,
Programs _ 'S prdjec{s) were supported by

' PDE during 1979-80 through
1981-82, by project category?

27 What are the relationshipé'
between projects?

3. What evidence exists that funded
? projects represent "best practice"
. in terms of services for handi-
, capped youth (i.e.; in relation
‘ to criteria such as IEP character-
. ' istics, goals/standards, indivi-
' ' dualization, accessibility,
" responsiveness to job market,
opportunity, support services,
co . ‘ personnel preparation, and
resource utilization)?

4




. Figure 2’ (continued)

/

.
1

@

Study Component

%

ITI.

(continued)

%

Programs'and Activities: .

Evaluation Question-

4. How are funds actually distrlbured

relative to the target group and: .,
‘are the funds being utilized most
‘effectively? _

5, To‘what extent is there intexr-:

agency cooperation (e.g., Bureau
of Vocational Rehabilitation,
Bureau of Special Education,’ '
Research Coordinating Unit) .in

. terms of funding and administering

vocational educatiopn projects for
the haﬂdicappéﬁ’

*

2]

: ’ X
Qutcomed:
Project O%tcomes

Iv.

1. -Have the needs of the target
population been met?

2. Are needs met because of PDE~-
funded projects or other factors?

3. What is the evidence oﬁ.project
impact for each project and for .
specific types of- projects?

1

4. What programs work best for whom?

.5.- Have projects devefbped the

capacity to gontinue tofmeet the
vocational nee%f-of handicapped. .
students?

t . ¢

V. Pollcies:
Future Directions/
Policy Recommendations

£
R
. -

1. What issues or activities require
: .furﬁher attention?

2. ' What recommenddtlons fof future
- policies/practices can be made?
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Figure 2 (dontinued)

Study Component

V. Policies.
(continued)

3.

-

« Evaluation Question

»

&

What should be PDE's role in
.carrying out their function °
with regard to: .
-, leadership? : -
-~ funding? - - : y
-~ digsemination of information?.
-~ technical assistanca/staff
development?
e monitoring/evaluaLion/quality'
', agsurante? . o
How can PDE improve in carrying t
out its current role yregarding °
the dimensions noted above7 !
What criteria should PDE employ
in funding future programs for
- the handicapped? I L
: o
LS
W )
: T A
. $ )
“. ‘
0: . ) 4_
” L :
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Data Sources

Four data sources used to obtain the information needed to address the -

study questions. These data sources were: existing documentation and
files, interviews with key PDE officials, on-site telephone juaterviews with
LEAs, and a mail survey of projects. Fach data source is briefly described

. below.

Existing Documentatfon and Files

1 s

A wealth of documentation on vocational education of the handicapped
/

is available from PDE. This documentation includes goals, objectives,

funding, procedufes, impact, and operations of Vocational education

3 H

programs for the handicapped. Some of the specific documents obtained and
. ~

reviewed for this studv are listed in Yigure 3. Such information sérves
both as an important tool for oroviding aAcomprehenaive orientation to
vocational education services for the handicapped in Pennsylvenia as well

as providing direct answers to the evaluation questions posed as part of

~“ P L ' &
.

the study. ~> ' : _ - o
For each fundedzproject, PDE maintains a permanent contract file which

contains the project ‘proposal, audited expenses, and any corresponience

™~

related to the project. The PDE staff who monitor the various progccts

also keep files whirh duplicate some of this information. Staff files are

*
o

discaraed after a few years, or when there is a PDE sLaffing change. In
Pl ot

addition, the PDE vocational offices keep files for their regions (East,

Central, and West) which contain project proposals and monitoring reports.

These projact files are the most comprehensive data source available, since

- ERIC. S 1 -
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Figure 3. Existing Documentation Reviewed
1. Pennsylvania VEA Funds, Estimated Project Expenditure Report (PDE,
‘2,  Vocational Education Guidelines for the Application of Federal Funds
(PDE, 1977, 1978, 1980).
- 3, Pennsylvania Vocational Education Management Information System Report
(PDE, 1980, 1981, 1982).
. 4. 1983 Pennsylvania Vocational Education Hearings Summarization (PDE,
“.1983). : '
ﬂd .
5., 1983 Pennsylvania Advisory Council on Vocééional'Education Annual
- Evaluation Report (PACVE, 1983).
2 :
6., Excerpts frem PACVE Annyal Evaluation Reports for 1979, 1980, 1981,
and 1982. '
7. Pennsylvania State.Plan for Vocational Technica. ?aupation ?rograms
1983-1987 (PDE, 1982). '
8. Excerpts from 1980-1981 State Plan (PDE, 1980).
9. Vocational Education Repert by the .Secretary of Education to the
. Congress 1982 (USDE, 1983).
10. Project summaries for handicapped for 1979-80, 1980~81, and 1981-82
11, Vocatiohal Education, State Programs, and Commissioner's Discretionary

Programs (Final Regulations for Education Amendments of 1976) Federal

Register, Vol. 42, No. 191, P-53822-53891, October 3, 1977.

?
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\ | all projects are rzgresented. Project files were thus important for

~answering questions which required input from all projects, but they were
limited to very:specific information (e.g.; fundiﬁg‘level or project
objectives), to ghe exclusion of important areas such as impgct on student
development. |

The three types of files (contract, staff mopitor,.and field office)

weré\carefully reviewed, and the'PDE'official contract files were selected
for use in the study. Using permanent contract files'required.scanning all
vocational files to fihé'the“handiéapped project%{neededl The
decentralized field office files offered no, relative advantage over the PNE
files, since the monitoring reports, which.are kept only in field offices,
were found to contain no useful evaluative inforﬁation,

.

Project files were assembled for the handicapped projects funded and

,J~

conducted in the 1979-80, 1980—81, and 1981-82 school vears. This vast

v ' afray of material was processed in two way§ to add to its utility. First,
many of thea files were perused to gain familiarity with:the projects as
they are represented by file information. Then, a project file data base
was designed to expréct key infoxmationifor'further analysis. The data
base specifications éépear in tﬁe Appendix. In addition to project
identification iﬁformation, the data{base ;ncluded coded data on project

expenditures, funded activities, objectives, and participants. The data

base was operationalized on a microcomputer system.

PDE Interviews

s

Key PDE staff members with responsibilities related to vocational
education for the handicapped were identified for in-depth interview by

project staff. These PDE personnel were interviewed using a structured

¢

’

16

29



3.

t

interview guide covering all program issues related to the present study

. (see Appendix). Items related to the'major study questions.were,inpluoed

-

in the interview guide. Figure 4 lists the PLE personnel interviewed, the
i

{?ﬁtrview dates, and the interviewers.

LEA Interviews

~ 1

ra
Y

Observations of projects in action and diseussions with project
personnel were built into the study design as the major source of in-depth

N

information. The initial design called for 3 gite visits and 21 telephone
interviews. \A revision increased the interview pool to ?1 projects, with "
up to 8 slated fpr site visits.. The actual number attempted was later.
reV1sed to 45, of which 39 (LZ personal and 27 telephone interviews) were
completed, representing an 874 response rate. The composition of this

| interview sample and the survey completions are de8cribed in Figure 5. In
general, projects in the eastern_pagt‘of the state were given preference
for site visits.for loéisticaltreaSons. Morehreoent*prbjects\gere given
priority oner older ones to minimize problems due to project stafi turnover

d , ,

and because the majority of programs funded represented continuation

efforts.

.t

*

These interviews resulted;in a richer, more qualitative data base than

that of the.gail survey questionnaire. For example, the interviews

. and 4ualit¥ of pro ram components through probes and branching questions
which were not practical or feasible ip the paper-and-pencil mail survey
instrument. |

\ . It wa ntendedothat at least ten percent of all funded projects would

p be included in the-invdepth in@erview sample. It should be noted that

.

17




Figure 4

PDE IntérViews '

./I

s Project Type

v

'PDE Staff Interview Date . Interviewer
1&ﬂ ﬁéndicapped secondary Clara Gasfgh February 15, 1984 =fBie§ter'
2. Handicapped poétl Robert Sheppard February 15, 1984 Zeitliﬁ.}

. secondary . _ o
3. Overall = &/ Garroll Curtis February 15, 1984 " Biester |
4, Overall Co Clarence Dittenhafer Februéry 15, 1984 Kershner
“
!
L Y
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Figure 5 :

LEA Interview Completions

. : * Percent
Program Category Interviews Attempted: Interviews Completed ~Completion - -
‘Secondary 36 32 897%
?ué:~8econdary 3 3 60%
Staff Development 3 \ 3 100%
\ ' )
Guidance 1 " 1 100%
. ) \
Total 45 39 87%

19



multi»yeanb'carryover programs were'consideredwas single programs and'were
analyzed as such. Car yover prograps priorgto the'l979~Q0 school year were

4 t
not considered. In order to insure that the sample was representative of

- ¢

the total group, programs were selected on thie basis of certain;stratified
categories. These included, to the extent possible, such variables as:
funding year, program category, geographic region, program size,
" urbanicity, and funding level,

The final telephone interview reflected the content of model forms

~ used in prior studies as well as information gathered in the preliminary

£

steps, ofcthe current evaluation study. “In addition, questions regarding
the development Jf° program capacity were incorporated. Samplespégg:hal and
telephone interviews are provided in the Appendix. 'Guides were developed
for both personal and telephone interviews, and these also appear in the
Appendix. Telephone iﬁtervieWs‘took approximately one hour each, while
site visits were given a half»day for interview and observation. In‘all,
87 percent were completed successfully. Four additional telephone -
interview sites were contacted but interviews couldn t be completed
_because relevant project staff were unavailable.

¥ - §

Mail Survey

1t was believed important, and relatively_inexpensive, to obtain at
1east\$inimal data directly from all participatiné programg. In order to
accomplish this; a brief mail survey was administered to all projects not
scheduled for either telephone or personal interviews-that vere funded
* during the study time frame. Although the depth of information was

somewhat limited, data from the mail survey provided'a'comprehensive

2033 ;
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overview of some important issues., The mail survey data were intended to -
supplément existing records and documents, and to provide a broader base
for interpreting personal and telephone interview data and for general;zing

to the funded program population as a -whole.

' Sevefal pre-exigfing qhestibnnaire forms had ‘been used for similay T UTTTTT

pqrpbses by.other states ahd researchers, imcluding those“developed by
Albright (1982), Parker (1979), and Wentling (1978). These forms had

included short gnSWér and rating scale items. Final content for- the mail

sur&ey was determined largely by the initial PDE interviews and pilot study

L4

site-visits, -and items from -existing questionnaire forms. A sample mail

surve& form is provided in the Appendix. Selfuaddressed, stamped envelopés -

were included in the mailing. At least one follow~up mailing was conducted;-

to minimize non-response as well as several telephone follow-ups. Return

rates for the mail survey are shoyd in Figure 6.

TR |
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, Figure 6 *
Mail Survey Completions g ¢
Percent

Program Categoé;

5

Surveys Sent... . .....Surveys Returned ...

Completion .,

_ secondary. . ... 73 ‘. 54 74%
: o » A ' |
 Post-Secondary : 0 -='1' 0 -
Staff Development 0 oo ' 0 -
/ . - ’ 4 - .
Guidance 0 o Y0 -
73 54 747
¢
.
W
A : .
3
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Analysis Plan

The study Questicns and data sources described above provided the

——

basiC_ingre@iﬁﬂﬁ§“95m§b€m§tu@YI§m§ngLysiﬁdplan, Fach question was to be
aﬁswered using the information from one or more data ééurges as depicted in-
Figure 7. It was intended that the simplest, mést direcf answers be
formulated. Extepsive gtatistical analyses were not planned. Most

questions could be addressed by synthesizihg int;fview results and/or using

simple descriptive analysés of project files.

Project Timeline

»

The proposed timeline of project activities began in October 1983 and

ended June 1984, Since the project was not actually funded until

January 1984, some timeline changes were necessary, as indicated in the
Interim Progress Report (Aptril 15, 1985). The revised timeline specified

Januafy.and February for planning and data collection instrument develop-

*f 4

ment, March through May for data collection, and June for analysis and

reporting. This schedule was followed in practice, with minor deviations

i

which did not hamper the timéliness of the study. : \

Limitations of the Stddy \‘/<f

(

There were several factors which did limit the study's'éffectiveness

and should be kept in mind while cénsidering the findings-and recommenda-~
) .

tions presented in the following two chapters. First, the rgSéérces avaii~

able for conducting the study were quite modest -~ less than $20,000. This

- level of resources constrained the person-time that could ‘be devoted to any

Py

23 36 .o



Figure.7

B Analysis Plan and Data

Sources B

Evaluagion Questions ‘

Data Sources

EQ&qting
Documentation
and Flles .

[

'

PDE
Interviews

~ LEA |
Interviews

Mail -

Survey

1.
k|

111,

Problems. and Needs

i.
2.

Extensiveness of tdrget
population
Special needs/problems

Priorities

1.

i,

2.
3.

b

5.

Existing problemrsolving
approach ,

Desirable policies/
practices

Determination of
priorities .
Relationships

Adequacy of funding
guidelines

'6.-Current funding approach

" Activities and Programs

Types of activities
supported

Project relationships
Extent of "best practice"
Distribution’ and use of
funds

Interagency cooperation

o

N N

v

'
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Figuré 7 (céntinued).

Analygis Plan and Data Sources

=

Evalhatioﬁ'Qdéscipqs

y:

Data Sources

Existing
Documentation’
and Files

PDE °
Interviews

LEA
Interviews

IV.  Outcomes

T
v

1. Extent of needs |,

" satisfaction

2. Funded projects vs.

- other factors

3. Evidence of project
impact

4. ,Program effectiveness

5. Extent of capacity-
building

~

Mo

Policies . -

1. Issues for further
attention

2. Recommendations- for
future policies*™

3. PDE's future role and

functions

4. PDE role improyements

5. Buggested future
funding criteria

*

.
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project task. Second, in the face of modest resources, there were a large

number of handicapped projects -~ 334. These were spread 3Cross thrée'
' / o

fiscal years and three project types; thus, nine categories of projéctg .

_ .o
treated separately, but practicality would not permit it. Third, the
projects were conducted from 1979 to 1982, while the evaluation figld.work '
took place in 1984. This tfme:différence undoubtedly affected the validity

i

of, the interviey responses. Thgse interviewed. may have had,difficult& in

retrospectively distinguishihé the pfoject year under study, or worse, thé .

most appropriate interviewees may have left the 'school district by the time

the evaluation took place. "Finally, in light of the limited study

’ s
resources, some deperdence on already existing data was necessary. FDE was

A

: : . \ .
able to supply data which met tbisqneed for may of the study questions, but

*

one area was found to be deficient ~~ program outcomes. Qutcome, or
impact, informatidn was rarely available on individual projects. This

limited the analyses and conclusions which could be conducted and d?awn in

S

" this area.

_weré included in the study. FRach category theoretically could have been .



I

. | " III. ANALYSIS . b

' The analysis chapter reports the resultssof the evaluation study.

< .
- : g ¢ S
, Major- findings are organized and discussed in-accordance with the framework

T of evaluatioﬁ questions preseﬁted in the previous chapter (see Figuies 1

« 'i . and 2).. The evaluation questions, add hence the secfions whicﬁlcomprise
this chapter, are grouped‘into five general areas:- problems and needs,'
priorities, activities and'prograhs, outcomes,-and‘policies, Evaluation:
iuestions"are addressed-within-each groeping as completelyyand as concisely
as possitle, Answers to these duestions are in‘some‘cases‘necessarily’

1

' limited by the quality and completeness of the data available.

’ . L

Rid

'4 r
4 "

@ Problems and Needs :

The problems and needs of the target population ' set the s#age for the
balance of the evaluation or study questions.

.
» .

Question 1, How extensive Is the target population'in Fennsylvania?

”t

(-

Any question regarding the extent of the tafget population in o
Pennsylvania is difficult to answer beécduse each of the different data
sources available give widely disparate estimates. Nationally, handicapped

,students reprcsent “about 9.5 percent of the secondary school population,

N -

based on 1981 statistics. This percentage Jds reported to be rising. At
the end of the 1982 school year, the percentage reported in PennsylVania

o .% was QEtween 12% and 134. - '_" -

7
-~ L] !

' To define the target population operationally‘as that group'of
handicapped students for whom vocational education is appropriate still

. T . . . %
\ L . ’ o
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permits ‘several interpretations. One'would be that the nunber of
handicapped students in vocational education should‘approximate the
proportionate number in tne total population. A second would suggest that
vocational education is particularly appropriate for the handicapped who
are less likely to go on to college,‘and thus vocational education and
concrete learning are good ways to teach abstract skills to this group.

’

Following.this‘line of reasoning, the number of handicapped students shouid

"exceed the prOportionatehnumber in the total population. A third

interpretation represents the pervasive attitude_among‘vocational educators
& ' B

that handicapped students are less likely to get into programs involving

\.
~

" physical requirements, so fewer handicapped students sh:uld be. expected in

vocational ‘education. PDE, of course, has no official policy with regard
to any of'tnese\interpretations.

Different reports indicate that hetween 11,000 and 18,000 handicapped
students participated in vocatiodal education in’1981~82 The former
figure is deri d from the accOuntability report of the State Advisory

Council for Vocational: Education in its accountability report, while the

latter figure comes from the Vocational Education Management Information

‘ System (VEMIS). If the flgure of 18,000 is used, this represents a 53/

increase in: the number ‘of handicapped students in vocational education over

%

the four year period from 1978-1982. This figure also represents about

3.9% of the tne total secondary school population,\and about 317% of the
handicapped population,:based on an estimate of 55,000 handicapped
secondary school students. About 38.6 percent of regular students

. v
participate in vocational education., Handicapped students in 1981-82

represented 10% of the total vocational education enrollment, This

w
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compares favorably with the 4.3% national figure. Still, assuming these
figures are correct, the handicapped are slightly under-represented given

<

expectations.

<

K

i

It should se noted tﬁat no attempt has been made in any of these
estimate; to separate the number of handicapped served by federai Vs, .
non-federal supported programs. Undoubtedly\these percentages would be
greatly affected by such an analysié. : Y
Who are tﬁe participants in the vocational educaticn programs for the
handicappéd? This question addresses another aspect of the extent of the
target population in Pennsylvania. Based on estimates from VEMIS, the
make~up of the vocational eduéation‘handiéaﬁped~population is as follows:
25% learning disabled, 10% SED (socially and emotionally disturbed), 59%
. mentally retarded (both educable andltrainable), and 67 physically \‘
handicapped. About 41% are reported to be in mainstreamed programs, while
59% are enrolled in separateiprograms. Thege estimates are partially
corroborated by results of the present study's mail sufvey as indicated.in \ -
Table 1. This table shows percentages of programs serving various |
handicapping conditions and éercentages of students from each category
served.
Data from,sité visits and interviews reveal that in many cases the
handicapped vocational education enrollment is determined at local sites
through the IEPlprocess. Seveéal sites indicated that tﬁey served all
handicapped studgnts referred tg them by study teams. Others noted
limitations regérding the numbef of élots available to handiéapped

students. Still others indicated that the students themselves and the

study team decide whether or not vocational education is appropriate.

f
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g | : _ Table 1
Program Services by H;;?{capp$ng Condition ’ ”
0 ’
. ' Percent of T Percent of
Handicapping Condition Programs Serving . Students Sexved
EMR 3 74% ~ 467
TMR . 28% 13%
.4
LD o 547 28%
SED . s 35% 10%
-1 Other ‘ ‘ 31% 3%
2 L\ .
i
3
» %
30
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Question 2. What are the Special Problems[Needsrof the Target Population?

Project proposa‘s, on~-site and telephone interviews, PDE iaterviews,
and other do@%yents served -as data sources for addressing_this queetion.

Prior toyrecent federal and state legislaéion, handicapped studenes
traditionally were.actively discouraged from parcigipatingiin,vccagional
education (see enrollment data). Thus, initially, set~aside funds were
needed to support such programs. Now the overarching atate goal is to
mainstream students whenever possible. A major need identified in
connection with this goal is to enable such mainstreaming to occur.
Reiéth to this ia a need for support seivices to improve the mainstreaming
process. Significant staff development is also needed for regular
vocational teachers wirh respect to handicapped student background .
information, attitudes, and so forth. Handicapped s;udents need more #
special support and individual aetention beyond regular programs. ' This
would include special counseling, remedial tutoring, more time tonlearn,
and in~shop support. Several people intefviewed at the local ievel
indicated“tha€~handicapped students, in general, cannot survive in regular
vocational programs without this extra support. Also indicated as needs
were factora related to curriculum methodology, for example,
indi&idualiaation; task analysis, and remedial programs. Teacher needs
were thorght to be substantial. Teachers need to be creative, flexible,
and adaptable. Attitudes are also a big problem, both at the classroom
level and at the administrative level.

Several sites indicated that a major need exists for pre-vocational

programs, where students can develop appropriate awareness, attitudes, and
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habité régardiﬁg the world of work;  Tgeée'kinds offgppgrams are not
encouraged under current state regulations. Other sites noted needs with
}‘fegafd to co~op programs. These included job devglopment,.placément, and
follow~up., It was noted that while sites can tréiq a handicapped student
with j@b_skilis, they neea,-additionally, to work with .employers with

regard to attitudes and expectations. There is also a need for follow-up

s

with graduates once they are placed.
" Work experieﬁce oéportunities are also a major need, as with regular
vocational education programs. However, handicapped student; especially .
" need hands~on work experienbé, either through co-op orvin.a_éhppa There
are also needs with regard to employment, drép~outs, and attendance as with__
regular stuq?nts.: Vocatiogél programs neeq to'ﬁe more motivating.
Accessible facilities also repfesent a‘major need for the handicapped as
~well as appropriate equipment and édaptations.
Finally, many of thoée interviewed indicated a major need also exists
in.terms of the gollats available to support a vocational education program

-

" for the handicapped.

’ ' Priorities

Facing the identified problems and needs of the target population; the °
PDE has assigned priorities to certain solutions. These are répresented in
i . -
state policy with regard to vocational education, state regulations, and

funding guidelines. Study questions relating to these priofity solutions

are discussed helow. &

LIS
?
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Questicas 1 and 2, What is the existing PDE approach to sonlving problems?
What are desirable policies and practices for PDF?

(

Vocational educdation projects for the handicapped.over the years have
addresaed the'state goals for vocational education (see Appendix), as have
othcr funded vocational projects: Table 2 shows‘the extent to which such
'projects have been-comﬁitted to each of the state goals doring each of the
years revieWed in this evaluation study. As can be seen from the table,
the’ overwhelming majority of programs are grouped under goal #8, expanding
opportunities for the disadvantaged and handicapped.

The PﬁE approach to solving problems of.vocational education for: the
handicapoed{@ay be considered to have been documented in the goals-and
‘subgoals for funding for handicaopéd.vocational education programs. While
these.statements provide some indication of “the PDE approach, in~depth
idterviews with key PDE officials andllocal program staff provide a more
'analyt&c view of this approach. From this latter viewpoint, it would
appear that the PDE approach is more fiscal than programmatic. One person
interviewed indicated that "they throw money at a problem in order to
satisfy the advodates." Another claimed that all programmatic decisions
are made at ‘the local level and not by the state: "local people define the
problems and solutions, but they don't have the capacity to deal with the

problems without-federal and state dollars." Some of those interviewed

" felt that the state currently has no real commitment to vocational

education for the handicapped: ."Thetdollars supporting these programs, are
federal, matched by LEA fuﬁds; and PDE simply monitors the federal
mandatés," Moreover, the PDE approach appears to come from funding

categories in the legislation. ~"1.‘hat ig, “"handicapped/disadvantaged" exists

33
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Table 2°

Projects and State Vocationak,Goals

Projects 1979-80 1980-81 || ~ 1981-82 Total
\ Goals it % i % # % it %
* 1. Vocational skill ‘10 o 4 3% 8 6% 22 6%
development
.Ii; Adult’ and post secondary 5 47 5 YA % 3% 14 3%
- 111, Alternativé prograis 3 3% 7 5% 5 7% 19 5%
IV, Articulation across 1evels 2 2% 2 1% 0 0% 5 13
v. Unde;staﬁding education 5, 47 1 1% 0 0% § 2%
and career options/ ’ ’ .
placenent '
- VI. Equal educational 2 22 W} 1 1z 0 0% 6 2
-opportunities ‘
ViI. Professional inservjice 0 0% 1 1% 3 2% 4 1%
programs.
N,
VIII. Expanded opportunities 84  76%. {j113 84% |} 112 82% . 309  81%
for disadvantaged/ o,
.handicapped U .
y ” ¥
TOTAL 111 100% 134 1007% 136 1007 | 381*% 100%
. . . . ﬂt
projects had more than one goal.
34
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‘as a funding category, so PDE has a "handicapped/disadvantaged" person on

staff to coordinate and ménitor it. View this in contrast with a potentiél B
altérnative approach of assigning ;esﬁonsibility to operational staff;

Nthat.is, permit.areas of the depﬁrtment which relate to §pecial education
to monitor vocational education”kranté for the handicapped and Chapter 1
staff to mcﬁitor grants for the disadvantaged. , Similarly, in.itS‘currbnt
configuration, handicapped vocational education is divided up furtﬁer into
post~gecondary, guidan;e, disadvantaged, and secondary (péralleling the
fundiné categories), all with different'peogle responsible fo; them.

Ptior to federal and state'leg{é?ation in 1976-77, most of fhe
vocationél programs fo; the handicapped consisted of pre~vocational
actiﬁitieg (e.g., assessment, work adjustment). After such leéislation,
the emphasis moved toward skill training and maiﬁ%treaﬁing of handicapped
stﬁdents into regui&r vocational programs. According_to current
gui&eliA;s,-vocational programs are nog suppoéed torégpport prefyocational
activities, though many still exist and many more wish that continued
suéport for pre»vocationai acéivities would be'forthcom}ng. PDE has not
cﬁéngeﬁ its baglc position since 1979-80.‘ Th;t is, thé LEAs primariiy set L
the ﬁrio?itiés féﬁ\thg vocational education-pr?grams for the handicapped. .

Theie currently exists a strong feeling among PDE staff that the PDE -
tépproach shéuld be of a‘gapacity building nature. That. is, funds shoula\bqkhwm
uséd to bgild local programs towardsua cg?acity for mainstreaming. Given .
this orientatdion, there are two principal waysuto support it: a

»

consumptive aﬁﬁrcach and a.capaciCy building approach. Following a
. V “ﬂ”\'h\' ’ \
o consumptive approach, funding would be made available for things like

perpetual staff'devélopment, and ongoing program operations. Capacity




building would require attention to teacher attitudes, facilities,
upgrading teacher skills, and materiéls and methods. Based on the Q

Y
assumption that capacity is finite and can be reached, this may be the area

. to fo;us attention on initially. To some extent, LEAs have used program -
ﬁbnies for capacity bﬁilding, particulariy with régérd to fagilitieé,
althouéh mogﬁgfunding is speht on prpgram‘operaﬁﬁons. |

o  PDE'S role withwgespect to the funded programs is usually one of
problem solv%f’of compliapce or fiscal concerns, rather ;han programmatic

concerns. There is a strong feeling that the current PDE role should be

more in the area of technical assistance, emphasizing programmatic

. BRI bl

concerns: PDE alsé focﬁses,almost exclusively on compliance rather than
qualiéy aégurance. A strong feeling exists that PDE should focus more on
assuring.quality in the operation of local‘'programs. Morcover, monitoring
reperts gompileé by PDE and regional offices contain little useful
information on local proérams. While there may be utility in having.
{monitors visit and regularly.communiuate with local programs, documentati;n
_6n.these visits and communications is of little value in its préseﬁf iorm.
‘ One inéerviewee felt that compliance visits were only useful as a social
function.
Although. the state funds evaluations of programs, these evaluations at
ﬁhe local level are not in-depth. 'In addition, final reports are not
: rl ired of projects. This lack of final reporfing fosters d léck of
accountability. Some LEAs assume that the dollars wili‘always be there, sa

they don't have to be accountable, according to some interviewees. Many

interviewees recommended instituting substantive reporting requirements.

kS
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Other recommendations stemming from PDE and %EA interviews included
specification of a state role in dissemination of information on vocational
education for the handicapped, identification and publicity for exemplary
programs and practices, and instituting neéworking among the projects which

_have been established.

"Questions 3 and 4. How are priorities determined and validated? What afe
the relationships? '

As noted previously, the state education department disposes of
federal funds for vocational educagion of the handicapped, the locals set

priorities, and the school boards seek or want funding from the state. The
: : | . :
state plan outlines the types of activities that can be supported and PDE

doesn't add to or change the federal priorities. -One respondent to the
< . : Ca
intexviews said "It doesn't make any ‘sense to prioritize goals a;.ﬁhe state

‘level, since, with entitlement, it doesn't matter anyway."

.
¢ »

A new state plan is developed each year. ffogram people provide input

The Stat¥ ory Council for'Vocational Education has*a role to advisé, |
: T . . . A , ’ i
It submits a ';§f0a1 report of recommendations. This: state advisory Y

council usu?i‘; doesn't recommend on handicapped issues each year, although {w¢

»
+

there were recommendations during years included in the current study. For
. - 2

. } ,
example, the state advisory council recommended a special edycation //,/*”"-\
. , [

vocational education coordinator, and had several other recommendations

+
-

. » . .
during the 1982-83 program year. In addition, the Pennsylvania Association
for Retarged Children (PARC) and the Pennsylvania Association for

Vocational Education for Special Needs Pupils (PAVESNP) provide testimony

[§
.

. kY
at hearings, and that is taken into account in developing the state plan.

O  Civil rights reports are also taken into account. {

1
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"Questions 5 and 6. Do’ PDE‘gpidelines meet the infoxmation needs of 1ocal
education agencies? What is the current PDE funding approach? ‘

-

Based on interview data, thefcons;nsus from ldcél programs is that
information needs regarding appl}catioqs for funding are being met, and
that locals are familiar enough with the applicaéiEﬁ process to be less
-demanding in this regafd.. Locals’ can request help from regional offices
.aﬁd they do so when ugedgd“ The generai perceptien is that the regional. u
offices piovlde satiéfactdry-pelp with regard to requests for aid from the
locals. There is a perception on the part éf some state department of
education staff ;hat LEAs request help m6re frequently than desirable, and
they fear that this may encourage dependency.

As far as the information needs of locals i? other areas is concerned,
the inférmation coming from PDE was not felt to be sufficient., For
exampLe, data collection and MIS requirements were perceived Pg the locals
as generally’ not clear. These réquixements appear to localb to change too
| frequently and ghe reports based on such information are viewed by them as
: being hard to interpret énd use, Ioo.late, and containing the wrong types

of information to be reported to programs. Local programs want good and

up-to~izte information, and would like to see useful evaluation data.

7

~

Local prégrams also report that they need information on promising

practices. They feel that there is no disseﬁination network or sharing

"\

among funded prdgrams in ‘this regard. Several local program personnel
suggested that they would like to see an'i?nual meeting or two to discuss
viable strategies for meeting peculiar local situations and needs in this

A

and related areas.



\\..—‘m
Somé problems were reported by locals with resgect to turnover in IEA

staff’ asgigned as federal coordinators, ana\the effect of this upon

-~ k4

-

eperetien of local programs. -

With regare £b technical assistance provided from regional and cencral
=office“preéram personnel, che perceptioe of LEAs_is.that the quality of:
aesietance varies from person.to person. Some personnel are extremely
helpful and some atre nor.'

With respect to the PDE funding approach, PDE and LEA interviezs
indicate that manfzbelieve there shou;d be more direction with regard to
the PDE funding approach, and more clearly defined priorities. Such PDE
fuhding should be aimed at chﬁacity building, so that ifathe dollars |
received for s&bport'of'such.prégreﬁs are cut, then the LEAs can deal with
the.problems hased on capacity that has already been developed and ca

\remove themselves in many ways from dependence upon the receipt of exterpal
fuqu.

. \\de does .not have leeway with regard to competitive funding for
support of vocational education fcr the handicapped, except in teacher

L.

education and research and evaluation. The allocation approach, rather
N .

than the project method, is reguired byllegislétion. The perceived

+

" advantage of the allocation method is that all schools can participate.

Schcols don't have to be particularly aggressive or sophisticated with

regard to proposal preparation in order to receive funding. This prevents

politically influential districts from getting all of the funding dollars.
Such a broad based runding approach has much to recommend it: The
disadvantege of the allocation method is that funding and project -
development can hecome casual over time, due to lack inaccouncability and

-t ¥

r -
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lack of incentives for developing and operating quality programs. The
al;ggation method takes something away from the state leadership role in

- r‘ . '
this adga, some interviewees felt. -
{ N , /

" The project method hég,beéﬁ/tried with other components. Several

problems exist with this method. Initially, there are often an .
. a
insufficient number of applicants. This method creates a lot of paperwork

and effort surrounding the proposal review process. o B

<
‘

“ Much negative feedback was received from the local people interviewed

regarding the funding apbroach, partiéularly with regard to the t;miﬁg.
Many of those interviewed c¢laimed the funding 1s received too late, and
that they don't know if they will be contindédifrom year to year or the
amount. of funding upon which. they can depend. There wére also complaints

that there were not enough funds for placement and for follow-up (

activities, There were also perceptions of inequitable fupding,'with too
o )
o large a share of the funding going to urban areas. Some alternative

‘suggestions were offered with regard to changing the funding to a two &gar
cycle.

The Vocational Education,Act affects the amount of money- and the

‘approach to funding. For entitlefient formulas this involves criteria such
as the peréent of economically depressed, high unemployment, emerging
manpower needs, relative number of low income families, and relative

financiallability of the district.
<
PDE staff‘interviewed indicated that they did't like the funding
"approach; either, because it doesn't appear to foster quality. They would

K13

<

-~ ‘rather see the funding as a competitive process. They reéognized that the

distribution of funding mighf not be viewed as équitable if it were

3
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”determined on the basis’ of- quality, but felt that the way to 1n5ure quality

‘.

ig to institute competitive funding as well as aqcountabilnty and

monitoring. Thay believed that this would lead to a balance between eguity - L

¥y

\
\-

and qualicy. ' o ! : . AL
. . ' .

The qualifications for funding for monies that are part of_the 107

h

set~aside include the following Each student mucn have an"IEP. Rach

student must be placed in ‘the least restrictive environment. Each studcnt

" A

must\have equal access. to regular vocational education. Thete must ‘be . . -

. cooperation between vocational educet ion and special education‘staff “ The
H‘ LY

handicapped must be diagnosed by a qualified physician and/or psychologist.

ﬁunding mist be used as excess,costs; that is, costs over and above_that ofc
the regular program; There must be assurances that handicapped Ftudents
"cannot otherwise succeed in a regular school ptogran. In addition, the{
dollars must be used~for vocational instructionxor services to enable .
gsuccess in a.regulax vocational program. Preuvdc;tional programs or \
activities are not&appropriate. Based on site visgits and interviews at the
local level, for the most part, compliance was observed with the above
qualifications, though often at a superficial level. _
. ¥ . .

.
. A
\ . . . .
e * .
-

Activities and Programs

The study<questions addressed~in this general area involve the types
of activities-and characteristi¢s of programs'funded by the Burgau of ) )
Vocational Educdtion under the vocational education program for the

_handicapped. C ' ' /
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Questiors | and 2. What types of activities are funded by PDE? What are
the reldtionshipq between‘projects? g
" The types of activities and the type of orientation that a pdrticuldl

project.has is determined largely by the category in which it is funded.
All projgcts for the three fiscal years under the studv were identified
from the PDE contract files and sorted under program category; The number
of projects.funded g} category and by fiscal &ear are Qreéente& in Table 3.
As can be seen in.tﬁe table, a total of 334 projects were identified. for .
the three fiscal years. The vast majority of these programs were funded in
the category of hhandicapped secondary."” These projects are funded through.
entitlement, or throggﬁ the-alloc%tion me;hodﬁf They constitute
approximately 82% of the total number of brojécts fuqdedwover the
three~year period. In addition, they reprLsent an increasing proportion of
the total number of prOJects being funded across-each of"the three ypa;s
Table 4 shows the numbers of\new }roseéts, by program funding
category, funded?for‘each of the fiscal years upder study. As can be seen
in the table, a total gf 78 new projeéts weré,funded during tﬁe three~year
period. As such, Table 4 represents a s;bse; of the tnpal‘number of
pro3ects presented in Table 3. Again, the gfeat maj6rity of programs'fall

L3

into the "handicapped seccndary" category. A total 'of 237 of the total

‘number of projects funded over the three~year period represented new

~ projects. This indicates that the largest proportion of projects being

3

funded each year are continuation projects.

‘Data were gathered -on the goals of the projects and the types of

- activities that they represent by means of a mail survey, and these data

. are depicted in Tables 5 and 6. Table 5 indicates that the largest number

+

of'projects reported one of their primary goals to be the "acquisition of

1

yocational skigls/compépencies.” Only 4% of the programs indicated “staff

'
0 e
[ i >
. d
N
u
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Table 3

Projects Funded by Program Category
. s

Program Category ) 1980 1981 1982 Total

. ‘. . . \
.2-2 H/C Secondary, 68 . 190 105 273
2-1 H/C Post Secondary 10 14 13 37
3-5 H/C Guidance 10 6 2 .- 18
17326 H/C Curriculum ' 0 o 0 0

. P .

3-7 H/C Staff Development 0 4 2 ‘ 6

Total 88 124 122 o 334
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Table 3

Projects Funded by Program Category

Program Category = 1980 \ 1981 1982 " Total

4 \h, o ) K

" }- 2«2 H/C Secondary 68 100 105 273
2-1 H/C Post Secondary 10 14 13 37

. hGd

3-5 H/C Guidance 10 6 2 18
3-6 H/C Curriculum o - 0 0 0

3-7 H/C Staff Development 0 : 4 2/// 6
Total © 88 124 122 334
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Table 3

£

Projects Funded by Program Category

.88

Program Category 1980 1981 1982 Total
2-2 H/C Secondary 68 100 105 273
2-1 H/C Post Secondary 10 14 13 37
3-5-H/C Guidance 10 6 2 18
3-6 H/C Curriculum 0 0 0 -0
3~7 H/C Staff Development 0 4 2 6
Total 124 122 334
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| Program Category

Table 3

Projects Funded by. Program Category

- 2-2 H/C Sepoqdéry

2~1 H/C Post Secondary

4
1

3-5 H/C Guidance

3-6 H/C Curriculum

[
A

3-7 H/C Staff Development

¥

‘Total

1980 1981
68 100 ‘
10 14
10 , 6
0 0
0 ~ 4

W

o 88 C T 124
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. Table 4
oo . :
o~ . ,New Projects_Fundeg by Program Category
AT T e . e S| o ) ‘ ' ,
“Program Category " 1980 -~ /1981 1982 Total -
2-2 H/C Secondary , 23 9 ) 24 56
2~1 ﬁ/c Post Secondary 7 3 N 9 19 -
3-5 H/C Guidance o 1 2. 0 3
3-6 H/C Curriculum ) 0 '. - 0 . 0 € 0
. _ o ¢ |
3~7 H/C Staff Developmendf‘ 0o 0 ' 0 0
Total : - 31 % 33, 78
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Table 5

Project Primary Goals,
! : 7

" - Goals

Percent of

N

[

e

1. Acquisition pf Vocational Skills/Competéﬁcies . 81%

2._5Mainstream into "Regular" Vocational Classéé‘«n_ 652

3. Development of Pre~Employment Skills o/ 57%

4, Placément in Full/Part Time Job “ 437

5. Staff Deveiopment - ' o 47

6. O,the.r' P 20%

, Tt I .
T ‘
I [}
' b 13

Projects




Table 6
Project Activities

Activities

Percent of Projects

9.

i1,

12.
13,

14.

Specific Job Skill Training
Inﬁividualized Program
General Vocational Skills

4

Pre~Employment Services

Competency-Based Instruction

Counseling

Mainstreémed Program

Remedial Training _ N
Evaluation/Assessment

Work Experience/Coop.

Self»Cogtained Program

Placement Services

.Staff Development

Other

24%
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development" as a pripmary’ goal. Table 6 suggests that "specific job skili

>

_ training“ appeared as a principal project activity in 65% of the programs. -

This represents the most frequeat activity reported by programs through the

r
i A

éurvgy. "Individualized program’ was reported as a principal activity by
61% of the-programs. "General vocational skills" and "pre-employment

skills" ranked third and fourth in frequency amogg the projects surveyed, i

respectively.~ Only 11%Z of the projects indi-ated "staff development" as an

activity. This agrees generally with the findings for primary project

\ .
goals presented earlier in Table 5. The finding of "specific job skill

" training" as the most frequent activity among projects coincides with the

large percentage of programs indicating "acquisition of vocational
skills/competencies" as their primary goal, as reflected in Table 5.
Current mandates are reflected in the finding that "mainstreamed program"

,q'f;;r.-
/ i

was represented in 46% of the programs as compared to "self contained

program" which was only represented in 28% of the ﬁrograms. Moreover, many

of the self-contained programs included components which involved

mainstreaming.

Question 3, To what extent do projects represent "best practice" in

services to the handicapped? °

"Best practice" is a subjective term which represents a judgément as
to the degree to which the procédures or methods which are used represent
the ones thougpg to be the most effective. For purposes of this study, a
vocational proéram for the handicapped exemplifies "best practice'" when it

incorporates the following program features:

’ ‘ S
/N |
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. individualized instruction :
) integrated instruction (mainstream) -)

' real job skills (job skills and training) :

* placement in paid employment
] competency~based instruction
. community~based instruction (work experiencé/éo-oﬁ)..

While it ks not claimed that the above prograﬁﬂfeatures f?present a
comprehensive. list of those that might be consider;a "best practice," gﬁey
do represént what is commonly expected'as non-mandated optional features of - .
programs that wogﬁd be illustrative of¢"best practice." To determine
whether the funded projects represented "beét practice," an ana{;sis was

) performed on the duata coliected in the mail ﬁurVeyiand thiqdéh EPe
personal/telephone interviews with LEAs. 1In analyzing these data, the —
number of "best practice" features wés totaled for each project and a meaﬁ,
was computed across projects for the mail survey énd the interviegs. ﬂTable.

- . ' N
7 shows the results. In this table, the mean number of "best practice"

features'is,shown‘separately for each type of su;véy with the corresponding

. percentages based on the total numbet of features possible ‘to exhibit
(i.e.; 6); Thus, it can be seed that approximately half of the features of
what might be cénsfdére&”"bgsé practice" are exhibited in current
vocational eéucation programs for the handicapped.

. A sl}ghtly different perspective on "best practice' might be obtained
by looking at the content 6f the programs funded. That is, the extent to
which tﬁe programs.focus on vocaﬁional skills Vs, Qreuvocational skills can
be examined. For this purpose, both the mail survey and interview data

were analyzed once again. Tke analysis consisted of computing the

percentage of programs which indicated that they taught vocational skills,

t
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A Data Sources ‘ P Number of Features* Percent
- T b
Mail Survey 2.93 > 49% -
, . =
Interviews 3.13 52%
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*Highest possible number of features = 6.
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Table 8

Types of Skills Taught

Skill Types Mail Survey - Interviews
Vocational Skills 31% 18 “
. Pre~Vocational Skills 19% 13%
Both 4y 627
3
1 | WNeither 4% 8%
*
S " .
N g
?.;f
-‘\#
+ "
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Table 9
‘Funds Distributed by Category
Category 1980 1981 1982 Total )

H/C Secondary~ $2,615,115 (81%). $3,042,866 (77%) $3,458,883 (86%) $9,116,864 (81%)

22
2-1 H/C Post~ 401,683 (12%) 480,509 (12%)  "390,361 (10%) 1,272,553 (11%)
3econdary’ t : . . '
' 3-5 H/C Guidance 224,050 ( 7%) 329,018 ( 8%) 106,597 ( 3%) 659,665 6%)
36 H/C Curricy um 0 ( 0%) . C0.(0%) 0 (0% 0 (0%) 1.
| : ] mwr"”’g. ‘ . S
3-7 H/C Staff S0 ( 0y 98,180 (M%) 65,254 ( 1Z) . 163,434 ( 22)
, - -Development © DD é ~ cot
\ ¢ - %
Totaly $3,240,848 7 $3,950,573 §4,021,095  $11,212,516
Y . ‘ . ’
1
v ; ) "ﬁ )
- o '
:"1 -"’
o « g
&
[ A
£
o \ .
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. 14
increases in overall funding across the three fiscal years. In addition,
&
it should be noted that the "handicapped secondary" level represents funds

"distributed by entitlement.

5

When project distribution is examined by region (see Table 10), it can

be seen that, over the period under study, the largest percentage of

J

projects was, funded in the western region. -The number of ‘projects funded,

however, does not necgssarily reflect the amount of funding represented by
such projects.

N b
Question 5. To what extent is there interagency cooperation in funding' and
administering the program? -

N

This question représents.a key issue in the literature. In 1979-80,
the State Advisoqy Council for Vocational Education recommended that
interagency cooperation be improvedyin this area. This was reflected in
the state's-annual plan. Despite these policy initiatives to improve

interagency cooperation, staff interviewed at the stgte level generally
reported a suspicion that there wds not a whole lot of interagency- -

cooperation -present in -the funding and administerin: of the program. Tt

was felt that "slnce the funding doesn t require it, there 1is no incent 1ve

LN

to do it." State staff also indicated that "there may be.more cooperation-

at the LEA level" than at ‘the- SEA level. More interagency cooperation was

observed st the LEA level during on*site,obserVatiogs and interviews than

was found at the SEA level. This may be:a result of LFA priorities and

[ »
- . ' 4

. ey

funded activities. . |
{

Vocational rehabilitation was involved somewhat at the locdl level

y

with post~-secondary projects. For example, at one local project. they were

$ 5

able to use vocational rehabilitation fur s for some job development and

N
¢
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follow~up dctivities that would not have been possible with Bureau of

Vocational Education funding.

0

Bureau of Vocational Education staff at PDE have an "informal'

! .
telationship with special education staff. For example, there are

occasional telephone calls, periodic meetings, and joint task forces are

a4

egtéblished with.representatives from both areas where work assi,nments
~require it. An example of the latter is the special education audit form,
which_ﬁas a vocatjonal part. Vocational Education staff have also served
.omzaudit teams. Several initiatives were started a few years ago but

dissipated as a result of staff turnover. PDE staff from the Bureau of

?ﬁcatioual Education who were interviewed indicated that "they would.like

to gpé'a more formal, joint effort with the Bureau of Special Education" in °

LS

‘ the?gpirit'of interagency cooperation. -At the LEA level, some complaints

.

¢

were received about a,lack of” coordination between the Bureau of Vocational
Education and other state offices. These were expressed ﬁarticulafly with

", regard to loﬁg'gangé planning, development of policies and position papers, .

operations, planning, fiscal affairs, and administration. Some respondents

. ; . }" .
indicated that the LEAs could use special education dollars to do things

\ \

that vocational education funds won't permit tlem to do because of funding

Con restrictions. This includes identification, assessment, and pre~vecational
: " A A ] .
L ' "

traihigg for handicapped students.’

t “ . -

A‘In'the 1980~81 state plan, five'recommendations pertinent to this
toﬁic were offered: (1) that formal interagency agreements between
vocational education, special education, aund vocational rehabilitation be

. tstablished; (2) that special education staff review all vocational

education projects to insure no duplication of efforts; (3) that local
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vocational education staff participate in IEP development; (4) that the RCU
develop film and materials; (5) that teacher in-service activities be
enhanced., Whilé there 1is no indication that the first recommendation was
ever implemented, some of(zgé others have been undertaken to a limited
extent. For example, IUs now need to sién off on vocational education
projects for the handicapped in order to avoid duplication of efforts.
Although thegg may have been more formal cooperation between agencies

during 1979-80 and l980~81, none is strongly in evidence at the present

o
Qutcomes

Project outcomes are probably among the most important areas of focus

time.

for the current stu&y, but also among the least documented aspects of the
program at all levels from the state down through the>local. Not only is
there a dearth of evidence -available with respect to project outcomes, but
.there is also a largely misunderstood notion of what constitutes ouzzome
evaluation. In fact, the notion of evaluation itself is often confused -
among progfam personnel with the concepts of assessment and individdal
diagnostic testing. One project, after being asked to provide additional
information on outcome evaluation, supplied a 208 page final evaluation
report. This evaluation report ccnsisted of copies of diagnostic tests
‘taken by participating students (some of them blank) together with
individual instructional prescriptions or samples thereof. The entire 208
pages was devoid of any process or outcome evaluative information. Strong

recommendations concerning the need for state leadership in the area of

outcome evaluation are presented in a later section. In the present
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section, however, questions with regard to project outcomes are addressed
in as comprehensive a manner as permitted by the scarcity of data available

to be surveyed.

P

Questions 1 and 2. Have the reeds of the target population been met? Are
needs met because of PDE funded proiects or other factors?

To address this question, data from the mail survey and interviews
were chiefly utilized. Using these data collection techniques, the
question was posed as to whether the projects w.th which the %espondents
were connected met the intended needs. Given the general nature of the
question and the self-report aspect of it, it is not totally unexpected
.thaﬁ the positive results shown in Table 11 were obtained.

Examining this dichotomous self-report of success more closely, both

the mail survey and interview data collection techniques provided
';ndependent estimates of program outcomeé with respect to three positive
types: generally positive outcomes, graduates successfully émployed, and
students mainstreamed into regular vocational education. Table 12
indicates the analysis results for each of these three outcome types for
both téq_mail survey andlinterviews. For each outcome type, the percent of
_the total number of programs sampled responding is indicated, and the mean
estimate of program impacfiwith respect to that outcome category is
presented., Data on responses from the personal and telephoﬁe interviews
were based upon the sufficiency of evidence for making a decision or an
estimate with rggard to each of the outcome categories. That is, the

response rate represents the percentage of programs in the sample for which

~

b
J

sufficient evidence was deemed present by the interviewer to warrant

7



Have

Table 11

the Projects Met the Intended Needs?

Response .Mail Survey Interviews
Yes 1007 100%
No 0% 0%
¢
“~ N




Table 12

¥

Types of Project Outcomes

Mail Survey ' « Interviews
- Qutconme . Response Rate Mean Impact Response Rate Mean Impact
.. 1. Positive Outcomes 14% 817 337 847
2. Graduates Success-— 44% 49% 44% 57%
fully Employed’
V| 3. Mainstreamed into 657% 644 23% 647
~ "Regular" Vocational
Education




inclusion in the mean impact estimate. As might be expected, the response
rates for the interviews were lower than those from the mail survey. This

was probably due to the more stringent requirements for available evidence
. - )

which were applied by interviewers before including the data, as contrasted

this with a lack of any requirements ‘on respendents to the mail survey with
. Gy

-~

respect to sufficiency of evidence. However, the impact estimates for mail

1

survey and interview data collection methods are remarkably similar. By

_ \ :
replieating the mean impact estimates in this fashion through two
ind?pendent &ata collection proceduras, considerable\credence and
~onfidence is placed in the obtained results. THis ieags to the
. generalizations that of all of the handicapped students participating in
vorational education'programs, about 80% of them have seen some type of
positive outcome, with approximately 50% gaining successful employment upon
.graduation and approximétely 64% being mainstreamed into regular vocational

education programs. ' s

)

Questians 3 and 4. What is the evidence of project impact? What programs
work best for whom, R ) -

While independent verification through separate surveys of the
positive effects of vocational education for the handicapped Ee;resents
sohethiﬁg more than collective opinion, on the cther hand, it represents
con?iderably less ;han what wouid be considered an adequate evaluation of
program outcomes from a policy-making perspective. For this reason, data
were examined on the kinds of evaluations whiéh were conducted by funded

programs in an effort to document any need for more formal evaluation

60 '741
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requirements, policy, or guidel}nes for Iocal prograng from the state
level. |

For purposes of this study, a vocational program for the handicﬂppc&
was considered todhave cbﬁéucted a "formal evaluation" if infofmation on
process and outcomes was on hamd, ready for use and decision-making, and
such information:

i

® had been collected on relevant project and state goals
'# , had been properly aggregated, analyzed, and intdrpreted
° included conparison tetno-project conditions

® had been compiled in some written statement which included
« results and conclusions.

Once again, qata from the mail survey and interviews were useq\to
provide information on the estent of formal program evaluation condncted
within the vocatlondl education funding program for the handicapp d. All

+ programs within the separate samples for the mail survey and interviews
were cat?gcrizeq witt ‘espect to the following types of evaluation evidence
present for their individusl projeet: evidence of fornal evaluation, |
formal evaluation reported, no formal evaluation, and no respcnse. Table
13 presents the results of analysis of tnis information. As can be seen

from the table; only between 3% and 117 of the projects snow any evidence
of formal evaluation; This seems nisturningly low in a program which is™,
spen&ing more than 4 million dollars per year in supporting projects of
this type. |

With respect to Table 13, it should be‘noted that the substantial

differences between the mail survey and personal/telephone interview

figures for the "formal evaluation reported" and the "no formal evaluation"
\
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Table 13
;

Projects Conducting Formal Evaluation#*

k .
x ‘Mail Survey Interviews
\lj - - \'
Evidence of Formal Evaluation 11% 5%
Formal Evaluation Reported 51% 1042
No Formal Evaluation Reported 46% i 907 ’
No Response 3% .

-~

*The second through fourth response categories are
add to 100%, while the first category is a subset

-~

.ot

mutually,exclhsive and thus
of the second category.
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category were probably attributable to the grgater stringency with which
interviewers questioned the project staff undergoing personal and_telephone
thervicwé. On the mail survey,arespondents were free to interpret loosely
their responses as to what constituted a formal evaluation. Project staff
were less likely, during a formal interview, to give the interviewer
Imformation that could be in any way challenged. This speaks well for the:
validity of the perséual and telephone interview methods of data
coliection.

In the absence of daéa on outcome evaluation available for projects
funded under the vocational education for the handicapped program, certain
indirect indigators of program iméacﬁ may be examined. One of these is the
extent to w ich local projects héée produced a "ripple effect." That is,
to what egtent has the project heen in démand in disﬁricts outside of‘the'
home dispﬁict as indica;ed by requests for information, for presenta;ions,
or fo} téchnical'éssistance in é@opting o% replicating the program. These
may suégest that the positive effects thé program has had; however
documented, are sufficiently impéessivelto warrant the attention and the
dedication.of resources of other districts towgrd édopting or replicating
thi¢ program fof their own use. _Information on this effect is pfeseuted in
Tablé 14, The results presentediin this table are ba§edJon an analysis of
- data from personal and telephone interviews. Those intervigwed were asked
whether or not their projeccappraﬂd;ed a ripple effect. They were also
required fo give evidencejor further describe the kind of ripple effect.
Based on their elaborated response to this item, analyses of the data were

3
undertaken. Their responses were grouped into four categories: yes, no,

maybe, and not applicable. The results indicated that for at least 37% of

63
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' Table 14 .

- . . {.

Have the Projects Produced a RippleiEffect?

[}

Y
LN

. Response . Percent Responding
' t ——

Yes 37%

. \ ) C
- No ‘ . 58%

\ .
] Maybe . ' 47
. Not Applicable | .- 0% .
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1

the programs there was active interest from outside the home district in
information and/or technical assistance necess 5y in adopting or

repkicating the program.

-*

<

Question 5. Have projects developed local capacity to continue to neet

needs of ta:g_; group?

-~

This quéstion is particularly important in view of the alterntive
caéacity building vs. consumptive apﬁroacheszto funding discussed in
relation to one of the earlier evaluation-queétions on PDE priqrity
solutions (see components II, questions 1 & 2),.

Based on data secured from the personal and‘felephone interviews, an
énalysis produced the tabulated;results shown in Table 15. This table v
reflects the percen@&ge of projects indicating whether they could continue

operations without state fundiﬁg. Almost a quarter of the project:

indicated that they could continue without any further state funding. When
[ ]

the percentage of projects which responded with a "maybe" is added, the

indication is that as many as 40% of all of the programs currgntly funded

v

under thz vocational education for the handicapped program could coentinue

L)

without any further state {:nding. This result needs to be clarified in

‘certain respects,‘of course. The programs were certainly not responding an

the basis of continuation of their local projects at the full level of
operation and service which they currently maintain. There is, therefore,
no way of projecting the actual numbers of students which could be served,

or conversely which could not be served, under circumstances in which no

further funding would be available to projects currently operating.

-
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Table 15

iy

Could the Projents Continue Without State Funding?

Response Percent Responding «
Yes 247
" No ) 51%
Maybe 197
Y N6t.Applicéble 6%

66
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Nevertheléss, from a capacity-building standpoint it is encouraging that
.. .

the self-report data indicates evidence of permanent effects of fhndingl

Policies
. - ) : 3
The following study questions address various areas'in which future

A Y e,

directions and policy recommendations can be madg.regﬁrding the Bureau of ~«
Vocational Education's vocational education program for the hapdicaﬁgfd,

‘As this section is.part of the analysis chapter, suggestions for future
{ { s

directions and policy recommendations will be limitsd to those direétly

represented in the data collected in connection with the study. A

synthesis‘of the data and information ﬁresenﬁed‘in this section, togeﬁher
.with RBS' own suggestions in these areas, is:presented in the later chapter

dealing with, conclusions and recommendations. ‘

“

Questions 1 and 2. What issues or activities require further actention?
What recommendations for future policies/practices can be made? :

, Based on telephone and personal interviews as well as information

&
[

Y gained through the maifl survey, the following were indicated by respondents

.
+

as issues or activities relating to vocational education of the handicapped

P ' .
that require further atteg;&dﬁ or recommendations for future ,

)

policies/practices. A ,

o The method of funding of vocational education programs for the
" handicapped. PDE ought to fund programs based on the ‘quality of
the program rather than the sheer number of students enrolled or

the economic conditions prevailing at the local applicant level.

A“

¥
+

)

*

‘ 0 The need to look at work directions other than manufacturing for
the placement of the handicapped.
/ 7
@ The need to examine ways in which vocational programs for the

+

handicagped can be kept current.




<z

-ﬂ?ojects. ' PDE needs to build funds for this into local program

) . o ' L
~ The need to provide more opportunity for remedial work, via

"~

-~

The need for a Standard'operational definition of mainstreaming.

PDE needs to generate a standard definition of mainbtreaming, as

the’ present one 1is inadequate in several respects.'
<
The need to move away from an emphasis upon production data.

- ”

The need for dissemination of 1n%ormntibn about ,successful

judgetst S ' ’ L . S
. N . . N ‘ ’ ¥ )

ﬂhe need for more stringen%%évaluétion of projects. PDE needs to

buil funds for this into 1dcal program budgets.

he need fer closer monitoring: of local project operations. PDE
needs to institute a program mﬁnitoring procedure which fosters
more’ aecountability. :
, _
The need to move.away from a definition of vocational education . 3
for the handicapped which simply means "jobs." -~

The need to provide opportunities and application guidelines S
which go beyond the traditional and are more creative -in_ '
programming. PDE'needs to broaden ‘the application guidelines for
funding. - These application guidelines are currently tuo .
restrictive and do not allow for non-traditional or innovative .

. -approaches to vocational programming .for the‘handicapped

L}
F-S
’

The need for more follow~up evaluation and examination of
erployment results. PDE needs to provide for more fol‘ow~up ‘of
outcomes of programs at the local level 'in order to more closely
examine employmént results. ‘

The need to provide more opportunity in programming for
incorporating pre-employment training, 'so Handicapped students
will be better prepared for specific skills trainlng. S S .‘J

The need to provide Tore vccational programming for handicaéped
girls. ' . i :
computey assisted instruction. ‘ ) SRR

The need for more fleddibility id the applieatibn of funds.

e

‘The -heed for bettef management information system information.

EDE needs to redesign. its management information system relating
to vocational education for the handicapped. Current VEMIS are
inadequate €or use by local' programs in that they are generally
believed to be of little use, somewhat inaccurate, and dbOUL two -
years out of date. ¢ '

]



The need for better information with which to do long range
planning. ‘

The need for vocational education to give more emphasis to
inter—-agency agreements.

The need for better definitions and standards regarding
appropriate vocational education programs and activities for the
handicapped. PDE should produce clear definitions and standards
regarding what is appropriate for vocational programming for the
handicapped leading to graduation.

The need for an increased accountability among locally funded
programs for vocational education of the handicapped. PDE needs
to require final reports from locally funded programs which
include evaluations. PDE should provide for more accountability
in the use of funds for each grant recipient.

The need to promote more innovative programs for vocational
education of the handicapped..

The need to provide more flexibillty in expending funds.

‘The need to relax the certification requirements for vocational
education personnel to realistic levels,

The need to better address the socigl needs of special education
students.

The need to share information among locally funded programs. PDE

should provide a directory of programs that are fugded for
vocational education of the handicapped, describing what each
local program is doing.

The need for better evaluation and needs assessment at the loca!
level.

: .
The need for less redundant and more streamlined application
guidelines.

The need for better inservicing of vocational teachers on the
1ends of handicapped students. PDE shouldéfequire regular
vocational education faculty to receive inservice instruction on
the teaching and manggemcnt of handicapped students in vocational
education. ,

The minimum wage issue -~ 1f the minimum wage .is lowered there may
not be enough incentive for employers to use the co~op educaticn
programs, especially in economically depressed areas. Even if
the employers would hire more students, students would most
likely quit school for full time work, '

*
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¢ All vocational education teachers need exposure to handicapped
programs,

® The need to provide more competitiveness in the awardlng of
grants,

®. The need to provide extra funding to programs that have

demonstrated they are exemplary.

¢ = The need to better identify current local employmcnt needs in the
communicy and then to provide training appropriate to meLtlng
those needs. A

® The need to document the cost effectiveness of vocational
programs for the handicapped in order to justify increased
funding. )

-] The need to better educate new co-op employers and to provide

more public relations materials on effective programs.

e The need for more intensive work on placements and attitude
changes and job development among potential employers.

¢ ‘fgie need for more communication and exchange of information on
~'problems among programs. PDE should institute regional meatings
of similar personnel to share ideas in vocational programming fgr
L the handicapped. PDE should provide for a means of sharing
T ' resources and teachér materials among local programs.

° The need for identification and dissemination of information on

exemplary programs in vocational education for the handicapped.

PDE should provide more technical assistance to locals in the
oo area of programming versus applications for funds or fiscal
monitoring. PDE should provide a means for more publicity for
effective local programs. PDE should provide information on
pieces of programs that are found to be effective and can be
replicated elsewhere,

® The need for more programmatic technical assistance from state to
local programs. PDE should provide more technical assistance to
locals in the area of programming wversus application guidelines
for funds or fiscal monitoring. *

0 The need for. revised timelines for notification of grant
acceptance and receipt of funds in order that delays in start-ups
are not produced by a late forward{Fg of funds.

: ¢ | Grant application materials should be sent to the project
director in addition to the sponsoring institution in order to
" — . avoid the possibility of missing the grant because of getting
information forwarded too late to ipply.
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@ PDE should utiiize the inter-agency agreement vehicle for
facilitating programming.

@ PDE should re-evaluate the use of entitlements. There needs to
be some kind of merit system for funding and a means for creating
a resurgency in the proposing of innovative progrims.

® The graduation requirements almost prevent sufficient time for
vocational education with all of the general education
requirements needed.

. The requirement of 160 minutes of instruction is a problem in
operating a program for juniors and seniors only.

@ _ The need for better screening of the handicapped in order to
maximize their chance for success.

e The need for more money for computer-assisted instruction for the
handicapped. PDE should provide more funding opportunities for
equipment, especially computers, and mini~grants for use of
computer—assisted instruction with the handicapped.

e The need for better communication btetween the areas of vocational
education. and special education at the state level in order to
avoild the frequent conflicting memoranda and messages coming to
local programs independently from these areas. PDE should foster
better communication between vocational education and special
education areas within its own department in order to provide a
more unified approach to education of the handicapped and reduce
such conflicts and contradictions in communications to' local
districts.

® The need for a standard vocational education curriculum for
various handicapping conditions, especially for mentally retarded
handicapped students.

° Special education teachers need to be certified in vocational
education to offer vocational education courses, but vocational
education instructors need no special education certification in
order to teach special education students in a mainstreamed
environment. This seems contradictory. PDE needs to lower or
ease certification requirements for vocational education programs
for the handicapped. '

Questions 3 and 4. What should be PDE's role in -arrying out its functions
in regard to: leadership, funding, dissemination of information, technical
assistance/staff deveiopmenf., monitoring/evaluation/quality assurance? How
can I'DE improve in carrying out its current role regarding those
dimensions? ' ' - )




Many.of the recommendations proyided by respondents, as indicated in
questions 1 and 2 above, relate to the various elements in the present
question., The following paragraphs discuss each of the elements in light of
recommendations received from the field fhrough personal and telephone
interviews, and thrdﬂgh.the mail survey,

With regard to PDE's role in terms of leadefship, it was felt among
local program staffs that PDE should take a more proactive role in
providing leadership for.vocational education programs for the handicapped.
PDE should be more than a gate keeper for the distributioniof federal
funds. Rather, PDE should: establish standards to enhance the overall
quality of vocational education programs for the handicapped in

Pernsylvania; provide for the identificatibn, dissemination, and

replication of exemplary program techniques; revise application guidelines ”:(///A

in a way that wo&ld'stimulate development of innovative programs; revise
funding requirements to provide for more quality control, program
evaluation, and gréater local program accountability; and take the
initiative in providing more programmatic technical assistance to local
programs. *

ﬁith respect to funding, local programs generally saw PDE's role as
needing to provide a more equitqble distribution of funds, and one that
wouldjinsure innovative initiatives and quality in the programs funded.

Substantial feedback was received from local programe with regard to
the dissem.uation of information. PDE was used to take the lead in
identifying exemplary brograms~which are shown to be effective in

vocational education for the handicapped. Qgce these programs have been

“identified, PDE should take steps to insure that information with regard to

5 R
W
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functions described in the!p;eceding paragraphs. These suggestions, while

not comprehensive in their éoverage, are presen;ed below.

With respect to leadership, the following suggestions were offered by
respondéhts. PDE should develop a standard definition-for~mainstreéming,
and for the concept of vocational education especially as it appliés to the
handicapped. PDE should'allow\gg:é;éfghégzg to be placed on pre~emp¥oyment
training in‘-addition to training in specific job skills. PDE should also
.encourage thé use of computer assisted instruction with the handicdpped.

In its leadership role, PDE should provide more compyeﬁensive and morc up
to date manégement information system reports on roational education for
the handicapped. This would enable more effective long range planning to
be undertaken.i In addition, PDE should develop standgrds regarding
a;propriate program activities for vbcat}onal educatién for ,the handicapped

which would contribute toward graduation? PDE should take steps to develop

a formal vocational education curriculum for various handicapping

conditions.
? With regard to funding, PDE shmuld\base its fqndiugAdistribution
policies more on the quality of programs being propased\rathgr than the
local economic aﬁd unemploygent conditions, or thé number of students or
student population within théldiatrict. It shouid build into lo:él program
grants funds| for evaluation and dissemination. BDE should broaden its
funding guidelines to allow non;tradiﬁional activities and programs to be
proposed.. The Departmeat—PDE should allow pre-employment traiﬁing
activities in its funding guidelines as wéll as specific skill training.

Its funding guidelines should include requirements for an annual report and

an annual.evaluationuat the local level. More flex:bility should be
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allowed in the spending of fuands on the local level. The grauts
procurement process should be competitive as opposed to formulambaseq; PDE
should-revise its fnnding application timeline and seek to move up the
deaélines for grants-acceptance and -facilitate the transfe; of ﬁunds to the
local nrograms in order that they may opecate efiiciently, Finally; PDE
should send\application materials for n=w grants to the project director
insteao of (or in addition to) the funding agency so that the appropriate
person iz notified in time to meet the-deadlines.m
PDE can improve che dissemination of informatlon.by building funds
into each project for oissemination. Final project renorts and evaluation
reportszfor each projec;\should be received 1in a %ormxthat can be
disseminated. PDE should'promote conferencing and the: sharing of
information among projects. By providing a Iist of all projects and nhat
.they are funded for, PDE could promote more communicatios among programs
and the exchange of information regarding problems. PDE should identify.
ano'disseminate infofnation on exemplary programs. Finally, éDE should
organize regional meetings conce;ning exemplary projects and practices,
With respect to technical assistance and staff development PDE should

providéﬁfor more inservice 1nstruction of regular vocational teachérs on‘
the needs and the instructional techniquesrto b@ used with handicapped
ptudents. The Department sghould prgvid> more technical assi§tance in
content ahd programmatIc areas, and more PDE funding should be provided for
staff development and inservice activities.

VWith regpect to monitoriné? evaluation, and quality assurance, PDE

should.revige its monitoring system to. provide for greater quality

assurance. Guidelines and funding for annual evaluation of programs at the



AN

* local level should be provided. PDE should require ar annual report which
. : { .
* . \ ) )
includes process and outcome evaluations for each project. Finally, PDE

; should change the method of distribution of funds in order to promote

1
A

greatef quality among projects.

-

Question 5. What Criteria Should PDE Employ in Funding Future Programs for -

the Handicapped?

Feedback from interviewees regafding funding criteria for vocational

ed%éétioh programs for the handicapped was varied. Generally, most of the

*

suggestions regarding criteria for fdnding, as Indicated in the previous

three study questions, advocated a change in funding criteria from

A

entitlement to come form >f funding based on the quality of the program

‘being proposed. Of course, these suggestions were coming from local
’ ~

districts who weré'receiving less funding, than they might have desired.

s

suggestions for changes in funding criteria were received from districts

\ . . :
benefiting in large measure from the present method for allocation of 3@&

-

1

funds. However, in a number of cases it is clear that suggested changes in’

funding crite; ‘a were based less on a concern for the amount of funds being
- H

received currently by the district gnd more on the need for improving the _
quality of programs and the accountability of local districts for funds ;‘
- 4

\ . being received. Further discussion with regard to these issues is provided

. ' A 0
in the conclusions and recommendations/chapter-of this report.

- ' v

oy
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 7~§w';§
t‘ . " ‘. .

This chapter states the conclusiors and recommendations reached by

I

mkﬁisqarch for Better Sch~ols in cariying out the evaluatica study and
\ B

ihterpreting the results of the various analyses of data collected during
the study. Both conclusions and recommendations are presented in

accordance with the major objectives of the evaluation. The conclusions v

. J
represent inferences derived from a synthesis of results of analyses of the

.

data collected’as paft of the study as well as other background and

ancillary information obtained during the conduct of the study.

communication, innovative programming, and greater inter-agency
cooperation and coordination. These problems and ueeds have been

N

A o ‘ : _ -
. Recommendations are drawn on the basis of these conclusions. They ‘ é%,éh
. ) : ’ %}",M
represent rather congise statements on the possible utilization of the 5
. NG
results for making changes and improvements in policies, procedures, or
resource allocations with reépect to vocational education programs for thg - i
-._ _ : g
: it
handicapped. . - _ %@*¢
P
. \ }"‘.., l
Problems and Needs i " -~
¥ A
. : ‘ - _ ™~ f%é'
With respect to problems and needs in providing vocatifonal edycation éﬁ@;
% . : ' e b
services to the handicappéd, the following conclusions are drawn. % iy
. It is not possible to-determine the extensiveness of the targe. PR
population in Pennsylvania without consistency «¢f data collection ﬁw%i‘g&A
methods in this area as well as a state~level definition of what - &
‘ constitutes appropriate vocational education for the handicapped.
® Principal problems and needs renter around equity in funding,
program evaluation and accountahility, inservice iunstruction ip X
" special education for vocationgf\;eachers, jdentification of - o ﬁk
exemplary programs, curriculum standards, inter-project g

e~



effective practices simply because of a lack of knowledge of anything

identification of exemplary programs and for providing the necessary

publicity and dissemination to assist other local districts in learning

about such programs is of paramount importance if the most is to be made of

» .
the investment in federal/state funds at the local level. Encouraging the

‘adoption or replication of programs already proven effective by other

districts with similar needs ES cost~effective., Similarly,‘inter~project
communication about effective programs, practices, and problems needs to be
enhanced. Shared problem solving among local districts on a state or.
regional basis can also serve to maximize utilization of ftderal/state

funds for local programs.’ Such a sharing of effective programming,

1}

" practices,. and ideas can also help to stimulate more innovative approaches

to Vocational education for the handicapped anrd avoidvrepetition of less

better to use. The need for gfeater state leadership in the area of \éi
curriculum g;d standards is also evident. The;e needs to be better
interagency rooperation and efforts toward establishing standard curriculum -
requirements for vocational education of the handicapped.

Given the above concihsions related to the area 'of problems and needs,
the following recommendations are offered.

1. PDE shouid déve]ﬂp a statement. of philosophy regarding the

appropriateness - f vocational education for the handicapped and

then prescribe standard methods for determining the handicapped
students for whom it would be appropriate.

2, PDE should' conduct an annual field»based assegsment of problems
and needs in vocatlonal education for the handicapped, and
monitor pregress in addressing them.




Priorities

'With respect to priorities and PDE's approach to addressing the

problems and needs of the handicapped in the area of vocatioual education.

the following conclusions are drawn, !

® The existing PDE approach, and one it finds presumably to be
desirable in attempting to accomplish its goals, is predominantly
fiscal rather than programmatic. It also tends to be more
consumptive than capacity-building in nature,

® State priorities are determined principally in a reactive rather
than a proactive way. . They are based, with few changes; upon
announced federal policies. State priorities are established in
the“state plan and, unless influenced by the state advisory
council for vocational education or the advocacy groups for
special education, remain largely the same from one year tc the
next. :

. State guidelines for funding of vocational education programs for
the hapdicapped appear to be fairly clear and generally meet fthe
information needs of local education agenciles. State fundin ' is

distributed through an allocation method rather than a
competitive process. !

The PDE appfoachito vocational education fo; the handicapped appears
to consist méinly of a procéd&re for distributing federal funds to local
projects. It”does not represent a”£olistic»approauh to dmproving local
services which would advance the qualit&'of vocational education serviées
for the pandicapped on a state-wide basis. One éharacteristic of this lack
of a holistic approach éppears to be a focus by local projects upon more
operational concerﬁs rather than those that Qould contribute to and build
Tocal capaéities to provide such services. One apparent result of this
would be thg fostering, through the distribution of federal funds, of a
;etwork of lchl services which would be continually dependent upon the
receip& of such funés. An alternative, and seemingly more desirable,

apbroach would emphasize the building of local capacity to provide services

evan 1f support from the state/federal governmeﬁt were diminished,

80
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PDE priorities are determined simply in résponse to federal
priorities. This procedure reflects a general lack of comprehensive
pianning and leadership on the part of the state.

| In most cases, state guidelines for funding of vocational education
for the handicapped programs appear to meet the needs of the local
education agencies. The-use of an allocation method or entitlements for
distributing thé funds ha; met witﬁ considerable criticism. There is
sentiment among 1o¢al ?istricts that a more competitive funding process be
introduced. ' \\\;\

Considering the above conclusions and their discussion, the following

recommendations are made with respect to PDE priorities.

. 3. In its fundépg.appfoécb, ﬁﬁE,shpuld be more programmatic than
fiscal and should place emphasis upon capacity-building over
copsumption,

4., PDE should take a more proactive role in establishing priori.ies

~, for Vocational education services for the handicapped and should
o _beyond a mere restatement of federal priorities in developing

its own long~range goals and strategies. ' ]

-

5. PDE should modiﬁy_ité funding guidelines to reflect more closely
its long-range goals and strategies for vocational education for
the handicapped. ‘

Activities and Programs ' .
-

The following conclusions are drawn with respect to act;viéies and
4 programs which are funded by PDE as part of local projects for providing
vocational education services to the handicapped.

° The overwhelming majority (over 80 percent) of the programs are
funded by the state at the secondary level through entitlements
and are continued year after year. The primary goals of such
programs are: acquisition of vocational skills/competencies;
mainstreaming into regular vocational classes; development of
pre~employment skills; and placement in full/part~time jobs. The

'




most frequent activities of such programs are: specific job
skill training; individualized programming; general vocational

skills training; and pre-employment services. Little exists in
the way of formal communications or relationships among funded
projects. N

. About half of the activities within funded‘pfojects represent
what might be considered "best practice" in the field of Y
vocational educaticn services for the handicapped.

e In terms of funding distribution; the vast majority of funds
.. {over 80 percent) goes to support secondary programs, and
‘continuing rather than new programs. In terms of services to the
. ndividual handicapping categories, these funds tend to serve the
F the mentally retarded (59%); learning disabled (25%); the .
¢ emotionaliy disturbed (10%); and the phy31cally handicapped (6%).

) Little in the way of interagency cooperation presently exists at
the state level with regard to funding ‘or the administration of
vocational. education projects for the handicapped.

It is clggr that the vocational education prcgram for the handicapped
is primarily a program for ché'secondary level, and its funds are
distributed through entitlements. Projects funded at this level and in

[}

this manner tend to continue from year to year with little or no change.

The fact that approximately half of the activities used within funded
prqjectc iepresent what might be corfsidered "best practice" 1s not
surprising, conéideriné ihat the emphasis at the state level is not upon
providingiprogramm;tic tecnnical assistnnce to local projects, and that
there is little interagency communication and coordinétion between the
Bureau of‘Vocational Education and the Bureau of Speciai Education at.the
state level. There is considcrablc room for improvement in this area, but
greater ieade;snip at the state level needs to be exerted in order for this
to occur.,'

Tnc distribution of funds across local educationai agencie. for

o
providing vocational education services to the handicapped parallels the




manner in which program§fare'distribhted, that is, with most of the.mbneyA
and proggéms going to the secondary level and for continuation efforts.

The general lack of interagency coopération existing. at the staée
‘level with regard to the funding and administration of vocational education ‘
"projects for the handicapped appears to be consistent with the reactive’f
approach of the Bureau of Vocafional Education to'meeéing the needs of the
handicapped, and thespredominantly fiscal approach uéed in distributing
federal/state funds for such progrgms’

In vieﬁ of these conclusions‘and their discus§ion relating to
activities and programs, as presented above, the following re&ommendations
are Bffered; | » | ', !

6. PDE shoufd delineater"best practice",standards‘for voéational

education services to the handicapped and should require grant

applicants to incorporate such standards into their local program
applications, K

7. The Bureau of Vocational Education should initiate communication
and coordipation with otHer bureaus within PDE (e.g., ipecial
Education) as well as othef 'departments in order to improve the |
quality of vocational education programs for the handicapped,
encourage "best practice,' and provide for the optimal use of
vocational education service$ within the broader context of all
services available for addressing the. educational, training, and -
rehabilitative needs of the handicapped. '

+

LS

Outcomes

3
s

r

In terms\pf,outcomes for vocational education prcjects for the

t

handicapped, théip;esent study leads to the following conclusions.

. . L ! . .
o The reédsmgﬁ\the target population ag; generally being met, with
the majority of program participants achieving positive outcomes,
and about 50% of those who graduate securing employment,

PN

. . . :
® It is not possible to determine what programs work best for whom
under what conditions™because of the general lack of evaluative
evidence concerning project impact, '




® Less than half (about 40%) of the projects funded to provide
vocational education to the handicapped indicated that they
either definitely or possibly could continue thelir programu
without any further state fundiug ‘ <

To -the extent tlﬁ target pOpu]ation can. be adequately identified, a °

-~

problem alluded to earlier, the needs of thls target populatdion appedred to:
> be met to some degreéd by existing programs for vocational education for the

'handicapped This is based upon gself-reports from local pfOJGCL staff -

L

either through mail questignnaire responses. or through personal or
T e

~
<telephone interviews. Handicapped students appear to be achieving positive
e outcomes and receiving job placements upon graduatioh from programs. The

extent to which federal/state fuhds contribute to the success of these

programs, as opposed to local or matching funds, cannot be determined
N . .
because most prograﬁs'operate as complex interdependent efforts for which

federal/state funding represent nearly inseparable cortributions. It is

therefore impossible in practice to attribute effects of programs based on

separate aiid from state/federal as opposed to local education agencies.
P { P
) }

Evigence of project i%pact for individual projects and for tybes of

projects gre 1argely‘based on self~reported information, as mentioned

*

‘earlier. It is rare that a project would have a formal evaluation in place
or would have collected, analyzed, and prepared evaluation data in a form,

that could be utilized for inferring. project impact in anLobjective

P

fas ion% Pewet@than 10% of all projects under study were found to haVL any

evidence of prgject impact. . Moreover, it was difficult, if not, impossible,
% : ’ T
~ to determine what programs work best for whom under circumstances ip which

i A : .
there was virtually no objective evaluation data upon which to make such

v

decisions.

i .'/N/.
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* The fact that study results indicate about 40% of the projects either\7

- definitely or, possible could conitinue their program services without any

Y

further state funding is difficult to interpret without any official state
goals nr strategies addressing capacity building or self Subsistence
Theiébove conclusions and discussion concerning project outcomes has

led to the following reconmendations. - .
9= . . .
8. PDE should specify principal outcomes forfvocational education
programs for the handicapped and should require all projécts to
____report the extent of achievement of .these outcomes with
- substantiating documentation or evidence,
) -

L

9. PDE should require formal evaluations of all projects. PrOJects
would be required to specify. formal evaluation desiguns’ in their
S, . grant applications, and continuation prQJects wodld be required
' to incorporate results of the previous year's evaluation into a
design or redesign of their program plan for .the succeeding year.
This would make possible analyses of the attainment of obJectives
of individual programs as Weli as types of programs. '

10,  PDE should determine the level of emphasis needed’ to be_blaceg
. upon capacity building at the local level and should incorporate
‘ suitable requirements into the funding guidelines.

-4

”-

" Policies

i With respect to future directicns and policy recommendations

- A ]

concerning PDE's administratfon.af state and federal funding for vocational
educatior for the handicapped, the'following conclusions are drawn.

° Issues and activities requiring further attention seem to be
strongest In the following areas: programmatic technical
assistance; allocation of federal and:state funds; exemplary
program identification and dissemination; program evaluation and
quality assurance; innovative programming; inte. ~-program
communication; interagency cooperation; and curriculum and
standards.

—

@ Respondents to surveys and interviews felt .that: PDE should take
a greater leadership role in vocational education for thé
handicapped; funding criteria and method of allocation should be
changed; greater emphasis should be placed on dissemination; more




f 2o
e e,
.

&

indicated that the method”of allocation used by PDE to distribute

'A\J

-programmatic technical assistance and staff development should be
provided; and greater monitoring, evaluation, and quality -

assurance should be provided. .
$
¢ . Respondents to surveys and interylews Jindicated-that PDE should®
employ more quality criteria and more {competitiveness. iu fundlng
future programs for the handicapped .

A multitude of issues and activities requiring further attention were

indicated by respondents to both surveys and interviews.. A more specific

listing .of these was'presented In the analysis_chapter of this report. The

first conclusion in this séc;ion lists those which cccld be considered

major issues.or activities requiring further attention.

N
A large variety of responses-to sdrvey and interview questions.

.

involving PDE's role in carrying out their functions was received.

o
Specific ideas and feedback with regard to }eadership: Yunding,

dissemination bf information, technical assistance/staff development, and

3 _ _
monitoring/evaluation/quality assurance can be found in the analysis

chapter of tﬁiﬁ report.

A large number of respondents to both syrvey and interview questions

-

. &
state/federal funds needs to be changed. Specific responses, presented in

the analysis chapter of thia r;pbrf, fanged from auggestions that the
process becoae'entirely competitive to vakious other less radical
modificationa and alternatives to the entitlement method.’

Based on the conclusions and,discussions above, related to future .
directions and policies, the following recommendations are offered.

11, - PDE should exert a stronger leadership role in vocationgl

education services for the handicapped by promoting the
develcpment of model curricula and instructional standards.

-
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12, PDE shoulu develop long~rsnge goals and strategies based ‘
upon an annual nééds assessment conducted among local programs.
T T T T h

N r
13, PDE should enhance quality assurance among local projects by
Ingtituting more stringent reporting requirements, includ(ng
annual final 1cportb,Agrocess and outcome evaluations; and, for
continuation projects, program improvement plans for each
.succeeding year's applightion.

P . ' v ’ .

t4. Based upon good evaluation information, PDE should identify

. exemplary programs and disseminate. information about these
programs to all local educational agencies. y

15.- PDE should somewhat reduces its fistal and procedural monitoring
and technical assistance, and should institute a-broader program
for programmatic technical assistance to local educational
agencies providing vocational education services to the
hanaicapped

[+

16. PDE should encourage more staff development and in~service/
~ pre~service instruction for regular vocational educators in :
.providing for the handicapped, especiallx_under mainstreamed -
+ conditions, PR

-+ ] .
17.  To facilitate inted-project communication, PDE should compile and
distribute abstracts of all funded programs to all local
educatlona]gkgencies.

~

18.  PDE should re-examine its current methods andgpfocedhfes for
funding programs, and should encourage more innovation 4n
instructional techniques and more competitiveness in the ' A
appllcation process. '

AV
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I c N V.' DISSEMINATION' : | .

"3 . +

- '

A :;"As of the uriting'of this evaluation report, some dissemination of the

finding's of thi§ study has already taken place -~ a presentation of

preliminary results was made at a session of the 1984 Pennsylvania .

Vocational qucaﬁion Conference. A paper propoSal has also been submitted
.

i +

T tdf the Vocationél Education Special Interest Group of -the American -

Educational Research ASSoc1ation for possible presentation at their. spring .

x 'J s
"1985 annual meeting. cT e N {f

. -The primary vehicle for dissemination of this final report, hoWever,

will be Pennsylvania s Vocational Education Information Network (VE[N) It
- 7 h i

_is expected that*PDE will also submit the report for inclusion in the ERIC

- system. In addition, an Executive Summary of the fina} report has been ~ .
- ; !3 .. §
prepared for distribution. This summary,.with PDE approval, will be -
v —y

further disseminated to instituti&ps,'aésgciations,,and grpupsﬂ such as the

. following: - o A
. ° -Universitles (e.g., Temple, Penn State, Pitq, all schools in the
‘' state university/college system)
) Pennsylvania State Department of Education (various bureaus and” ‘ﬁh
v » ’ _
. unitd) - . _ o
® ‘Intermediate Units
] Urban, School Districts - _ LA
. , N . e '
] \National Center for Research in Vocational- Education (Ohio State :
University) , al
3 K Center, for Vocational Personnel Preparation (Indiana University

of Pennsylvania)
] Pennsylvania Stute Advisorykpommittee for Vocational Education

Y Vocational Administrators of Pepnsylvania . | .

~

&

NI | ‘ o



%

J
] Pennsylvania Association of Vocational Education Special Needs

Persqnnel : 2 :
. - ﬁ . © . "
e Pemnsylvanis Association of Vicstional Teacher Educators K = i
“' ' ' 4, .
. Amerréap Vccational Association
' N _ .
® American Personnel.and Guidance Assqifation ;o
. . VAt W"
) C o / )
® Pennsylvania Vocatdonal Association : ¥
. Y S v - ’ ¢ . .
o Pennsylvania State Education Association . \ '
. _ ' N ‘
® RISE, oo

. *
" ”

‘Also, RBS staff will éoopergte with newsletters or puélications of

these groups and will prepare press relaases,-upon'request. Finally, study
] ) / ¥ N .

‘ .
tindings and recommegdgfions will be disseminated through existing RBS

' : . . 4w
* .dissemination channels, such as the ‘Research and Development ‘Exchange.

D

" The wajor purpose of this widespread dissemination effort is to \ ,
generate an awareness of the status of vocationezl programs fof “he . :

‘handicapped in Pernsylvania and the progress being made in this area. Such
increased awareness will help tovmobiiéze groups fé; acting on policy:

recommendations and future PDE policies'. PDE, hodéver, will be the

\ °

ultimat¢ beneficiary .of the evaluation study, since results will provide a

comprehensiée data base for making important policy decisions and the ) ' .

1]

R * .
impetus to move forward on those decisions.

> -
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. "/_ '
Handicapped Program Interview ' A
- ) £
Person Intevviewed: Interviewer: .
Position Title: - Date: w ‘
) :
; . ‘ ' ' L
1. What has been Your role and responsibilities with respect to the ¥

Vegational Education Program for the Handicapped?- During what perdod
of .time have.you had this' role and these responsibilities?

v

1

2. How extensive is the

Pennsylvania? (I-1)

3. What are theé gspecial.problems/needs of the target pobulation?_.ﬂow' »
would you concisely describe the background of the edugational and/or
training plight of,the target group? (I-2) o

e

4

\

3

4

+ N

PR

target popqiation for this progfﬁm in-
X .k

.

.
.
t " .

4

}
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L 4

g
A\l .

B

4. Has the need for such programs been reduced because of the success of
« these programs or from other external courses?

3
v
1

6
v

5. What is the existing PDE approach to solve problems within this :
program (i.e., stated goals, long and short term objectives, guide~

line§)? Have the activities supported by PDE focused on priority
solutions for the problems of the target populativn? (II-1)

— )

\\

6. What are desirable policies/practices for PDE\to\eqploy in order to
accogPlish goals for this program? (II1-2) b
“»

~

‘ &

~
//\

. o A

7. How were PDE priorities determined and validated? (II-3)

o

97
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8. What are the relationships (i.e., commonalities and unique features)

" between the various PDE objectives for this program? Are there..
planned complementary relationships between the objectives and
activities of the different subareas of handicapped funding? (II1-4)

1
9. -Do PDE guidelines seem to meet the information needs of local
education agencies with respect. to this program? (II-5)

et

-

10. What is the current PDE funding approach for this program? How

appropriate is the fund distribution in relation to the target group? *
(11-6)

11, To what extent is there interagency cooperation (e.g., Bureau of \/A/
Vdcational Education, Bureau of Rehabilitation, Bureau of Specials
Education, Research Coordiuati-g Unit) in terms of funding and

ad&inistering vocational education programs for the handicapped9
(II\I~5) '

98 | . «
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R , \, . //" . , .
12, Have projects déveloped the capacity to continue to meet the
_vocational needs of handicappgd/students? What does the documented
- .-evidence.dreveal with regard

A0 improvement of the capacity of voca~
frnal education to meet the needs;of present and future target po

pu-
tut fons efther with or without supplemental funding? (IV-5) R

;
Y

—

/ .

13. What_issues or activities require further attemtion in the future with
regard to this program? (V-1)

iy

)

14, What recommendations fdr future

policies/practices can be made with
respect to this program? (V-2) '



- wq

. . o ' ‘:.
15. What should be PDE's{.roie in carrying out their function, with regard

to: leadership, funding,md§aseﬁination of .information, technical

’/ assistance/staff development, monitoring/evaluation/quality assurance? -
(V-3) ' '

PERIN

16. How can’PDE improve in carinng'out its current role regarding the
diménsions noted above in thg previous question? (V~4)

e ——

- .
Y 9
! - | .
. . \ . ) -
17. What criteria should PDE émploy in funding future programs for the
handicapped? (V-5) _ '
. _ ‘ n
4 t_ .
« ) 4‘ ,
N Vs &
v
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B. PDE Handicapped Project File Data Base
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X CODING SCALE /. e
/IEE;:X%,,—/* : PDE Handicapped Fundi Areas
' Subpart 2 o | ‘

o 1 Handicapped, HighEr Educaﬁion )
4 MSRrhas b . i
. . °

2 Handicapped, Secondary

T Subpart 3

5

6 Curriculum, Handicapped

Guidance, Handicapped -

—

I

Sﬁaff Development, Handicapped

u

PR



RN

-

i

61 salaries and benefits

02 efuipmént, specialized
[N .*A,_(

03 equipnient, installation

04 equipment, rental

05 materials and supplies

06 facilities,. rental

07 contracted services

s

.
O9ﬂ1other . .

08 transporation, travel

T PDE_HANDICAPPED ACTIVITIES/SERVICES



\ OBJECTIVES/COMPONENTS

r

4 .

0t special/single~skill training )

02 building trades - training - maiptenance
03 auto repair - tfaining

e

~

- ‘04 “busipess - training - clerical, -rétail sales
) ’ JUS .
: _ T }
05 Mmedical services—~"training .
06 agrifulture - hbrticulfhre ~'training .k

LY

7 clufter skill tfaining“

-

108 divérsified/multipie occupational skill training f general

jiﬁdustriallprogram
N9 enéry level job skill traipning - _ —
10 tool skills ‘ Cn
11 work coop/work experience
12 academic program ¥ {ncludes - reading, math, languagexarﬁs

13 home management instruction and institution 'fﬁhiudgs food
services, home cleaning - domestic ~service*s/k

14 ind}viduaiized';nétruétion - support N
"5 competency based in;truction
16 ‘mainétréamigg support :
17 remedial.coﬁponent s -
N ‘ {8 mainstreamed prégram
© 19 modf}ied program.
20 placement proé;am ' ,
21 sheltered workshop program
22 workshops conferences.
41 TMR populafion or EMR population | | . ,L

\ .
50 handicapped - voc. guidance - career counseling

»

. 105 115. .




50
51

32

54

.31
2v

. 19.

20

LR !

4

EL ~ K-6

6»9.5 M-JR HIGH

6~12 .5\7%“\\\\}
K-12 '_ :
M-12

ALL FIELDS

DZéJ PROGRAM
C&OR#ROGR:AM~

VOG. PREP TRAINING
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Handi

-

A

capped Project Inthrview.Samble

(S

Avts -

« ' . Site A
i ) v Title Location ~ Funding fype Visit  Telephone
1. 76-1810 Instructional Personnel fot' the - Berks Co., Avts, 21,615 Secondafy X )
~for Handicapped -0
| @/ PP ’ | 3 |
2, "76~1811  Vocational Special Education Berks Co. Avts 21,780 Sécondary X "
B Liaison ' . ‘ ! .
. ' 4 ‘ ' oy . - B
3. 76-2002 Vocationad Programs for the Philadelphia. ' ‘719,602 Sgcongary . X
. Handicapped - ) | - _ 4
b, 7642016 Skill Development in Bucks Co, IU #22° 54,451 Secondary X -
Léast Restrictive Environ. ’ : : ' :
3. 76~2019 Handicapped-Special Education E. Montco. Avts 31,428 Secondary X
6. 76-2043 Vocational Education & Training Central Susquehanna H}A,781 Secondary X
- for Handiéapped S y )
-7, . 76-2059. Vocational Education & Training Capiﬂal‘hreéﬁIU #15 123,721 Secondary X #
8. 76~2075 Vocational Skills Development Chester Upland 33,0707 Secondary X
Program for Handicapped
9. '76—2086‘*-&Vocational Education/Single Skills Norristown Area 24,367 Secondary X‘
10, 76-1801  Profect Liaison, EMK,7MR, PH Pittsburgh 233,463  Secondary X
11. 761804 Food Services | Delaware Valley Avts 1,277 Secondary X
\ . r
12, 76~1808 Vocational Education for Luzerne o, IU #18 34,234 Secondary Qd X
Sk Handicapped Students i "
13. 76-1812 Vocational Lab Assistant Reading-Muhlenberg 11,645 Secondary X



L4

-2

-,

_ Site Lot
# ' - Title - Locatien Funding Type Uisit: Telepho
‘ : .‘ { 4 Y : !
14, 76-1816 Option$ in Vocatioqgl Education Alleghenwy TU #3 51,093 Secondary - xl“
' for Handicapped e - e - s
15. 76-2006 Modification Fopd Service .» Huntingdon Area 6,913 Secondary X
Program for Handicapped ;//{ d
16, 76~-2011 Modified Skill Develdpment'Progrém‘ Seneca Highlands. - 27,190 Secondary X-
for Handicapped T . U #9°
17, 76~2017‘ Vocational Education Training Carbon Co. Avts 7,119 Sebondary " X R
f>r Handicapped v ] .4
18, 76-2023 Special- Services for the Bethlehem Area 30,986 Secondary X‘
Handicapped ' T
\ N ] N
19, 76-2028 Aldes for Handicapped Lackawanna Co. Avts 21,752 Secondary X
20, 76-2035 Gen~ral Industrial Program Greater Johnstown Avts 37,044 Secondary X
. : . \“
2. 76~204} Special Shop.Program for Butler Area 8,200 Secondary { ¢ - X
EMR Students ! ’ ‘
22, “76-2047 Handicapped Upper Adams 3,212~ Secoadary X
23, 762052 Vocational Education for the Erie City 36,934 Secondary X
Hand4capped ’
24, 76-2057 Avts/Special Education Liaison Beaver Valley..IU- #27 19,700 Secondary X
' Teacher ' :
25, 76-2064 Modified Vocational Education Mercer Co. Avts 24,706 Secondary ‘¥
Program for’ Students with ' ‘ T,
Special Needs ' . _ o .
26. 76-2069 Improving Basic Skills Needed Pennridge‘ 6,204 Secondary X

121

for Life Roles

A
3]
y '\;i‘.‘. ‘

LY

e
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~for MR Adults

123 P

Center-North

124

. Site
# Title. Location Funding Type Visit  Telephon =~
e .
27. 76-2074 D.0. for Handicapped Conewaygo Valley 4,598 Secondary X
+ ' t .
28. 76-2079 Instructor of Vocational Education Blast TU #17 18,612 SeCOQdary X
- . +wl’ tne Handicapped~Tioga Co.- ,
29. 76-2082 D.0, Yo'rk Co . ‘ ‘Lincoln IU #12 47,736 Secondary - X
30, 76~2085 buppOIt Services for‘the Venango Co, Avts 23,106 Secondary _X
| Handicapped / g
. ' £ Co :
J31. 76-0814 Coopgrative Diversified Greenville Area 3,370 . Secondary Nk
Occggation Program - ' ‘
32, 761007 Mul ipie Occupation Education C. Westmoreland 49,720 " Secondary X
Co. Avts
' - i X
33.° 76-1050 Diversified Occupations for ,Jefferson Co.- 16,§05 Secondary , .
Handicapped Dubois Av?s .
Yy X
34, 76~1051 Vocational Skill Training Delaware Co. Avts 118,814 Secondary
for Handicapped ' '
‘ : X
35, 76-1065 Instrucfor of Vocational Fd. Blast IU #17 9,725 . Secondary
for Handicapped ~Tioga Co. .
y : ‘, N 1 Y X
36, 76-1072 Vocational for Trainables Hazleton Avts 12,318 Secondary
37. x77~~2003 Vocaticnal Studies for the .Montgoﬁgry ccC 63,364 Post secondary X
: Emstionally Hdndicapped : ' .
38, 77-2009 Postqocondarx Food Services ? El@yn Tnscitute 21,486 Post. Secondary £
. Trdlnlng ' ' _
39, 77*2011l. Cleanlng Services Training - Alf%gheny CCC, College 49,832 . Post Secondary X
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HANDICAPPED SITE VISIT INTERVIEW

Date

Name i
Scho;l | Interviewer \
Prgject . | \>’.
| Ag Int}bguction ) f'
~ 1. Review information on.project abstract. e

“~ !

-

2. Describe general purpose of project, objectives, and procedures.

-
1}

TN e
\\ I‘ g
!
— ¥ ’ ek
. 3. How many years has ‘the project been running? What have been the w
Tl major changes. over time? B . (
\_ . RN L4 .
T s 3
B can s
¢ T ‘\\\\
[

4, Describe how project relates to vocational guidance (or~handicapped) needs.

v

\§a5. Describe what.improvement or advantage the project represents for
' the Pennsylvanig vocational guidance (ot handicapped) system.




-

B. Project Characteristics (Describe each)
€ ) .
1. Target Group - ' Y
g . - . ".\
f. \\
. ~ \
Y
Ly ﬁ’ i
Ce e 2. Activities - _
;i‘v’?' .
AR . .
A% . .
- I .
3. Staffing -
3 ' ) *
L3
" . . . .
' « ‘
4. Resources - -
! ‘ .
3 L . . %ﬁ
-
. 7’{;: . ,

3

6. How were the project activities selected? What evidence exists
that they represent "best practice" in the field?

N

;‘«-n

2 - 14 127



ot

C. Process Evaluation

*

“z :
1. Did evaluation procedures provide formative information?

I3 fJ . ' l‘

2. Was the project implemented according to plan? Wére there
obstacles, changes? '

3. What factors helpe& the project proceed smoothly?

d

4. Were the resources sufficient to accompligh project objectives? -

L.

P Ny

BTN
. ‘ux... . N ) . . .
. 4

5. Did the prdject get sufficient aupport from school and/or .
~ district administration? ; :

1%5 128



D. Impact Evaluation

: 1.
L x b

Y

A i

e )

1%

Did evaluation procedures provide

What was the impact of the project? Based on what evidence?

.

-

¢ e

ERF T

S X\
5.9

(4N

TSy
TR

&R

3. What activities work best for particular. target population?

4,

+

6.

.

Did the project meet intended needs?
eliminated, or otherwise affected?

~

.

Can the projec
resources?

-

‘2

5. Has. the project produced "ripp

-

116

¢

t

How were needs diminished,

[4

129

.

£

le effects on other schools'?

)

information on project impact?
\r - .

+

t continue with diminished PDE resources? No PDE

Cne

-



......

g
F. Recommendations

1. Do you have recommendations, for PDE procedures or activities?

Do the guldelines meet LEA needs?

2

’

Interviewer Comments

117 130 _

/

" What issues or activities require further attention?
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E. LEA Interview .G.uide
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PDE SITE, VISIT INTERVIEW CUIDE
VOCATIONAL GUIDANCE & HANDICAPPED PROJECTS

A. Introduction (suggested time = 10 minutes)

e The general purposes for this group of questions are to provide a
non-threatening lead-in to the interview, to describe the overall
context for the project, and to verify information on the project
abstract, ‘It should establish what the project intended to do.

¢ Interviewer should preface the questions with a brief overview of the
purposes of the study, RBS' role, and basic content of today's
" {nterview. Ask if there are any questions. Provide a copy of the
RBS Annual Report. .
¢ Question 1: indictate that we have -briefly reviewed sections of the
project's proposal and have compiled an abstract to describe it; have
the respondent verify abstract dat4; however, don't get bogged down
in details; in some instances it may be better to get the respondent
talking about the overall goals, objectives, etc. (Q.2) before =
mentioning data in the abstract. ' 3

° gyestionggz self explanatory; make sure that the answer is not too
ong; may want to tie/in with Q1. '
\ :

e Question 3% self explanatory, note years before and after those
being studied (79-80, 80-81, 81-82); if no longer operating ask why;
given time limits, focus only on major changes (e.g., at policy
level); reinforce the idea that the interview is focusing on three
specific years of operation. o

o Question 4: What is the major problem that the project has
addressed? ‘ )

e Question 5: The VEA specifies that PDE should help educational
agencies to address vocational guidance/handicapped needs thrdughout
the state; how is this project part of “the "big picture'"? What does
the project "do" for the statewlde system? Don't get into impact at

. this point. ‘

v

B. Project Characteristics (Suggested time = 15 minutes)

‘o o The general purpose ior this group of questions is to accurately
describe what the project did to accomplish its objectives.

e Note changes over various project years.

e Ask if there are any descriﬁtive documents that we could take back to
RBS and/or review during the interview.

119 ._1;323



: v
.* @ Question 1: wid did the project serve (numbers and descriptive
cutegories)? & ’ '
¢ Question 2: briefly describe what was done; although this is the
bulk of this section, can't spend too much time; examples of issues
by project *ypc are: . . . _

a. guidance ~ components or features could include services provided,
placement activitles, counseling, establishment of resource
center, etc.; describe typical student contact; determine if -
project involved "substitution" for prior services/activities
(i.e., maintain guidance counselor),

b. handicapped -~ services, type of instruction, curriculum, focus on
pre—~employment or skill development, mainstream vs., sheltered;
etc,; describe typical day/week for a student.

® Question 3: number involved, rolesamggrtification, (i.e.,
special ed, voc. ed, guidance, other), total FTE; note changes year
to year; overview .rather than specifics.

@ Question 4 “what did they have to draw upon, e.g., facilities,
'equipment, technical support; etc.; supplementary resources (not
included in PDE grant), including additional funds. .

[ QueJtion 5: note that PDE and VEA have implied that projects should
Jundergo self-evaluation; have they done any evaluption? if S0,
describe; obtaifn available reports; PDE requires nnual
accountability reports and long-range planning &tforts (LRPSI) for

. certain projects; do they have anything? don"t get into description

of impact yet. S

{ o Question 6: how is what Chey ve done exemplary in terms of what's
. regarded as "best practice" in vocational guidance/handicapped?
e.g., for handicapped, must have ad quatge IEPs, should be
individualized, responsive to local job market, sbould have
i coordination between special ed department and vocational ed
department; may need to ask for evidence to back-up statements (e.g.,
. " IEPs, job market data, etc. J; this is an important question for
handicapped. - -

.

C. - Process Evaluation (suggested time = 10 minutés)

¢ | The general purpose of this group of questions is to have the
fespondent provide subjective judgments about the success/failure of
project -activities/implementation, '
. A
¢ <Question 1: note if responses to this section are based on post hoc’
impressions or systematiq formative evaluations, i.e., what is the
basis for their responses?

i33 . . ‘

o ' 120




e Question 2:, what barriers, if any, prevented them from doing what
they wanted to do? Are there any implications for other projects _
based on their experiencg? Don't get bogged down in documenting -,
minute changes. - ’

e guestioﬁ 3: reverse of Q. 2; what implementation factors have
implications for other projects as facilitators of success? '

e Question 4: self explanatory; if ne, document addftional needs, how
this potentially affected outcomes.

® Question 5: as approbriate; did organizational/agency factors affect
implementation. '

D, Impact Evaluation (suggested time = 15-20 minutes)

e: The genéral purpose of this group of queétions is to document the
nature and extent of program impact. .

e This is probably the most important set of questions in the
interview. '

e Different impact areas are appropriate for different projects.
. v ‘ ~ -
e Question 1: how did they gather what evidence of .project impact? 1Is
s the evidence hard or soft? Obtain copies or review documented
evidence. ' . , ' ’
. ) N , + . . ’

. gﬁéstion 2: what are their claims of impact? Document the sﬁ rce of
‘each claim; specifically, note impacts such as placement rate#,
completion rates; achievement, mainstreaming (handicapped), skill

#  development, affective, etc,; get subjective impressions of where the
project succeeded and where it failed. :

\ & Question 3: was there a relationship between certain activities and
specific impacts? What activities seem to contribute most to
particular kinds,of impacts? - . ¢

® Question 4: self-explanatory; important question gi&eh PDE
"strategy"; if meeds not totally met, w?at are remaining needs?

A g ~*

® Question 5: "ripple effect" refers to spillover to other schools,
v staff, students, etc.; e.g., has the project had any effects on
. ] processes or outcomes beyond what was specifically targetted in the
.proposal? Is it being institutiondlized?
. /
¢ Question 6: important question, but touchy issueijgssume that .

+ diminished level of PDE #esources for vocational-education, in '
general, 1s a given; what would be effects of diminished/no PDE
resources upon the project? Aside from support of program operations
has the project added to agency "capacity" to deliver programs or
services? If so, how (e.g., improved staff capability, program
development, improved facilities, equipment, etc.).

Cw

Q. | 121
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1

E.. Recommendatioys (suggested time = 5-10 minutes)

e The purpose of these questions is to give respondents an opportunity
: to make suggestions regarding future PDE vocationdl education
strategies. : ' s
. - 0

® Question l: . the fi#st part of this question looks at reconmendations

for PDE roles, responsibilities, and/or policies (e.g., regarding .
& funding, leadership, service delivery, quality assurance, etc.); the

‘second part foauses specifically on the PDE application guidelines
(and process); are they adequate apd how could they be improved?

1 . L ' :
& Question:2: open-ended question for any other concerns.

%

ey i \

o . o 122 .. R
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HANDICAPPED TELEPHONE INTERVIEW

Name: Date:

_School: - Interviewer: e -
. . ) : : . %
Project: - T
L4 N
1. Describe .the general purpose and objectives of the project. .,

ol

h 4
-

JHow many years has the pro;ect been running? (Provide historical

context, )

AR
[TV
Qe

Describe how the. project relates to vocational.guidance/handicapped

needs and how it adds to Pennsylvauia 8 vocational education system.

v

e 137



"

4

4. Briefly describe project characteristics in terms of:

~

a. Target Group - A ’

hl

c. Staffing -

125

- 13R | )




14

+

_ 5. Did:you codduct,any formal evaluation activities? 1t so, describe
. process and data sources (e.g., hard vs, soft).

6. Was the project implemented according to plan? Were there any
changes/obstacles/barriers (e.g., level of resources, administrative -
support, etc,)?

1 v

'

- kY

s

- 7. What factors helped the project. proceed smoothly (1.e., facilitating
. . factors with implications for other projects)?

et

139




~,

8. What 1s the impact of the pfoject (e.g., related to objectives)? ’
based, on what evidence?

ff"
~
4
y ' . ’ ) T .
B . 9. Did the project meet intended needs? Were overall needs: of -target
EE ‘ population diminished, eliminated, or otherwise affected? '
» .
\ .
10. Has the project produced "ripple" or side effects (e.g., on other ' '
schools)? ' : L

4

11. Can the project continue with diminigl

ed PDE resources? No PDE
resources? What are the implications? =

140

127




v -

- 12, Do you have recommendations for PDE procedures or activities? Do the
‘ ~application guidelines meet LEA needs? _ g

K

' &
13. What issues or activities requiti?further attention?

X

-







Program Title:

PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
HANDICAPPED PROJECT EVALUATION -

Name: 7 A - Date:

Educational Agency: N ' .

Contract #:

o

The purpose of this questionnaire is to provide information to PDE regarding the
activities and impacts of vocational education programs for the handicapped.

The form should be completed by the person most knowledgeable about your
agency's program for the 1981~1982 school year. Please answer the questions as-
best you can and return the completed form to Tom Biester, Research for Better
schools, Inc., 444 Noxth Third Street, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19123. (Return
envelope enclosed.) - : -

1. What were the primary goals of your project? (Check all those that apply.)

placement in full/part-time job )
acquisition of vocational skills/competenciles ..
development of pre-employment skills : )
staff development : - .
mainstream into "regular" vocational classes . &
other: ' .
other: . . .

*

HIH

Briefly describe the primary purpose of the project ..

et

L3 et

2. How many students actually participated in the project during the 1981-1982 -
school year? -

_ # male ~ __ # female not' appropriate ‘-

¥
‘

3. Describe the types of handicaps for those students who participated in the
program, indicating the approximate percentage for each type.

~

Type of Handicap - ' Percent

o,




3 1f yes, please describe them briefly ' .

4, List the staff assigned to the project by job title and percent assigﬁment.

Title \, Percent Time Assigned to Project

5. What activities were conducted by the project? (Check all those that
: apply.) :

specific job skill training counseling
pre-employment services remedial training
placement services individualized program
evaluation/assessment self contained program

(1]

competency~based instruction . staff development
‘ mainstreamed program ______ other support services
general vocational skills other:
work experience/coop. ' other:
g :

Briefly describe the primary project activities

b. Did you conduct any formal evaluation activities? \

yes no - #

7. What wés the overall impact of tiHe project?
If appropriate:
% positive outcomes g

% graduates succesafull& employed
% mainstreamed into "regulat" vocational education

T

Or, please describe other posit!‘% impacts (e.g., related to specific
goals/objectives of project),
}

L N y . ) @: ‘
8. IYndicate any comﬁénts or recommendations for PDE concerning vecational
-education for the handicapped in Pennsylvania

13t
' 144



. H. State Geals for VYacational Education
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STATE GOALS FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
IN PENNSYLVANIA

The State Board of Education recognizes.the increasing com-
plexitx and rising costs associated with providing educational services
for all citizens of the Commonwealth. It is imperative that: (1)
accountability be an integral part of planning; (2) existing and pros-
pective educational programs be monitored and evaluated; (3) outdated
and unnecessary duplication of programs and services be eliminated: (4)
educators justify their educational expenditures to the public; and (5)
representatives of all educational levels participate in determining tle
optimum delivery system for meeting educational needs of the public.
LConsidering these points and, in an effort to provide a clear direction
for vocational educators, the State Board of Education has adopted the
following goals to guide vocational education for the next five years.

I.

I1.

III.

Iv.

VI.

Vi,

VIII.

-

Develop, expand or modify quality vocational education so
that by 1982 every public secondary student will have had
the oprortunity to:(1l) enter the labor force with a
marketable vocational skill; (2) learn a useful voca-
tional skill; or (3) acquire a basic vocational skill and
cuntinue at the postsecondary level.

Promote tﬁe expansion, range and diversity of adult and
post econdary occupational education opportunities to
facilltate: (1) the entry/reentry of persons into the
labor force and; (2) to provide upgrading or retraining
for persons already employed/unemployad.

Fncourage alternative forms of vocational/occupational
education to broaden the options available to students.

Intensify articulation efforts among programs at middle
schools and junior high schools with secondary school and
postsecondary vocational/occupational programs.

Support a greater understanding of educational/career

options by expanding vocational guidance, counseling, and

job vlacement services and providing occupational experiences
for students. '

Fosﬁ:r a concerted effort] to achieve equal educational
oppgEtunities by eliminatiing sex, racial/ethnic and
lfnﬁﬁigtic bias, stereotyping, and discrimination.
Strengthen the development and implementation of compre-
hensively planned. prngrams to meet the neceds of and
demands for competent professional vocational teachers,

counselors, ‘supervisors, and administrators.

Develop and expand vocational education opportunities for
the disadvantaged and handicapped.

{
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